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Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant
76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip  The application relates to
Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan Stage 1 is to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only

This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages Any future extensions or development of
the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notfied separately

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, communit

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

] ‘wish to be contacted alternately by:
| wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle oneXSupportthis Application.

E. Hearing Request

| (circle onemish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:
The Esplanade Section of the Boardwalk

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

Please see attached

This has been an ongoing attempt for many years and it 1s time to get it done so that disadvantaged community
members and visitors can also enjoy looking at our beach It 1s impossible for wheelchair bound and families with
prams to get near Whangamata Beach. It is time these people got some consideration and not just the able and
wealthy Get on with t DOC and stop procrastinating as usual

What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

Fuli Support for application, no conditions

G. Your Signature

r _

- —
Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter
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Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates
to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only.
This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages. Any future extensions or development
of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notified separately.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group, etc.):

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

I:l I wish to be contacted alternately by:

| wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle one) Support / Neutral is Application.

E. Hearing Request

| (circle one Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

1. We are repeating our environmental mistakes

2. Consultation has been flawed and outcomes pre-determined
3. Certificates of Compliance and Required Consents

4. There is no reason or business case for this construction

5. Scope
My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

1. We are repeating our mistakes

The application mentions successful dune restoration and root protection activities, neither of which apply in
this situation.

Instead, this application is for the earthworks, foundation driving and construction of a wooden vehicle-
supporting boardwalk in a fragile, already damaged environment. Also, it will be in parallel and within metres
of a road, an existing formed path and the easily accessible beach that are all current easy access for all
users to the same location points.

There is no reference to the applicant’s previous activities in the same strip of dune including:

- Unconsented/approved construction (and then hasty removal) of an elevated boardwalk and yoga
platform in front of Williamson Park

- Previously constructed boardwalks both operational in front of the Surf Club and buried, broken hazards
under the sand in the dune face in front of Esplanade Drive

- Placement of viewing seats in memorial to deceased residents

- Flattening/mowing of dune hills/grasses, removal of dune shrubs and environment to create the large
grass area in front of the Northern end of Esplanade Drive (see EIA page 10, figure 7 & page 11, figure 9)

- Placement of fixed BBQ and viewing seats on sand dune flattened/mowed

There is also no reference to the applicant’s previous activities in the wider Whangamata environment
including:

- The boardwalk and parking at the end of Hunt Road

- Constructed and bark boardwalks in various locations now buried, broken hazards under the sand
- Placement of viewing seats in memorial to deceased local residents in other dune locations

- Stormwater pipes constructed out onto Otahu Beach

- Sewerage treatment plant

Regarding all of the above changes affected in the Whangamata dune environment, a credible applicant
would have:

- Prepared accurate proposals, consulted and engaged to all stakeholders, regulatory bodies and impacted
parties through end-to-end processes

- Obeyed the relevant legislation, bylaws and adhered to published long term environment plans/studies

- Obtained the appropriate Department of Conservation, Resource Management Act and any other
consents

- Maintained previous constructions and removed failed constructions so as minimise hazards and ensure
that there is no harm or ongoing degradation to the environment.

There is clear physical evidence that a number of constructions completed by this applicant are in breach of
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some, if not all of the above points.

Refer the attached Stuff article 30/09/2020 regarding Orewa beach. This is a comparable set of
circumstances and highlight that dune systems should let alone or returned to original state. It won’t be long
before the TCDC is proposing to pour rocks onto the dune system to stop erosion create by meddling with it.

Consultation has been flawed and outcomes pre-determined

The first communication to adjacent affected property owners of a ‘boardwalk” along the dune environment
was by letter dated 20 December 2019.

This letter was a notification that construction was to begin in 2020 and asking beachfront owners to select
one of two pathways, the first on the top of the dune closest to the sea and the second close to their
boundaries. At the same time, plans prepared by Beca for an elevated, level 3-metre-wide, night-lit, wooden
road capable of supporting a car were published on the TCDC website along a survey asking the same
question as the letter. An email from the project manager confirms this design and it would be like the Ship
Creek walkway on the West Coast (hardly a comparable dune system, surrounding environment or business
need).

The Beca plans on the TCDC website were the first clear publicly available outline of what “Improved cycle
and walkway linkages” meant. Most importantly that there had been a divergence from previous plans and
coastal studies culminating in significant construction along the dunes instead of directly from beach access
point to the beach.

Neither the letter nor the survey had a “no, do not proceed option”. Of the 410 formal submissions to the
survey, which had no place to register a no sentiment, 40% forced the survey to use the boxes available to
say they didn’t want it to proceed. The survey was setup incorrectly and could be anonymously completed
numerous times by the same user.

Page 15, section 4.6 of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) states “Public feedback was also
provided from 30 December 2019- 9 February 2020 (peak summer period) with a public drop-in session held
in January 2020. TCDC received 410 formal submissions from the consultation. Approximately 60 per cent of
submissions supported the proposed boardwalk concept and 40 per cent did not support it.”

It was made clear at the public feedback sessions at the end of January that the decision to proceed had
already been made, the sessions were to present the Beca plans and take questions on the design and the
two routes. When a member in the audience requested that a show of hands be taken for those in support
and against, the request was denied.

In summary the applicant stating that they have undertaken community consultation is loosely correct, it has
been a deeply flawed process. When there is significant resistance to proceeding, it is ignored. The EIA
claims credible community support based on survey that that didn’t ask whether respondents wanted the
boardwalk or not.

This is one example of flawed/non-existent consultation process going back to the original thought circa 2011
that resulted in the concept of having “Improved cycle and walkway linkages” which bears no resemblance to
the current proposal. This concept has been corrupted into the two-stage construction in the dunes outlined in
the EIA and forced through without proper consultation.

Refer attached emails from Gary Gotlieb Whangamata Community Board Member
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3. Certificates of Compliance and Required Consents

Section 4 on page 13 of the EIA states “The boardwalk is a permitted activity under both the Thames
Coromandel District Plan and the Waikato Regional Plan and both Councils have granted Certificates of
Compliance (COC) confirming that no resource consent is required under the Resource Management Act
1991 (RMA).

Page 1 of Appendix E of the EIA is an email from Christin Atchinson, Senior Resource Manager, Waikato
Regional Council (printed by Andrew Hill, Beca) that states

“Provided that works are occurring through back dunes only and you can comply with the below standard and
terms when undertaking earthworks (listed below as 5.1.5 Conditions for Permitted Activity Rule), no regional
council consents would be required.

If you cannot comply with the standards and terms below and earthworks for forming a track are occurring in

coastal frontal dunes over a length of more than 100 metres then consent would be required for earthworks in
a high-risk erosion area.”

The Certificate of Compliance Report, issued by the Waikato Regional Council, for the Whangamata
Boardwalk (File No 61 76 78A, Project Code RC25355, Application No. APP1422025) states in 1 Introduction
that “The boardwalk will be situated in the ‘backdune’ area and parallel to the shoreline for approximately
970m between Esplanade Drive and Hunt Road, Whangamata”

The same report defines the frontal dune on page 2 as “Frontal dune: The seaward most foredune from Mean

High Water (MHWS) to the lowest point of the dune on the landward margin” and page three shows the
following picture (with the dune position of more than 100m of the proposed construction indicated):

Proposed
construction

Recurring
erosion on a
regular basis

Pages 11 and 15 of Appendix F of the EIA illustrates the recurring sand erosion (also noted above).

Issues with the Certificate of Compliance (COC)

-The COC is not relevant to this application as its scope is incorrectly for a significantly longer 970m
boardwalk from Esplanade Drive to Hunt Road.

- The COC incorrectly assumes that the construction is built in the back dune and parallel to the shoreline
when it is not parallel, and a significant portion of boardwalk constructed for this application will be
built well out on the frontal dune.

- The COC has been erroneously granted on incorrect information.

Issues with the Lack of Consent

- The email from Christin Atchinson states that “earthworks for forming a track are occurring in coastal
frontal dunes over a length of more than 100 metres then consent would be required for earthworks in
a high-risk erosion area.”
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- The earthworks are for more than 100 metres on the frontal dune of a high-risk erosion area.
-Resource consent is required under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

4. There is no reason or business case for this construction

In December 2019 we were surprised when we heard that all consents and approvals were in place, that
construction was planned in 2020 and that all that there was left to do was select pathway.

Over the last 15 months, we have spent significant time observing the actual use of entire proposed
boardwalk path. This has included the stage one development proposed in this application along the front of
Esplanade Drive. We are out of towners and have been in town an estimated 30 — 40 days, all times of the
year, visiting the route sometimes up to 3 times a day.

We can confirm the following:

The current bollard and rope/chain system designed to corral people to set paths down to the beach is very
effective. We have only seen people go over a rope or chain to retrieve errant balls etc. On either side of all of
the pathways the dune flora is impressive and protected. Approved dune planting/maintenance is having a
positive effect as well.

See below photos taken 4 April 2021. This is consistent all the way along the dune in front of Esplanade
Drive. There are no tracks through the dunes aside from the allowed paths from the top of the frontal dune
down to the beach.
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A large number of pedestrians (including walking stick and walking frame users) and cyclists traverse the full
length of Esplanade Drive from/to Lowe Street to the northern end of the area being considered. We have
regularly seen mobility scooters and wheelchairs traverse along the top of the frontal dune from/to where the
BBQ tables have been installed between Lowe Street and Graham Street to the Northern end of the area
being considered. We also observed mobility scooters comfortably accessing the beach via the ramp in front
of the surf club at the southern end of Esplanade Drive.

Refer below photo. The maintained/mowed thick resilient grass provides a wide, flat/even, firm surface that is
well used by all.

Issues with the application and EIA

-On page 2 of 6 of the application for, the applicant states that “This boardwalk to is replace an existing
bare, informal track that runs along the esplanade reserve, at Esplanade Drive at Whangamata.”.

This is incorrect - There is no existing bare, informal track running along the esplanade reserves

On page 5 of the DOC Concession Application, it states that “The boardwalk will be constructed in two
stages....”. This is incorrect, a first stage has already been constructed on the marginal strip as per the
below photo:

-On page 8, section 2.2 of the EIA there is an aerial photo taken in the middle of summer, demonstrating
impressive grass cover, the only white sand spots in the southern end are where access is
constrained to a narrow point or BBQ tables obstruct access and people, bicycles etc are forced
through narrow spots. The following photos are of grass browned from the sun with a firm even
surface still available for users.
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-On page 4 of the EIA, it states “The proposed boardwalk is an integral part of a longer term effort to
protect Whangamata's sand dunes, by formalising public beach access and reduce erosion of
exposed dune areas.”

This is not compelling — the proposal is to replace the current bollard and role/chain system...... with a
bollard and rope in front of Esplanade Drive? (so that it continues to successfully corral people down the
walkways?)

-On page 5 of the EIA there are photos of infill planting and bollard/rope construction.

This is misleading, as it implies that the frontal dune in scope for this application is bare sand (which for
the length in scope) is as shown in the first two photos above and doesn’t have the current bollard and
role/chain system in place.... which it does.

-On page 10 of the EIA there a “photo-shopped” concept of the boardwalk with no bollard/rope sides and
thin grass in the front of the picture.

What is to stop the cyclist from riding on the grass or cutting across to the road or beach?
The section illustrated in this photo is in the wider section where the current grass is abundant.

Is this photo implying that all of the current grass growing is going to be removed and the dune flora be
reinstated on all of the ground outside of the boardwalk (if this isn’t the case...? then what is the
boardwalk protecting and how will it do it if there is no bollard/rope system in place?)

There is no mention of the ongoing maintenance costs or full replacement costs let alone that the impact of
both ongoing in the dune system. In initial presentations the boardwalk at Mt Maunganui which we are told
recently had to be fully replaced/rebuild after 8 years.

The EIA doesn’t consider the option of doing nothing and continuing with the current (highly successful)
bollard and replanting initiatives.

So (in summary) the proposal is for significant earthworks and construction on the top of the frontal dune to:
-Replace a non-existent bare, informal track that in “dunes” of mown/maintained grass

-Not improve mobility/accessibility on the marginal strip by swapping a strip of the current grass surface
for a wooden boardwalk. All access and use the even grass surface now (i.e., same users will have
the same access now).

-Replace an existing bollard and rope/chain system with the same bollard and rope system (i.e., same
protection currently/successfully employed)

Why are we doing this?

5. Scope

The peak of the frontal dune along Esplanade Drive is previously shaped, grassed/mown on top of previous
earthworks and constructions. There is no informal path or formed track and little flora/fauna that would
normally be found in a sand dune environment.

The next stage from Esplanade Drive to Hunt Road proposed in the EIA is through frontal and back dune
through a sand dune environment that has informal tracks, dotterel nesting sites, geckos/skinks, and the
grasses etc that grow in a sand dune.

These are two vastly different environments with different factors to consider.

The reports and opinions supporting the EIA are a confusing mix of supporting evidence for a boardwalk that
the applicant intends to roll out over 970m to Hunt Road. Also, there is evidence in the Appendixes that
reports and opinions are based on designs different to the final reduced scope/design proposed.

The application and EIA include statements (shows photos) that are correct/appropriate for the next stage of
the project but are factually incorrect for the first stage in front of Esplanade Drive. For example, in B.
Alternative sites considered, “This boardwalk to is replace an existing bare, informal track that runs along the
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esplanade reserve, at Esplanade Drive at Whangamata”.

There is no existing bare, informal track running along the esplanade reserve...the marginal strip (in scope) is
well covered in tough resilient grass that the council maintains and as noted above it is currently easily
accessed by foot, bicycle, mobility scooter or wheelchair.

Page 3 of the ecological assessment shows the following photo which is a significant distance (>500m away)
from the northern end of Esplanade Drive, is a completely different situation (no bollard/rope/chains in place
to guide people) and bears no resemblance to the dunes in scope.

Page 4 of the ecological assessment shows the following photo which ¢50m north of northern end of
Esplanade Drive, is a completely different situation (no bollard/rope/chains in place to guide people) and
bears no resemblance to the dunes in scope of the application. As an aside, how is a boardwalk going to stop
plant species seeding in the dunes?

The approved COC is included in the EIA is for the full board walk being rolled out 970m to Hunt Road which
does not match the scope of the application made.

There is very high risk that this application will be decided on the wrong set of facts and reports/opinions that
did not have the final design and scope available at the time that they were prepared.
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What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:
IMPACT
- This is another construction in, or alteration to, the dune system that will cause future problem

- The proposed construction does not protect the sand dunes (it's stated purpose) any more than the
current bollard system which is working well. Constructing the boardwalk will not result in an improved
dune environment and it will not improve access down to the beach.

- To approve the construction based on a fundamentally flawed application/EIA opens up significant risk to
the Whangamata dune environment:

There are significant issues with the “consultation” process undertaken

There is no reason or business case that delivers a tangible or intangible benefit

Resource consent is required under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)

The Certificate of Compliance is invalid as it has been issued for an entirely different project scope
and on the basis of the construction not being in the frontal dune

o The application, EIA, environmental study and supporting reports/opinions are incomplete and do
not specifically address the area of marginal strip in the scope of this construction.

o O O O

ALTERNATIVE
-DO NOT APPROVE.
The funds budgeted for this project and the full boardwalk should be re-prioritised to:
o Ensure compliance for projects already completed by the TCDC (e.g., sewerage system)
o Fix issues created by previous projects completed by the TCDC (e.g., remove previous structures
buried in the dunes and address the Otahu stormwater issue)

o Address other environmental issues in Whangamata that do have a tangible/intangible benefit and
reduce the impact of the settlement on the environment

G. Your Sianature

Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

17 April 2021
Date

Please complete this form and send to permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz (Attention of B Sheppard).
You may also post your submission to: Department of Conservation, Permissions Team, Private Bay
3072, Hamilton 3240 (Attention of B Sheppard).
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From: I

Sent: Tuesday, 14 January 2020 10:34 AM
To:

Cc:

Subject: Re: Proposed Whangamata Boardwalk in dune system

Dear all | have copied Bruce Hinson in as he and | have been in communications.

| quote his responses as follows on 8 January as Ross was on leave until 20 January.

“You are right in that the Community Board did recommend to Council that the construction of walkway project be
delayed pending the Whangamata Reserve Management Plan(RMP) review.” He then advises that it is hoped that
the plan will be completed by the end of this calendar year. No construction can take place until the review is
completed.

| advised Bruce that were other legislation and planning requirements that had not been attended to.

He responded that” if the proposed boardwalk proceeds ; it will definitely need to comply with all relevant planning
documents & processes. “

| should point out the problem with notifications on the TCDC website which | and others have experienced in other
matters. These notifications are advertised in TCDC one page advertisement in the local weekly paper the Coastal
News. Unfortunately over 70 percent of owners here are absentee owners and don’t get to see the paper unless
they are visiting whangamata. That is why so much slips through without interested parties beings aware of council
proposals.

| have previously advised Council of this failing in their process. Owners need to be properly advised at their
permanent address it’s not good enough for Council to abdicate the need to properly notify interested parties

| hope that Council will allow owners to be aware of what is happening. The Council have agreed at my request that
they will include with the rate demand the form so absentee owners can get a special vote. Absentee owners do not
get to vote unless they do this. One vote per property is better than nothing. Also the same process should exist for
notifications such as boardwalk we are now dealing with.

So | hope | have alerted you all ; and that the TCDC will follow legal process and that you take independent legal
advice to protect your and the community interests

Kind regards

Barrister

From: [

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 9:45:01 AM
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Subject: Fwd: Proposed Whangamata Boardwalk in dune system

From:

To: ross.ashby@tcdc.govt.nz

Date: 14 January 2020 at 09:36

Subject: Fwd: Proposed Whangamata Boardwalk in dune system

From:

To: ross.ashby@tcdc.govt.nz

Date: 14 January 2020 at 09:22

Subject: Proposed Whangamata Boardwalk in dune system

Aloha Ross,

Re-"however as far as the decision on whether or not the project should go
ahead,this already had community support and is not the subject of the feedback
sought at this stage." the first option of no boardwalk was not included in TCDC
option of proposals?

As | research this new incarnation of an already discarded bad idea, | hear the same
words "we were never consulted" so at what public meetings, public workshops
,Community Board meetings and Council meetings was this project discussed and
given a budget and who was invited to give their or their organisations view point.
how many submissions were received for and against the proposed boardwalk in
the LTCCP. and will you make those available in return communications

From my understanding the Community Board can only have authority to do
projects under $100,000.

Surfbreak Protection Society(SPS) and Whangamata Boardriders were never
canvased for an expert opinion on the proposed board walk yet SPS and
Whangamata Boardriders have partaken in many aspects of Whangamata life since
their inceptions

At the speed at which you wish this project to travel Surfbreak has yet to receive a
comprehensive AEE and a proposed time table to a date of the Public Hearing
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under deliberation of independent Commissioners by way of the correct RMA
process..

kind regards

Surfbreak Protection Society NZ
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From: o

Sent: Tuesday, 21 January 2020 8:23 PM
To:

Subject: Re: Proposed Whangamata Walkway

Dear all | am discovering the lack of process TCDC operates under. It appears that delegation is made to middle
management and a charade of consultation takes place with no higher level oversight.

It is only when | became aware of the boardwalk proposal on 17 December 2019 that | requested confirmation as to
what consultation had taken place.

This prompted a belated attempt to respond by writing the letter of 20 December 2019 over 19 months after the
decision had been made. | am embarrassed at this attempt to rewrite history. Clearly there has not been proper
consultation.

| checked to see the basis on which this approval which was made. It was conditional upon the whangamata
reserves review will be completed. | immediately advised and reminded TCDC of this. This review will not happen at
the earliest at the end of this year confirmed by Bruce Hinson.

Other legislation appears not to have been complied with.

| repeat my concerns about denial of process.

I hope the council will become more accountable

This not the only example | am aware of.

| am attempting to copy councillors in but but on an iPhone with pounding surf in the background it’s not easy.

| should say | was one of the few who got out the back in the ragging surf and bodysurfed in a few times ; easy
compared to the task | have as a councillor but made easier with all your passion to keep to the “buggers honest “
Kind regards

Gary

Barrister

From: [0

Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 7:27:26 PM

To:
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Subject: Fwd: Proposed Whangamata Walkway

FYI

From:
To: "ross.ashby@tcdc.govt.nz" <ross.ashby@tcdc.govt.nz>
Cc:

Date: 21 January 2020 at 19:03
Subject: Proposed Whangamata Walkway

Dear Ross,

| am writing concerning the proposed Boardwalk along the Whangamata fore dunes.

| wish to make the following comments and queries that | would like answers on please.

1. |am concerned about the planning process or lack thereof regarding consultation with the
nearby residents. The first time that many of the nearby residents have been informed or
notified by yourself was a letter that you sent out on the 20" December. You have made it
clear that “as far as the decision on whether or not the project should go ahead, this has
already had community support, and is not the subject of the feedback sought at this
stage.” Therefore, you had already made your mind up regarding this project long before
‘consultation’” with the nearby residents or other opposing groups! This makes the meeting
on the 27" just a ‘tick the box’ exercise so that you can say that we were consulted? Please
can you provide further comment and explanation on that the decision around specific
route alignments will be the only matter for consideration. | note that the community board
has not consulted other parties or interested groups, but rather taken it upon themselves to
‘approve and promote’ this proposed walkway.

| would also like further comment regarding theprocess that TCDC has taken regarding this
proposal, with regards to lack of written communication at the time that this proposal went
from an ideain the 10 year plan, to “its all go, no matter what”.

2. Has an Environmental Impact study or report for this proposal been done? If so, could you
forward me a copy please.

3. Has a Cost Evaluation report or Cost / Benefit analysis been Done? If so can you please
forward me a copy.

4. What is the expected increase in pedestrian and cycle traffic along the proposed walkway?
(I'm assuming this has been done?) Also has the increased ongoing cost of rubbish clean-up
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been considered or budgeted for, including cleaning up broken bottles, etc as well as a
general maintenance budget?

5. What is the effect on the breeding dotterels of the proposed additional traffic as well as the
proposed lighting? Has this impact been studied? | note that we had a pair of dotterels
successfully breed a chick this Xmas break, without fencing off, a few meters from our beach
access (and a few meters from the proposed walkway alignment).

6. All of the plans, etc done by BECA show the walkway at ground level, but there is reference
to the walkway being elevated? If this is the case, then by how much?

7. There is reference to the walkway being “well lit”, if so how well lit? | am concerned about
the effects of this lighting and note that many of the streets of Whangamata are not well lit.
Could we not provide better lighting on our streets first?

8. You have stated that the walkway will “provide opportunity for roping off large areas of the
dune so that a programme of restoration can continue.” Can this not be done anyway? |
note that There has been nothing done in recent years along this part of the dunes with just
the occasional post with the rope long ago rotted away. Please provide comment on this.

9. You have stated that “Use of the walkway after hours may increase, however if there are
activities that are causing nuisances to adjoining residents, there are district wide by-laws in
place to deal with these. “Who does this? and how does this get enforced? | am not aware
of any TCDC enforcement officers residing in Whangamata ready to go out and sort these
issues ain the middle of the night.

10. Please can you give me the contact details of the Coastal Management Coordinator Tanya
Patrick.

11. We note that a number of people have a tendency to Urinate and Defecate along the dunes
in front of our property. How are you going to mitigate this with an increased number of
people using the proposed walkway, and thus increase the number of people doing this?

12. | am greatly concerned that you intend to bulldoze the dune in front of the esplanade back
out, down onto the beach. The dune is in its current location and shape, due to the natural
build up and erosion process, which should not be interfered with. This will spread the grass
seed down onto the beach and bury the natural, native plants that have established as the
foredune, in its natural shape. Please provide comment and expert opinion regarding this.

13. | am particularly concerned that if the Proposed walkway goes ahead along the fore dune,
what modelling has been done to show what happens when the foredune is scoured out by
storm events?, which have, in the past, eroded a vertical face of up to 2 — 3 meters, and
then the gradual rebuilding of the fore dune over the following years. This is a natural
process that has happened many times in the past, but will no doubt be exasperated in the
future with global warming.

14. What will be done about sand blowing across, or scouring out under the proposed walkway?
The proposed walkway will be flat, which is an unnatural shape that will subjected to sand
build up in places. This is evident along in front of the esplanade, which you now want to
bulldoze out.

Please can you get back to me on all of the above points By close of business this Friday.

Regards,
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Defend or retreat — the struggle to save our beachside paths and reserves
from rising sea levels

Eloise Gibson - 05:00, Sep 30 2020

RICKY WILSON/STUFF

Between the turf and the surf - the narrow public pathway sandwiched between the sand of Orewa beach and ritzy beachfront properties is under threat
from climate change.

Help keep the spotlight on the climate crisis. Support the Forever Project’s
rigorous coverage of climate change by making a contribution.

Walkways, playgrounds, picnic tables — having a strip of public land by the sea for everybody to enjoy is part of Kiwi
culture. But this skinny chain of public land will wash away before the rising ocean reaches private property further
inland. When one council chose to defend a popular path, it wound up in a court battle... with itself.
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A yellow truck on crawler tyres moves across the broad southern end of Orewa beach, scooping up sand that has
collected near a river mouth and carrying it north, to the beach'’s droopy middle section.

More sand — up to four milk tankers’ worth, over multiple visits — is carried slightly further north, to pad out a wave-
bitten stretch of beach between Marine View and Kohu St.

READ MORE:

* West Coast council to apply for funding for Hokitika seawall extension

* Climate change: Could fareless public transport boost passenger numbers and cut emissions?
* New Zealand's climate change power list

* Peninsula problems: A small council fights a rising sea, on all sides

For a brief time, the beach looks smooth and fabulous. But the effects don't stick.

AGVERRIESFRENT
Stuff

As one of the first big, swim-able beaches north of Auckland city, Orewa is popular with urban escapees, as well as its
10,000-o0dd residents.

A beach this well-loved needs to look its best for the swimming season. But the fresh drop of sand isn't only for looks —
it's defending a sliver of public land.

RICKY W\LSCJ#86I64
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Above the beach is a scraggly grass strip, with a rough dirt path along it. It runs between a scoured bank and a row of
multi-million-dollar houses.

The track is pitted and lumpy — “a goat track”, one of Orewa'’s local board members calls it. But, in big tides, this 600-
metre stretch is the only way to walk along this piece of coast, without being on someone's front lawn. The path is a
piece of Te Araroa, the public walkway running the length of New Zealand.

Erosion, storms and, now, sea level rise, have narrowed the land to Tm-wide at its thinnest point.

Last year, three different coastal engineers studied it and delivered a terminal diagnosis: within 20 years, one-third of the
path would be gone. Within 40 years, 90 per cent would be lost, unless something was done to save it.

For a while, after the trucks do their work, there’s a nice plump barrier in front. Soon, however, waves start nibbling.
Currents carry the sand out to sea and down the coast, depositing it more or less where it came from.

Next spring, the makeover begins again.

RICKY WILSON/STUFF
This 600m path is part of Te Araroa, but it's threatened by erosion and rising seas. Regular sand drops give it a reprieve.

Threatened public land

There are strips of land like Orewa’s beach path all around the country, and nobody knows how many are in danger.

When Land Information NZ surveyed who owns our coastline, in 2003, it found councils hold the titles to more than
6000km of seafront land, mainly roads and esplanade reserves, giving them almost a third of the 19,000-plus km of
coastline. The Crown owns just over another third, while private owners have the rest.

These ribbons of land have been gifted to councils in people’s wills, purchased by ratepayers, and surrendered by
developers as a condition of subdividing.

They hold walkways, barbecues, picnic tables, bike paths and pohutukawa. They're our licence to enjoy land we can't
personally afford.

When the sea rises, some of these land titles will shrink. Legally, the landward boundary won't budge when the tide line
moves in, but the seaward boundary will move inland, because it is usually defined by the high water mark. Our
#004
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S0 Tar, neres no real pran to save or replace It

We don't know the extent of the threat. Because publishing detailed maps of land at risk from sea level rise has proved
challenging, technical and controversial, most councils haven't done it yet. One report for Local Government NZ
suggested half a metre of sea level rise would threaten almost 2000 hectares of council parks and reserves.

While there's been plenty of head-scratching about what to do when private land is swamped by the ocean, much less
attention has been paid to the land that's there for all of us.

MORE FROM
ELOISE GIBSON - CLIMATE EDITOR

eloise.gibson@stuff.co.nz

‘We have to protect what we have’

Councils are supposed to prepare for Tm higher seas by 2100, though there's a 5 per cent chance oceans could rise
further, reaching up to 1.5m higher by the end of the century, says Tim Naish, a sea level rise researcher who's the
director of Victoria University's Antarctic Research Centre.

We might yet get away with just half a metre by 2100, Naish says, if people worldwide rapidly cut emissions. But a good
portion of that amount is coming in the next 40 years, no matter what happens, he says. “By 2060, we will have 25-
30cm. That's locked in”

Orewa beach is as flat as a table-top, with damp, wide sand so firm you can cycle along it. The gentle slope offers little
protection from waves.

A metre of sea level rise would push the high tide line roughly 56m inland -- past a row of palatial homes, onto the road,
and almost as far as the town'’s first block of shops and cafés.

The skinny reserve would be gone long before that.

For years, parks managers have been concerned that sand drops aren't holding the line, now that erosion is getting a
leg-up from the early stages of sea level rise.

There's ‘no way” the council could afford to buy another strip of land like it, if the increasingly popular path was washed
away, says Martin van Jaarsveld, Auckland Council's manager of community parks. “We have to protect what we have,’
he says.

The council wants to pave the path, to make it easier to use at all tides, including for cyclists and people with limited
mobility. Four in 10 Orewa residents are 65 or older.

But what might seem like a simple solution — build a seawall — led to an 18-year battle.

An exceptional case

Many Orewa residents want a seawall, pronto. The local board has set a seawall as its number one priority for ratepayer
funding, and the council sees defending the strip as the region's most urgent coastal task.

But other residents were willing to go to court to stop a wall.

In 2010, Rodney Council, which managed Orewa before the Auckland supercity, tried but failed to get permission to
build a wall along the threatened 600m.

Two huge, path-eating storms — in 2013 and 2014 — prompted Auckland Council to try again, once it was in control of
the area.
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Recent storms have eroded a length of Orewa beach, north of Auckland. Now sea level rise is giving erosion a leg-up.

“We started to look at it and say, ‘Is it acceptable to lose what little we have remaining? And the answer was very much
no,” says Paul Klinac, the council's manager of coastal services.

As regulator of Auckland’s coast, the council had to apply to itself for permission to alter the coastline. To avoid bias, it
hired three independent commissioners to make the call on its behalf.

The commissioners said no.

Owners of houses immediately behind the walkway — including Peter Simunovich, son of the rich-list, scampi-fishing
family — said a seawall wasn't needed, and could make erosion worse. They argued that alternatives, including moving
more sand, would work better, and said the council’s design for the wall was untested and risky.

The commissioners’ decision noted a seawall would stop these residents from walking straight from their houses down
to the sand. Instead, they would have to walk along to a ramp, or stairs. Members of the public would walk in front of
these people’s properties more frequently, if the council paved the path. The commissioners didn't accept the erosion
was urgent, and ruled there were risks to the natural feel of the beach.

SPONSORED BY

The council still wanted a seawall, so its only legal recourse was to take itself to court, since the commissioners had
declined permission in the council’s name.

The case — Auckland Council v Auckland Council — happened in a quiet courtroom just off Auckland’s Albert St, in May
2019.
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withdrawn their objections, after negotiating a less obtrusive design. But a group of neighbours who still opposed the
wall represented themselves in court.

Most of the cross-examination of council witnesses came from a retired coastal engineer named Greg Shaw, who has
lived on Orewa beach for 32 years. Shaw told Stuff he doesn't accept the council’s monitoring records showing erosion
is getting worse. “It's selective,” he says. He produced old photos showing the sand looking washed-out, years ago. “The
beach comes and goes,” he says. “It can be totally different in a week’s time.”

GEOFF DOBSON/STUFF

Greg Shaw has lived at Orewa Beach for 32 years and does not believe erosion is getting worse.

Instead of building a wall, Shaw thinks the council should realign Orewa’s estuary, which, he says, would be cheaper and
allow more sand to be dredged and used to defend the eroding sections in a softer manner. (Auckland Council says this
and other alternative plans aren't viable). He thinks future beach goers would be disappointed with how a wall would
turn out. He won't be here, mind you. “I'll be dead, and the top of my coffin will say, | told you so."

One of the commissioners hearing the case was interested in the sea level projections. He wanted to know if the
council had factored in something he'd read about: when Antarctica melts, it will lessen the continent’s gravitational pull
on the oceans, meaning New Zealand will experience just 10cm, total, of sea level rise. (The phenomenon is real, but
sadly it won't work out that way. New Zealand will still get about the global average of sea level rise, says Naish).

There was one area of agreement: all three coastal engineers who gave evidence for the different sides, concurred that
the reserve was a goner, if nothing was done. The questions were when, and what to do about it.

The court ruled the thin strip of land couldn’t afford any more delay. But it took 15 months after the hearing to issue a
final decision.
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The Environment Court ruled this coastal path couldn't afford to wait while Auckland Council explored other options.
In the meantime, Covid-19 hit.

By the time the court ruled in favour of the wall, the $14 million the council needed to build and maintain it was no
longer available in the budget. It might be funded next year.

All up, the council’'s costs to get this far have come to $2.1 million.

That doesn't include spending by Rodney Council.

No room to retreat
There are two options when the sea comes in: defend, or retreat.
Neither is ideal.

Seawalls can save land, but long-term they can't save sand. Once the tide line rises permanently up to the wall, any sand
in front of it will start to disappear.

Retreating saves the beach, but eats the land behind it.

“That's the issue with Auckland and New Zealand,” says Klinac. “We have one part of the population that would very
much like to see us armour our coast and try to engineer our way out of climate change, which is impossible, and we
have another section that says, you need to stop building seawalls and you need to do what you need to do [and
retreat], right now.”

“My response to both those groups is, let's have a conversation, about which parts of our coastline require protection
and why and for how long?”

‘| see it as a sliding scale of priorities that we would even be able to fund,” says Richard Hills, chair of Auckland Council's
climate change committee. “We've got a huge number of closed landfills and many of those are on our coasts. Those
are the things that we're going to have to protect, potentially, by building things like sea walls or man-made dunes”
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Auckland City Councillor Richard Hills, chair of Auckland Council's Environment and Climate Change committee, says there’s only so much money to spend
on defences such as seawalls.

Some seawalls offer only temporary protection, before the sea comes over the top or finds a way around the edges. It'd
be silly to spend millions shoring up our coastline, while we keep building on land behind, only to see our walls fail
anyway, says Judy Lawrence, a leading researcher on adapting to climate change.

Wherever there is space to let a beach move back, retreating gracefully is the better option, says Klinac. That's what the
council is doing at wilder, bigger council-owned parks, such as at west Auckland’s Muriwai. At Orewa, there's also a
wider stretch of reserve to the south, where the council plans to make do with sand transfers until there's a long-term
plan for the beach.

But at the narrow stretch, and at many other popular urban beaches, private development has hemmed the public land
in.

In fact, it's hemmed the beach in, too. The first bloke to have the brainwave of extending his front lawn onto the sand
made his move in about 1955.

The entrepreneur filled 40-gallon drums with concrete and plonked them in a line on the beach, giving himself some
extra front yard. By 1971, says Klinac, every neighbour in the row had copied him.
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At Orewa, and many other urban beaches, development comes right up to the water.

Now the sea is pushing back, only it's trying to push farther inland than it was before. Klinac says the only thing
masking the long-term erosion is the regular sand transfers.

It's odd to think burning coal in China, or revving a Mustang in L.A., or breeding a cow in Matamata, creates headaches
for an Auckland civil servant, with a public pathway to manage.

Making matters harder for the likes of van Jaarsveld and Klinac is that nobody knows what these emitters will,
collectively, do, nor exactly at what point Antarctica’s ice sheets will kick into major, unstoppable melting. “We'll know
once it's started, and then the uncertainties will reduce markedly,” Naish says, drily.

Tidy transition?

Planners and experts, including Lawrence, have devised a way of dealing with this uncertainty. A community gets
together with its council, and decides in advance on trigger points - what frequency of flooding it could put up with
before moving away or building defences. That way everyone knows what to expect, even if they don't know precisely
when.

There can be several, staged trigger points, setting off different reactions: dune planting first, then a seawall, then
retreat, or any other variation.

Orewa's seawall, for example, might only last 30-50 years before the sea overtops it regularly. When that happens, the
council has the ability to make it higher by adding another layer, called an upstand, says Klinac.
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Climate adaptation researcher Judy Lawrence helped design a process for communities to agree on “trigger points”.

The next stage after that is to consider retreat.

“We were quite clear that this was a medium-term solution,” says Klinac, “and that with projected rates of sea level rise,
there are some other things we're going to need to think about”

“The biggest lesson learned for me is, more proactive, upfront discussions with our communities in a way that's a lot
less pressured. So that when the time comes to do things like build a seawall, or remove a seawall or apply managed
retreat, it's not all new to that community.”

But, while the phrase ‘managed retreat’ sounds orderly, conjuring an image of neatly-packed suitcases, the truth is, no
one knows how it will work, nor who will pay, because New Zealand has no official plan.

For years, councils have been saying they fear being sued by property owners for driving down coastal land values,
when they publish maps showing at-risk areas. When they do nothing, they still fear being sued, for failing to protect
their communities.

Yet help from the government's been slow in coming.

Under National, even non-binding guidance to help councils start these conversations was held back for a year, partly
because ministers feared publishing it would hurt property values.

Greens co-leader James Shaw, now the climate change minister, was a critic of National's slow progress and clearly
supports stronger action.
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Climate Change Minister James Shaw was sympathetic to councils’ need for managed retreat law in opposition, but no law will be passed before the
election.

But the first term of the Labour-led government he is part of is going to end without enacting a better solution.

“It's not the sort of thing you want to jam through under urgency, because the issues are so complex,” Shaw says. “But
we also need to deal with urgent cases in front of us in the meantime”

This year, a major stocktake of planning laws, the Randerson review, recommended the government pass a law
governing managed retreat, to help councils out of the legal morass.

Shaw says it would be passed within 12-24 months, if a Labour/Green government is elected.
But it's not obvious whether a law would help rescue our public coastal land.

Could it ensure the public gets to have a coastal strip, if settlements retreat? Shaw doesn’t want to get into it, until he
sees official advice on the law change. He says the issues of public and private land loss can't be disentangled.

“There is no straightforward answer. You've got a very valuable and very vulnerable strip of land. You've got sea level on
one side and private property on the other”

“Yes, you've got the loss of that public land, but exactly the same thing is going to happen to the private land that sits
behind it, just at a slightly later date,” he says.

“And that's really tough, because you're dealing with private property, you're dealing with, usually, the primary repository
of people's wealth, to the extent that they have any.

“Frankly, those are the really thorny issues about why this is taking such a long time to unpick.”
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Even on a wintery weekday, Orewa's north stretch of beach is popular with families and dog walkers.

Lawrence says one simple solution could be rolling easements, which give the public shifting rights of access along the
coast. Unlike esplanade reserves, these easements move with the tideline. But they would bring their own costs,
because the public’'s access-way moves further into private land when the seas rise, potentially colliding with houses
and shops.

As for whether the government could require a public strip to be part of any plans for managed retreat, “that's easier
said than done,” she says, "because a lot of areas don't have the space and so you've got a squeeze [already]”

Lawrence and Shaw each found the Orewa court case interesting reading. It was remarkable how many differences
were resolved through the court and pre-court mediation process, says Lawrence.

But it's clear New Zealand can't afford to litigate every slice of every beach, one wall, dune or retreat at a time. Our
talking needs to happen in cheaper settings. Some councils have been holding community meetings, where, Lawrence
says, the presence of outside experts has helped soothe tensions.

Peeing in the wind?
Assuming Orewa gets its seawall, it won't be the end of the sand makeovers.

The council has agreed to continue, to keep the beach in front of the wall plump and sandy, and protect the reserve
further south from erosion.

Every year, the yellow sand truck attracts attention, prompting comments and tips to the council from locals.
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Auckland Council's latest effort to combat erosion at Orewa beach with sand-scooping trucks.
Every year, there's a similar range of viewpoints quoted in the news.

“People say, ‘What are you doing? It's pointless, it's just going to wash away! They're entirely correct,” says Klinac. “But
it's a sacrificial buffer”

This year, the sand drops happened two days before a storm, which washed much of the sand away. People were
aghast.

The council was “peeing in the wind,” said a local business-owner. “A classic example of two days’ work all undone
within two days of the tide coming in."

It was time, he said, for the council to spend money on a permanent solution.

If you support New Zealand journalism... Make a contribution

We'd like to ask for your help. In a fast-changing world where misinformation
spreads on social media, the need for trustworthy journalism has never been
greater. But the media industry faces strong headwinds. Traditional means of
funding journalism - such as advertising and subscriptions to our newspapers -
have declined, compounded by the economic impact of Covid-19.

We're asking our readers to help us continue to play our vital role in society. Stuff
holds a special position in New Zealand, with the largest network of newsrooms
- hundreds of journalists from Northland to Southland. We're part of your local
community, doggedly pursuing the issues that matter.

We hold the powerful to account - from making sure your rates are spent wisely
to challenging Cabinet ministers who flout the rules.

We uncover hidden truths - from the Defence Force’s activities in Afghanistan to
which companies commit the greatest climate damage.
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new Pou Tiaki section.

In an age where rumours and speculation spread unchecked on social media,
Stuff's professional standards of accuracy, fairness and balance are more vital
than ever. Please consider becoming a supporter. Make a contribution from as
little as $1 and help sustain trustworthy independent journalism.

Become a supporter

The Forever Index shows at a glance New Zealand's recorded temperatures, levels of
greenhouse gases and other gases in the atmosphere, progress with electricity from
renewable sources, and uptake of electric vehicles.
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The graph shows nationwide mean annual temperature anomalies from 1910 to 2019
from Niwa's seven station series (Auckland, Masterton, Wellington, Hokitika, Nelson,
Lincoln and Dunedin), based on the 1981-2010 averages at those locations. The warming
signal is clear.
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Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)
The Council has applied to construct a p‘uylbhc boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates
to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 1s to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only
This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages Any future extensions or development
of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notifled separately

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitti

-y

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

|:| | wish to be contacted alternately by:

I wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Suppert/Opposition

| (circle one) Support / Neutral Oppf‘sy’this Application.
E. Hearing Request

| (circle one)( Do;’l Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

L.O9sS o©oF AMENITY BY ERECTIiON OF A RBoAaRDWALK

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:
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What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

v Do.c. Lo Ho dervows Low o/ an
WW Mot Lad Meer avalalle /m—%w%%m

G. Your Signature

§ignature of submiitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

/8 APRiL. Q2027
Date
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A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates
to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only.
This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages. Any future extensions or development
of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notified separately.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group,
etc.): Barry Loe

Address for Service
8052
Telephone: Email Address:

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

|:| | wish to be contacted alternately by:

I:l | wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle one) Support / Neutral@his Application.

E. Hearing Request N—

| (circle one@/ Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.

\Vj
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

The entire application

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

The Whangamata beach front marginal strip areas, which include most of beach front and dunes from
the wharf to Otahu, are not gazetted reserves, and therefore are not managed under TCDC Reserves
Management Plans. There is no management plan for this incredibly important area of Crown Land. As
a result of this lack of management oversight there have been a number of unauthorised structures
installed over the years; including boardwalks and seats, and there has been considerable
encroachment onto the land from adjoining land owners who have usurped occupation of the land,
recontouring dunes and planting lawns and other exotic plants. A pest plant invasion is occurring,
particularly in the northern section of the marginal strips, degrading natural ecosystems and values.

TCDC are clear in the application that this is Stage 1 and they will be back to seek concession for
Stage 2 and possibly beyond. Stage 1 should not be approved in the absence of a Conservation
Management Plan for the whole of the beach front marginal strip, so issues such as property
encroachment, controlled/casual access along and across the dunes, dune restoration and
enhancement, pest plants, erosion, re-vegetation etc are identified and management objectives and
actions developed for the entire area.

Allowing Stage 1 (and Stage 2 and more) outside a management plan framework promotes piece-meal
development of this critical area and potential incremental loss of dune values - coastal protection,
ecological, landscape and amenity values. TCDC do not have responsibility for the beach front
marginal strip, it is Crown Land so DoC needs to step up and start managing it.

It is not appropriate for this application to be considered without considering the management of the
breach front marginal strip areas as a whole. The Conservation Act provides for this situation, where an
application for a concession is made in the absence of a conservation management plan. Under
s17W(3) of the Act the Minister can decline an application for concession if the preparation of a
conservation management plan 'is more appropriate', and if the decision is to decline, the Minister can
initiate the preparation of a management plan.

The application by TCDC has significant process and information deficiencies, including those
described in the submission by Whangamata Dunes Incorporated, which | endorse.

#006



What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

| seek that the Minister DECLINE the application.

| seek that the Minister initiates the preparation of a conservation management plan for the entire
Whangamata beach front marginal strip.

If the application is not declined, that Minister seeks further information relating to the effects of the full
scope and extent of activities in the Whangamata beachfront marginal strip including; existing
unauthorised structures, proposed structures and activities, alternative locations of structures, on-going
management of the marginal strip including pest control, encroachment, and restoration of degraded
areas.

G. Your Signature

Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter
Barry Loe
Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

27 April 2021
Date

Please complete this form and send to permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz (Attention of B Sheppard).
You may also post your submission to: Department of Conservation, Permissions Team, Private Bay
3072, Hamilton 3240 (Attention of B Sheppard).
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Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

Whangamata Dunes Incorporated Opposition to 76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council (TCDC) has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application
for concession relates to Stage 1 of their boardwalk construction plan.

This submission opposes this boardwalk construction.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group, etc.):

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

|:| | wish to be contacted alternately by:

| wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle one) Support / Neutral <0ppose )ﬂs Application.

E. Hearing Request

| (circle one Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F.

Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

Areas of the TCDC submission that are Factually Incorrect, thus invalidating it.

The Consultation process undertaken by TCDC as described in the Environmental Impact Assessment, section
4.6 was flawed.

The lack of a Resource Consent which should have been required by the Waikato Regional Council.

Not considering a cheaper and more environmentally friendly alternative route in the Environmental Impact
Assessment, section 5.1 that we ask the Minister to take specific note of under the Conservation Act 1987,
section 17U (4) (a) (i).

Not considering properly or in enough depth the ‘Do Nothing’ option under the Conservation Act 1987, section
17U (4) (b).

This costly project not being the best use of public funds where resources could be better used to enhance and
mitigate the damage done to the dune system which has been neglected by both DoC and TCDC over the years.

The TCDC Draft Whangamata Reserves: Management Plan not being followed.

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

Areas of the TCDC submission that are Factually Incorrect and lacking in appropriate detail.

Below are areas in the TCDC Application for concession that we have identified as being factually incorrect and /
or containing material inaccuracies,-

>

In the TCDC application for concession, page 8 of 9, G. Checklist, TCDC have checked the box that they
certify that to the best of their knowledge, all information provided is true and correct. We can show that
this is not the case.

In the TCDC application for concession, page 7 of 9, E. Background experience of Applicant, TCDC have
stated that ‘a tender process will be utilised’, but in the Whangamata Community Board Meeting of 15"
Feb, 2021 TCDC staff said that they had already consulted with a local building contractor regarding a
final cost estimate for approval, with a possible commencement date ASAP, and the procuring materials.
There is no indication that they intend to advertise for open tenders, for this significantly costly project,
which is greatly concerning.

The coordinates given in H. Environmental Impact Assessment (on page 5 of 6 in the Application),
under the heading ‘Location on public conservation land’ are not on public conservation land, and do not
relate to the plans or other descriptions of where the proposed boardwalk is to be placed in the
Application for concession. The coordinates that describe “at the Whangamata Lifesaving Club” are
actually at the turning circle at the end of Hunt Road (see plan below showing the red waypoint and
Coordinates)
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» The other coordinates that describe “at the end of Esplanade Drive” are actually in the house located at
232 Beverly Terrace. (see plan below showing the red waypoint and Coordinates)

There are several different descriptions of where the boardwalk starts and stops in the TCDC Application
for concession that contradict each other as well as not match the Overall Project Plan in Appendix A,
regarding where exactly the proposed boardwalk will start and stop.
A cadastral survey as well as a contour survey of the area should be commissioned by TCDC and the
exact coordinates for the proposed boardwalk centreline should have been given in the application for
concession, as well as the exact length and exact start and end coordinates.
We note that DoC have requested that in ‘H. Environmental Impact Assessment’, the applicant should
answer in detail and list all of the locations of the proposal. There is clearly not enough detail regarding
the location or alignment of the proposed boardwalk in the TCDC application for concession.

» In the Concession Application, page 2 of 6, TCDC states that ‘This boardwalk to is replace an existing
bare, informal track that runs along the esplanade reserve, at Esplanade Drive at Whangamata.’

This is factually incorrect as shown in the photos below. There is no informal track, just a grassed area of

3
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the top of the frontal dune, with no discernible track or area of wear or erosion, with dry patches mainly
due to a lack of rain in the hot summer months only. This area is currently very well used by foot traffic,
bikes, e-vehicles of various sorts, push chairs, and mobility scooters. See photos below.
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> In the Environmental Impact Assessment 4.4 Coastal Erosion, BECA states that “The boardwalk is
located on the back dune area, adjacent to the existing carpark”. This is Factually Incorrect, as from their
own plans submitted, the intention is to place the boardwalk on the top of the frontal dune along the
esplanade area. See Figure 13 under 5.2 on page 19 of the BECA report, as well as the photos above,
the location can only be described as the top of the Frontal Dune as per the Waikato Regional Council

definition below.

» Page 15, section 4.6 of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) states “Public feedback was also
provided from 30 December 2019- 9 February 2020 (peak summer period) with a public drop-in session
held in January 2020. TCDC received 410 formal submissions from the consultation. Approximately 60
per cent of submissions supported the proposed boardwalk concept and 40 per cent did not support it.”

This is a Factually Incorrect and flawed conclusion to the survey put out by the TCDC.
The complete survey was as follows,-

Whangamata Boardwalk Project

What route would you like to take on Whangamata’s new Boardwalk?

We've got two proposals for the route of a wooden boardwalk running along Whangamata’s beachfront, which will
protect our dune system and promote better walking access, and we want to hear what option you prefer.

We also want to hear what you think of the proposed re-alignment of the beach accessways along the Esplanade and
any other comments in general about the design.

The project also includes new seating, landscaping, and improved access points from surrounding streets.

To view the concept design see: www.tcdc.govt.nz/whangaboardwalk

#007


http://www.tcdc.govt.nz/whangaboardwalk

1. Which route alignment do you prefer between Mooloo Crescent and the Esplanade?
Option one (green): A walkway encouraging people through the crest of the dune system.
Option two (red): an alignment that follows the existing informal pathway back from the coast.
2. What do you think about the proposed re-alignment of the beach accessways along the Esplanade?
3. Any other comments in general about the design.

From this survey of 3 questions, 40% of respondents stated under question 3 General Comments, that

And the TCDC conclusion of the above was that 60% of respondents supported the proposed boardwalk.
This conclusion is an astoundingly inaccurate, a factually false conclusion, that simply does not hold
water, and yet TCDC still flout this on their website! The only correct conclusion that one can determine
from this survey is that at least 40% of respondents specifically do not support the project.

» We note that the Archaeological Report by MishMish Heritage (productions Ltd) referred to in section 4.8
of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Appendix G. has not stated an Author, his or her
expertise and / or Tertiary qualifications, nor is it signed and dated.

We see this as a significant omission, and that this Archaeological Report therefore be disregarded, and that DoC
should require that another report should be commissioned from a reputable firm, experienced in producing
Archaeological Reports for DoC administered Crown Land.

We ask the Minister to reject the TCDC application for concession, for the boardwalk as it stands and require that
TCDC include an Archaeological Report commissioned from a reputable firm, experienced in producing
Archaeological Reports to National and Local Body Authorities for DoC administered Crown Land, and that a
suitable qualified and experienced person is prepared to sign their name to and date it.

» Regarding section 4.7 Cultural Effects of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), there is no
written endorsement or approval of the proposed boardwalk by any of the Iwi mentioned in the
Application for concession, and no minutes of any meetings with any of the Iwi in Appendix F, as stated
at the bottom of section 4.7

Written Iwi approval by all relevant Iwi with links to the area should be required to be included as be part of the
TCDC application for concession to DoC, and not left for TCDC to sort out post application approval by DoC, or
‘during the build process’, by the DoC Minister.

We ask the Minister to reject the TCDC application for concession, for the boardwalk as it stands and require that
TCDC include written Iwi approvals in any future application for concession for a boardwalk, from the following Iwi
that TCDC have stated that they have consulted with,-

e Ngati Pu

e Ngati Hako

¢ Ngati Whanaunga

e Ngati Tamatera

e Ngati Hei

» The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) has not fully considered Social Impacts, including
neighbours, as well as people using the existing amenity area as it is.
Specific points that should be required to be considered and the potential effects mitigated are,-

o Effects on the immediate neighbours across the Esplanade Drive, including their opinions and
concerns. These neighbours should be able to ‘have their say’ and be properly and meaningfully
consulted, not just be told what TCDC are going to do.

o Effects on the Whangamata Surf Life Saving Club, including their opinions and concerns.
Specifically regarding hosting surf life-saving competitions (both national and inter-national),
where tents and marques have been erected along the proposed boardwalk alignment area in
the past. This will not be possible if the boardwalk is to be constructed.

o Effects on the Whangamata surfers, some of which are nationally recognised. Whangamata Surf
breaks are nationally and internationally recognised, and as such attract significant numbers of
high profile surfers to the Annual Surf Competitions held here at Whangamata. During these
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competitions, like the Whangamata Surf Lifesaving Club, tents and marques have been erected
along the proposed boardwalk alignment area in the past.
The Whangamata Surf Break Protection Society Inc, as well as Whangamata Boardriders Inc.
should be consulted, and their opinions and concerns be given due consideration.
We ask the Minister to reject the TCDC application for concession for the proposed boardwalk as it stands and
require that TCDC include a section on Social Impacts including those above and effects on people in any future
application for a boardwalk.
We ask the Minister to note The Conservation Act 1987, Matters to be considered by the Minister (2), (a) the
information available is insufficient or inadequate to enable him or her to assess the effects....

The Consultation process undertaken by TCDC as described in the Environmental Impact Assessment,
section 4.6 and Appendix E, was flawed and did not include for considering community feedback.

» At no stage was the public given the opportunity to object or to vote on the proposed boardwalk project,
and have that vote taken into consideration.

» The consultation process going back to the original LTP circa 2011 that resulted in the concept of having
“Improved cycle and walkway linkages” which bears no resemblance to the current proposal. See
diagram and explanation below from the TCDC'’s “Initial consultation” that they distributed to those
opposed to the boardwalk, whom opposed it and challenged the consultation process.
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The eight submissions referred to in the TCDC application for concession, section 4.8 of the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Appendix E in the Whangamata Boardwalk Extension
Project Feedback and Options Report to the Whangamata Community Board from Ross Ashby — Project
Manager Infrastructure, are actually only 7, as per the extract highlighted in blue below, from the
Deliberations for 2018 Long Term Plan & Special Meeting, Whangamata Community Board meeting.

Community Spaces and Development

1. PARKS AND RESERVES

1.1. Whangamata boardwalk/walkways

Seven submissions related to extending the Whangamata boardwalk. Of these:
three supported the boardwalk extension, three opposed the boardwalk extension

one questioned whether the Board had followed appropriate process given current Reserve Management Plans reviews and
the current reserve management plans not allowing any new structures.

One suggested it would negatively affect private property and prefers informal accessways.

One submitter asked that more walkway viewing access be made available by extending from the Surf Club via the esplanade
to the existing Motor Camp/Port Road walkway as a priority, then extending progressively as funds allow from the wharf to the
estuary. The submitter suggests funding by stopping further extension of the Moana Anu Anu walkway past the mangroves.
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One submitter commented on the views from Te Pamuhae Drive but made no specific request.

Submission requesting that Council create a walkway north from Williamson Park. The Submission also request that staff
include provision of viewing platforms when planning the proposed Boardwalk project. Additionally they submit that funding
from the estuary walkway could be reallocated to achieve these suggestions.

Analysis

Submissions were both in favour and opposition of the proposed Whangamata Boardwalk project with an additional question
as to whether the proposed project aligns with the Reserve Management Plan. Boardwalk extensions are proposed in 2018/19
($154k), 2019/20 ($137k), 2020/21 ($179k) and 2025/26 ($83k). The current situation is that there are many informal access
ways throughout the dunes that lead to erosion and dune degradation. Careful planning of a formed walkway on the back dune
could protect the dunes from this damage. Creation of this boardwalk would be a valuable recreational asset and will also allow
people in wheelchairs and mobility scooters the opportunity to enjoy seaviews. Council should also consider that if sea-level
rise continues with storm frequency and storm intensity increasing then construction of valuable immoveable asset in a
dynamic and fragile environment could be contrary to good decision making. It should be noted that the areas suggested for
the project are not reserves subject to the Reserves Act and therefore are not part of the Reserve Management Plan.
Recommendation

No change to what is proposed for the Whangamata boardwalks.

From this above, there is not the resounding endorsement to go ahead with the project. 50/50 at best!!

This shows that there is not the overall support from the community that TCDC purports in TCDC'’s
application for concession.

» The BECA plans on the TCDC website were the first clear publicly available outline of what “Improved
cycle and walkway linkages” actually meant. Most importantly that there had been a divergence from
previous plans and coastal studies culminating in significant construction along the dunes instead of
directly from beach access point to the beach, as per what was spelled out in the 2011 Long Term Plan.

» The first communication to adjacent affected property owners of a ‘boardwalk” along the dune
environment was by letter dated 20 December 2019.

This letter was a notification that construction was to begin in 2020 and asking beachfront owners to
select one of two pathways, the first on the top of the fore dune closest to the sea and the second close
to their boundaries. At the same time, plans prepared by BECA for an elevated, level 3-metre-wide,
night-lit, wooden road capable of supporting a car were published on the TCDC website along a survey
asking the same question as the letter. An email from the project manager confirms this design and it
would be like the Ship Creek walkway on the West Coast (hardly a comparable dune system,
surrounding environment or business needs).

At no time was there an opportunity the adjacent affected property owners to object or for their views to
be properly considered. Therefore the “consultation process” was actually a “naotification” to the affected
property owners regarding what TCDC were going to do.

» It was made clear at the public feedback sessions at the end of January that the decision to proceed had
already been made, the sessions were to present the BECA plans and take questions on the design and
the two routes. When a member in the audience requested that a show of hands be taken for those in
support and against, that request was denied, and it was spelled out that the project was already decided
on and was going ahead. This was merely an information session. It should be noted that these public
feedback sessions were attended by between 100 and 200 members of the public and that a vast
majority were verdantly opposed to the project, were very vocal and angry at TCDC regarding the public
notification process that they used, and were then told by TCDC staff to “park their anger”.

In summary the applicant stating that they have undertaken community consultation is only loosely correct,
and we believe that it was a deeply flawed process. When there is significant resistance to proceeding, it is
ignored. The EIA claims credible community support based on survey that that didn’t ask whether
respondents wanted the boardwalk or not.
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The lack of Resource Consent for the Boardwalk which should have been required.

In the Environmental Impact Assessment Section 4 on page 13 of the EIA states “The boardwalk is a
permitted activity under both the Thames Coromandel District Plan and the Waikato Regional Plan and
both Councils have granted Certificates of Compliance (COC) confirming that no resource consent is
required under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).
We believe that these have been granted in error as the applicant has omitted the fact that the significant
portions of the proposed boardwalk runs along the Frontal dune, and not the ‘backdune area’ including all
of the Stage 1 area along the esplanade, as claimed in the TCDC application for the COC’c.
Page 1 of Appendix E of the EIA is an email from Christin Atchinson, Senior Resource Manager, Waikato
Regional Council (printed by Andrew Hill, Beca) that states,-
“Provided that works are occurring through back dunes only and you can comply with the below standard and
terms when undertaking earthworks (listed below as 5.1.5 Conditions for Permitted Activity Rule), no regional
council consents would be required.

If you cannot comply with the standards and terms below and earthworks for forming a track are occurring in

coastal frontal dunes over a length of more than 100 metres then consent would be required for earthworks in
a high risk erosion area.”

The Certificate of Compliance Report, issued by the Waikato Regional Council, for the Whangamata
Boardwalk (File No 61 76 78A, Project Code RC25355, Application No. APP1422025) states in 1 Introduction
that “The boardwalk will be situated in the ‘backdune’ area and parallel to the shoreline for approximately
970m between Esplanade Drive and Hunt Road, Whangamata”

The same report by the WRC defines the frontal dune on page 2 as “Frontal dune: The seaward most
foredune from Mean High Water (MHWS) to the lowest point of the dune on the landward margin” and page
three shows the following picture.

Area of the Proposed Boardwalk
construction along the
Esplanade for over 200m

/45}//

Pages 11 and 15 of Appendix F of the EIA illustrates the recurring sand erosion, showing that the Frontal
dune of the Esplanade is indeed a ‘high risk erosion area’ and therefore a Resource Consent should be

required.
Issues with the Certificate of Compliance (COC) Issued by WRC are as follows,-
-The COC is not relevant to this application as its scope is incorrectly done for a significantly longer 970m
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boardwalk from Esplanade Drive to Hunt Road. Separate COC’s from both the WRC and TCDC
should be applied for and granted, and form part of an Application to DoC. It should be specifically
noted that the COC incorrectly assumes that the construction is built in the back dune area, when the
portion of boardwalk constructed for this application will be built on the frontal dune.

- The COC has been erroneously granted on incorrect information supplied in the TCDC application.

The COC incorrectly assumes that the construction is built in the back dunes only. We maintain that the proposed
boardwalk along the esplanade (over 200 metres) will be built on the frontal dune as defined by the Waikato
Regional Council in their application for the COC.

The earthworks for this “Esplanade Section” are for more than 200 metres along the frontal dune of a high risk
erosion area, and therefore Resource Consent is required under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

Please refer to photos in the TCDC application for concession, Appendix F, Figures 8 and top photo of Figure 10,
clearly showing the erosion that occurs in this area from storm events, which will be likely to increase in size and
frequency in the future due to the effects of global warming.

We ask the Minister to reject the application for concession, for the proposed boardwalk as it stands and require
that TCDC include COC’s for just the area of construction that the application pertains to.

Not considering a cheaper and more environmentally friendly alternative route in the Environmental
Impact Assessment, section 5.1 that we ask the Minister to take specific note of under the Conservation
Act 1987, section 17U (4) (a) (i).

» The current proposed route along the top of the frontal dune is the most intrusive option available. This is
also the option that is most susceptible to being scoured out by storm events or subjected to wind-blown
sand build up, which at present is not an issue on the existing grass surface.

Under section 5, Assessment of Alternatives, the only options looked at were on the top of the frontal
dune where they intend to place the boardwalk despite what they say in this section of the report, one the
other side of the Esplanade Drive, and one half way down the back of the frontal dune between the
carpark and the top of the frontal dune, where the most earthworks would be required.

» The option that was not looked at all was immediately in front of the carpark, between the two existing
concrete kerbs, ie. between the existing carpark and the ‘alternative location shown in 5.1, Fig 12 of the
BECA report. This is the easiest, cheapest, and most environmentally friendly location to place either a
concrete or wooden walkway. It only requires the addition of car wheelstops to be placed in the carpark
to prevent cars from parking with the front or backs of the vehicles from encroaching over the pathway
and also the least amount of earthworks of any of the options. The existing rubbish bins would also have
to be relocated by a few metres. See photo below.
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This option can cater to the public with limited mobility by directing them along to the area in front of the
surf club, where there is also wheeled vehicle access down to the beach itself. It should also be noted
that there are very few old style wheel chairs these days used by those with limited mobility, somewhere
in the order of 95% of mobility vehicles are electric and designed to run over undulating grassed surfaces
such as the existing grassed frontal dune with ease.

We ask the Minister to take specific note of this option under the Conservation Act 1987, section 17U (4)
(a) (i).

We ask the Minister to reject the application for concession for the boardwalk as it stands
regarding this matter.

Not considering properly the ‘Do Nothing’ option under the Conservation Act 1987, section 17U (4) (b).

» Under the “Section 5.3 Do Nothing” option in the TCDC application for concession, it is also argued that
there is a lost opportunity for Iwi to tell their story and provide points of interest. But the installation of
plagues to do exactly this, alongside the beach access points can be done independently and are not
reliant on building the proposed boardwalk. The old and dated amenity furniture referred to in this section
that were installed by TCDC without DoC consent can be removed, or TCDC could lodge an application
for concession, to update this furniture which is not reliant on constructing the proposed boardwalk.
TCDC states that by doing nothing, the dunes will continue to be worn by existing public access. Do they
mean the grass area of the frontal dune area? As this shows no sign of being worn by existing public
access or for any other reason, or are they referring to the existing access tracks down to the beach? As
these can be and should be improved independently of the construction of the proposed boardwalk.

We ask the Minister to take specific note of this option under the Conservation Act 1987, section 17U (4)

(b).
We ask the Minister to reject the application for concession for the boardwalk as it stands
regarding this matter.
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» We also note that when people trip and fall on the existing grass surface, there is a minimal risk of

serious harm. When a hard surface such as the proposed boardwalk is introduced, then the risk of more
serious harm by a fall is greatly increased. This should have been given due consideration in the TCDC
application for concession, as a health and safety issue.

This costly project not being the best use of public funds in the DoC administered Crown Land.

»

»

This project is now budgeted to cost over $479,000 just for the proposed esplanade section being applied
forin the TCDC application.

For TCDC to spend this amount of money and resource on this feel good project’ rather than placing
further funds and resources into maintaining and repairing the dune areas that have been directly
affected by past TCDC works that have gone ahead without DoC permission or concessions, should be
of the utmost concern to DoC. We note that DoC have done very little in this area as well, which is their
responsibility.

These funds would be better spent on dune restoration, which does not have to be done as part of or
reliant on the boardwalk project as suggested in the TCDC application for concession. Dune restoration
can and should be done independently of any other TCDC project, and should be an ongoing
commitment by both TCDC and DoC.

The Draft Whangamata Reserves: Management Plan

>

>

This states under Appendix C: Other land maintained as Open Space, that for the area of
Whangamata Beachfront —- Whangamata

Management Actions
Maintain area and beach access for day visitors.

If TCDC are going to follow their own Reserves Management Plan, then they should discontinue with this project.

13

#007



What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

We would like the DoC to Decline the application for concession by the TCDC outright, based on the facts and
points of concern detailed above, but should DoC consider that the submission from TCDC be granted, we firmly
believe that it should be with the following conditions,-

e That Resource Consent should be sought by TCDC for each part or stage of the proposed boardwalk,
and approved prior to commencement, given that the boardwalk along the esplanade section is on the
frontal dune as defined by the Waikato Regional Council, and not the ‘back dune area’ as per the TCDC
application to WDC for the CoC that they obtained.

e That the TCDC application for concession should be re-applied for and should clarify exactly what
information is relevant for the Esplanade section or stage that this application for concession is applying
for, and more specifically the information in the application that is “additional for future stages” should be
excluded from the TCDC application for concession.

e That a public survey be required, containing a ‘for / against’ question, spelling out the cost of the project,
should be undertaken so that an unbiased and accurate conclusion to the survey can be obtained, and
that a clear majority of public respondents are for the project. TCDC should be required to have a clear
public mandate to proceed, which they don’t have at the moment. This is contrary to what is stated in the
BECA Environmental Impact Assessment Section 7 Conclusion.

e The construction of the boardwalk should go out for “open tender”, and that due process for obtaining
and managing public tenders is followed, as stated in the TCDC application for concession. Approval
should be rescinded should TCDC not do as it states that it will do in the application for concession.

o That a survey of people walking or cycling along the grassed area of the esplanade, during a busy time
such as Easter or Xmas be undertaken by TCDC, asking whether they would prefer walking / cycling on
the existing grass surface, or a wooden boardwalk structure. At the moment the TCDC has no clear
public mandate to proceed, by those people currently using the area.

e That the alternative route detailed above which is not regarded in the Environmental Impact Assessment,
section 5.1 in the TCDC application for concession be considered, and that we ask the Minister to take
specific note of the Conservation Act 1987, section 17U (4) (a) (i) and be duly considered regarding the
TCDC Application.

e That TCDC be required to re-apply for an application for concession with a more extensive and balanced
Environmental Impact Assessment Report, including Social Impacts on neighbours, affected groups and
organisations. The Environmental Impact Assessment Report as it stands in the current TCDC
application for concession is quite simply not adequate. We ask the Minister to reject the TCDC
application for concession for the proposed boardwalk as it stands and require that TCDC include a
section on Social Impacts including those above and the effects on people and organisations in any
future application for concession, for the proposed boardwalk.

We ask the Minister to note The Conservation Act 1987, Matters to be considered by the Minister (2), (a)
the information available is insufficient or inadequate to enable him or her to assess the effects....

o We ask that the Minister take due consideration of the ‘do nothing option’. We ask the Minister to take
specific note of this option under the Conservation Act 1987, section 17U (4) (b).

e We ask the Minister to require that TCDC include written Iwi approvals in the TCDC application for
concession, for the boardwalk, and that DoC not approve the TCDC application for concession until Iwi
approvals are obtained and included.

e That significantly greater proportion of funds of the budget should be allocated to dune weeding of exotic
plant species and dune restoration. It is not possible for manual removal of plants such as agapanthus by
beachcare volunteers. The funding for this is currently woefully inadequate. These require removal by
mechanical means. We note that DoC should take responsibility for maintaining and enhancing this
extremely valuable natural area.

e That no other works or structures be erected ‘under this TCDC application for concession’ apart from the
actual boardwalk itself, for which this TCDC application for concession pertains to, including showers,
further seating, tables, or the re-erection of the ‘viewing platform’ that TCDC removed due to them not
applying for or obtaining permission or concession to erect when TCDC first installed it.

There is not enough detail regarding the location or alignment of the proposed boardwalk in the TCDC
application for concession. We ask the Minister to require that TCDC re-apply for a concession, with far
greater detail regarding the proposed location and alignment. We ask the Minister to note The
Conservation Act 1987, Matters to be considered by the Minister (2), (a) the information available is
insufficient or inadequate to enable him or her to assess the effects....
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G. Your Signature

Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

20/4/2021
Date

Please complete this form and send to permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz (Attention of B Sheppard).
You may also post your submission to: Department of Conservation, Permissions Team, Private Bay
3072, Hamilton 3240 (Attention of B Sheppard).
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info@surfbreak.org.nz

SUBMISSION TO:

Department of Conservation

Email: permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz
Attention: B. Sheppard

Subject line: Submission — 76634-ACC - Thames Coromandel District Council
Post:

Director-General

Department of Conservation

Permissions Team

Private Bag 3072

Hamilton 3240

Attention: Bryn Sheppard

Re: Land use: Use of public conservation land for private/commercial
facility/structure 3b

To: Construct a boardwalk on Esplanade Reserve along Esplanade Drive at Whangamata Ocean
Beach, between the Surf Life-saving Club and the northern end of Esplanade Drive.

1. Surfbreak Protection Society (SPS) are opposed to the application in its entirety due to the
potential for significant adverse effects as below.

2. Surfbreak Protection Society considers that the cumulative impacts of Stage 1, 2, 3 will
negatively impact on the dune system and surf breaks.

3. Surfbreak Protection Society seek that the Department of Conservation decline the
application in entirety.

INTRODUCTION

1) My name is Paul Shanks, 68 years of age, | have been residing in Whangamata since 1958. | am a
Surfer, a former Aotearoa/NZ surfing champion, a recipient of the Ministry of Environment Green
Ribbon Award [2006] for services to fresh and salt water and | am currently a member of the TCDC-
WRC Shoreline Management Team and President of Surfbreak Protection Society.

2) The Surfbreak Protection Society (SPS) is a nationally representative group of Surfers and friends
dedicated to the conservation of the ‘treasures’ of the Aotearoa/NZ Surfing community (and general
public)-our surf breaks-through the preservation of their natural characteristics, water quality, marine
eco systems and low impact access for all. We strive to be Aotearoa/NZs ‘Guardian-Trustees’ of our
surf breaks and the natural environments that compliment them.

2
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3) Since the establishment in 2006, SPS has successfully been involved with incorporating surf break
preservation and sustainability into policy prepared under the Resource Management Act or RMA
1991, SPS was a successful submitter on the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) 20101
containing national direction on surf break protection.

SUBMISSION

Acts of Parliament to take into Consideration

Resource Management Act (1991) Y
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement [2010] Y- Whangamata listed in schedule 1 Policy 16.

Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act [2000] ®)- Encompasses “all seawater and common marine and
coastal area, all conservation land and reserve land”.

Marine and Coastal Area (Tatutai Moana) Act”- “Land below Mean High Water Spring
(MHWS) owned by the Crown or a local authority became part of the common marine and
coastal area”.

There are 2 significant surfboard riding zones on the main beach of Whangamata, which are listed in
the Aotearoa's surfing bible ‘Wavetrack Guide’® -used by NZCPS Board of Inquiry as the proxy listing
of known and rated surf breaks of Aotearoa/NZ.

They are the ebb-tidal delta at the Whangamata estuary entrance. This surf venue is recognized
worldwide as a perfect wave known as the ‘Whanga Bar’ (rated 10/10 in the Wavetrack guide®) it is
protected by the words of:

NZCPS Policy 16! -protect the surf breaks of national significance for surfing in listed schedule 1
by

a) ensuring that activities in the coastal environment do not adversely affect the surf breaks;
and

b) avoiding adverse effects of other activities on access to and use and enjoyment of surf
breaks- and

NZCPS Policy 15!) -to protect the natural features and natural landscapes (including seascapes) of
the coastal environment from inappropriate sub-division, use, and development and

a) avoid adverse effects of activities on outstanding natural features and outstanding natural
landscapes in the coastal environment New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS).

Whilst the other zone is in front of what is now called ‘the Esplanade’ this suite of beach breaks
(Wavetrack guide rated 8/10) are identified in the ‘Significant Surf Breaks of the Waikato Region’®, so
qualify to have an effects assessment done before any works proposed in the coastal environment
would take place.

These surf zones are intertwined by the dune fields, geography, morphology, long-shore current and
a constant supplying and depleting sediment cycle of and between each other, inside the bay, by wind
and water. The artificial holding of sand in a location or multiple locations can and will affect one or
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all the surf breaks. As would closing sediment pathways like blow-throughs and reducing your
undulating dune field system to a singular barricade frontal dune, i.e. ‘the Esplanade’.

Conservation Act Part iVA”, relates to- "Marginal strips which are for conservation purposes
and in particular for maintenance of adjacent waters, water quality, aquatic life and for the

protection of natural values of the strip and its natural values." DoC website*?).

Whangamata surf breaks are adjacent to the ‘Esplanade’ and are of extremely high natural value as
prescribed by the NZCPS Policy 13*Y and Policy 15

NZCPS Policy 13: Recognize that natural character is not the same as natural features and
landscapes or amenity values and may include matters such as:

a) Natural elements, processes and patterns
b) Biophysical, ecological, geographical and geomorphological aspects

c¢) Natural landforms such as headlands, peninsulas, cliffs, dunes, wetlands, reefs, freshwater
springs and surf breaks

d) The natural movement of water and sediment

e) The natural darkness of the night sky

f) Places or areas that are wild or scenic

g) A range of natural character from pristine to modified

h) Experiential attributes, including the sounds and smell of the sea; and their context and
setting

The proposed 24-7 ‘Esplanade’ cycle/walkway known in the submission application as ‘The Boardwalk’
imposes itself negatively on all those attributes and Policy 15" of the NZCPS:

Avoid significant adverse effects of activities and avoid remedy or mitigate other adverse effects of
activities on other natural features and natural landscapes in the coastal environment.

NZCPS Policy 15 (c): having regard to:

1) Natural science factors including geological, topographical, ecological and dynamic
components

2) The presence of water including in the seas, lakes rivers and streams.

3) Legibility or expressiveness-how obviously the feature or landscape demonstrates its
formative processes

4) Aesthetic values including memorability and naturalness

5) Vegetation (native and exotic)
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6) Transient values, including presence of wildlife or other values at certain times of day or
year

7) Whether the values are shared and recognized

8) Cultural and spiritual values for Tangata Whenua, identified by working as far as practicable,
in accordance with tikanga Maori including their expression as cultural landscape and features

9) Historical and heritage associations
10) Wild and scenic values

The proposed 24-7 ‘Esplanade’ cycle/walkway needs to consider these attributes of the Marginal Strip
and its adjacent waters the surf breaks and beach.

Seascape''?

“Seascape” is not defined by the NZCPS, has not been subjected to any particular judicial
analysis. The extent of seascapes is therefore up for debate, with opinion divided on their
extension below the surface of the sea. Landscapes and subsurface features would not
naturally fall within the term seascape.

In terms of international approaches, the Guide to Best Practice in Seascape Assessment, prepared for
authorities in Wales and Ireland, and applied throughout the United Kingdom, extended that
definition:

“..for the purposes of this guide we have broadened the concept and assumed the definition to
include:

e Views from land to sea

e Views from sea to land

e Views along the coastline

e The effect on landscape of the conjunction of land and sea.”

Even if the proper approach to the NZCPS, underwater landscapes and features are not irrelevant.
Some underwater features, such as reefs and sandbars are of particular cultural significance and will
be recognised in that context, and to the extent that an underwater environment is or could be utilised
for recreational activities, adverse effect on that activity will be relevant under the RMA (Resource
Management Act).

Otherwise, if an underwater landscape is unusual or of particular beauty there is some scope in most
decision-making processes to have regard to those values.

Historic Places Trust observed in its submission on the Marine Reserves Bill; “Marine historical and
cultural heritage is threatened by human activities in the marine environment such as marine farming
and associated construction.” Yet, the legislation fails to offer any protection for marine landscapes
and places of cultural heritage of national importance.”

Tasman District Plan explicitly recognises the value of underwater landscapes/seascapes, identifying
as an issue: “the appropriate form, scale or location of use or development in the coastal marine areas
that protects landscapes, including surface and underwater seascapes and natural features.
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The Kaikoura District Council has also had regard to underwater landscapes values by recognising in
its plan the unique relationship between on-land geological features and the Kaikoura canyon. The
government could “take a longer view and set a goal of bringing about the protection and integrated
management of an undersea-to-mountains natural state”.

History

I would like to thank Jim Dahm for telling us how it all happened ** 7500 years ago, but | am just going
back to 1953 when the NZ Government declared it was opening up Whangamata as a holiday venue.

In 1957 my parents bought land on the corner of Barbara and Beverly Terrace. Sensibly they were
considered beach front properties behind the 3 tier undulating dune systems of both the bays. My
family of 7 used to wander down through the sand canyons and enter the beach by way of the vent
to an expanse of white sand that used to squeak as you walked to ‘our spot’ on the beach which was
just North of St Patrick's Row blow-through.

To the south, was the largest expanse of beach where you could while away the hours, with parasols
and towel- all tides, all day as it was a long gentle slope just North of the new surf club location. Next
to Lowe St and at the North East tip of Williamson Park. This made it the most popular spot on the
Beach.

To be seen on the beach, surfing in the excellent waves that end up lapping at the feet of the sun-
bathers on the white sand.... or being distracted while taking in the smell of coconut oil on the summer
breeze and checking out the views ... was a must as a local.

The contour of the beach made it easy access for all ages and abilities and importantly, readily
accessible for the surf lifesavers moving their equipment on the fuller tides.

"The Esplanade Drive area of Whangamata is one of the most heavily used beach-front areas in New
Zealand, particularly in summer" Jim Dahm®*3),

The ‘Esplanade’ carpark/road was a gradual creep- up from Graham St to Lowe St, as it enabled selling
of the front East half of Beverly Terrace sections- thus creating the road loop. Inevitably, this attracted
more people and more cars. You just get out of your car and set foot straight on the beach or you can
sit in your vehicle and observe the beach scene and take in the views of the islands and the waves.

Now, being a busy car park and thoroughfare, the ‘Esplanade’ road/carpark needed more
maintenance, at a cost the town did not want to afford. | remember the water truck towing the grader
to grade the excess sand that had been blown over by Easterly wind, as the grader had run out of its
diesel budget. Also, the sand could not be returned to the beach because of the metal content, so had
to be trucked off.

In 1981 by way of central government, a labour scheme was set up with local government. | was part
of a fun team that built the concrete foot path on the West-side of the ‘Esplanade’ and it’s still going
strong today, because of the quality workmanship no doubt (!).

I am not sure when the tar seal came, before or after ‘Beachcare’?
‘Beachcare’ is a misleading term/name as it is not about saving the beach, but more changing the

beach to protect the man-made sandcastles, in this case the ‘Esplanade's’ infrastructure of concrete,
tar-seal, streetlights and surveillance cameras.
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It began with the sediment fences, the council workers started at the South-end of the main beach
and fenced up all the blow-throughs through to the entrance to the Estuary at the /Northern end of
the beach. As the sand built-up they would build another one on top. St Patrick's Row and Mooloo
Crescent could be 10-12 ft high now or should | say, deep. These 2 areas of the beach where the ocean
would come right into- what is now the front of the motor camp, where there are now 2 or more
houses built- would seem crazy to build on, knowing that the area was occasionally underwater.

Once high enough these fences were backed up with clay in what was once the secondary dunes, but
now real estate, roads, car parks and concrete paths.

The ‘Esplanade’ did not have a real problem with erosion in the beginning as it was along a low sloping
part of the beach where Tangaroa came up and gently caresses Papatuanuku's sunned sand at the
Mean High Water Spring (MHWS). It was still the age-old problem of sand blowing up from the beach
to and on the "Esplanade" car park that had to be trucked away.

So along came Jim Dahm and Harley Spence with their wisdom and the approval of the 2 Councils
(TCDC and WRC), Beachcare fenced off the most used, highly prized beach area, the part of the beach
that the town owed its ‘Beachenomics’ and ‘Surfanomics’ too, as these people do not go to the beach
for fun sport and mental-health- no they survey and enlarge the dune in width and height- they think
they have achieved something and are disinterested with people/surfers alternative assessment.

We yelled, protested, an incident was reported in the papers... What are you doing? You are stealing
our beach. This last bastion of the organic front dunes and the culture that lives and visits here. Here
is a culture that had helped build the town, gave it an international reputation was one of the
birthplaces of the surf culture not only in Aotearoa /NZ, but all over the world. This part of the beach
was worth Smillions to this town of Whangamata.

The beach has been in an accretion phase because of "Car-park Care"-according to the surveys, in
some places up to 17 meters. This changing of the interface of the ocean and the land has major
effects on the quality of the surf at the ‘Esplanade’- to the negative. The experiment has developed a
parallel trench beyond the inside Eastern breaker line causing the wave height and form to change
without losing energy, lose peel angle and shut down square on the beach after passing through this
most of the time, where in the past it was not the case.

Loss of Beach

This application is a chance to highlight the demise to the surf-able wave in the adjacent waters of the
Marginal Strip and the loss that we have had to endure because no cause and effect was done before
"Beachcare" was born and limited parameters for monitoring only measuring the dunes width and
height, with no surf break assessment report, which has been mandatory since 20101,

The allowed growth of the dune at the ‘Esplanade’ and loss of bathing space has forced the
Whangamata surf club to place the safe flags more often to the South of the surf club where the beach
is flatter as it sweeps around to Hauturu Island. This is in front of the contaminated water flowing from
Williamson Park above and below the ground of the ‘Marginal-strip’.

This brings in the second waters of the ‘Marginal Strip’, storm water at both ends of the ‘Esplanade’
these points are the input and exit points of concentrated contaminated storm water. At Williamson
Park there is a 10,000 cubic metre pond when full, that takes water from the streets 1km west and it
spills over/under rock filled baskets on to the beach just above MHWS and at the North end is a storm
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water well that discharges into the primary dune not 20-30 m from current MHWS. Both these outlets
have been increased in capacity 2 years ago.

These new large volumes of freshwater input from/through the Marginal-Strip on top of the winter-
early spring West to East ground pressure has caused the Beach profile to drop in front of the
"Esplanade" causing the artificial accretion to slump and allow Tangaroa to erode to the depth of 3-
4m in height and head west by 7-8m or more. All of this has been verified by Dr Shaw Mead from
eCoast.

This event exposed the old sand trap fences that were used to steal our beach to make a factory dune,
now not vertical but horizontal with twisted wire and metres of poles and 4x1” timber sticking out of
the new sand cliff. This is clearly an Occupational Health & Safety issue.

DoC who have responsibility for the Marginal-strip, TCDC who put the fences in and Waikato Regional
Council who condoned the experiment, basically walked away and now the horizontal wood and wire
is of no assistance to holding the dune and is a hazard in a designated ‘Hazard Zone’'.

With the release of all the sand from the slump, the erosion of the of the upper beach and now the
curve of the beach increasing...... Tangaroa has used the event to make good "sandbanks" for
waves......to deliver good peel angle and vortex, because gone is the trench that ran parallel with the
barricade frontal dune.

It would be irresponsible now to build a cycle/walkway on top of an unstable dune that is now
susceptible to erosion because of lower beach profiling. This is because of the amount of storm water
to be discharged through the year let alone the ground water rise- because of the predicted sea level
rise- as announced in the new TCDC Shoreline Management Plan**. To say you will improve the
stability of the "re-claimed" by doing more Coast-care work at the ‘Esplanade’ without doing a
comprehensive Surf break Assessment would also be highly irresponsible.

Surf Break Definition

NZCPS (2010) Glossary:

Surf break, A natural feature that is comprised of swell, currents, water levels, seabed
morphology, and wind. The hydrodynamic character of the ocean (swell, currents and water
levels) combines with seabed morphology and winds to give rise to a 'surfable wave'. A surf
break includes 'swell corridor' through which the swells travels, and the morphology of the
seabed of that wave corridor, through to the point where the waves created by the swell
dissipate and become un-surfable. Swell corridor means the region offshore of a surf break
where ocean swell travels and transforms to a 'surfable wave'. Surfable wave means a wave
that can be caught and ridden by a Surfer. Surfable waves have a wave breaking point that
peels along the unbroken wave crest so that the Surfer is propelled laterally along the wave
crest.

Surf Science

From eCoast /eTakutai Surf Break Assessment, Pakari Dredging (Mead 2021)*°)

"Since the first relevant surfing specific studies back in the 1970s the collective global knowledge
regarding the multiple disciplines of the surfing consciousness has grown considerably. While social,

cultural and economic (‘surfanomics’) studies are imperative to an understanding of surfing resources.
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The history of physical surf science is firmly embedded in oceanographic research and classic surface
wave theory. Basic understanding of surf break composition; quantification of surfing waves and
factors effecting surfing wave processes.

"Understanding and qualifying the various features that combine to produce a surfing break at a
particular location are implicit to determination of the impacts of any alterations to a particular break"
(Mead and Borrero, 2017).

Beach Break (The ’Esplanade’)

"At a beach break, waves break in peaks along the beach caused by offshore wave focusing and/or
nearshore sand bars and rips. Successive waves can break in different locations depending on the
beach morphology, offshore wave spectra (direction, height, period) and wave peakiness. Often good
beach breaks have control features offshore or nearshore that stabilize the position of sand bars or
dictate wave focusing.

A prerequisite to being a beach break is the presence of mobile sediment. A beach break’s overall
natural morphology will be the function of incident wave conditions. Morphology change will be
bound in-part to the presence of consolidated features, such as offshore reefs, headlands and
landward boundaries. By default, the presence of mobile sediment contributing to the composition of
a surf break, means it is a sensitive environment that can be altered very readily- examples are an
extensive list of Coromandel beaches.

Delta Breaks (The ‘Whanga Bar’).

Mead [2000] refers to river/estrine delta breaks, and Scarfe [2008] to river or estuary entrance bar
breaks. Surfers often refer to this typology as ‘the bar’. The formation of material at the seaward end
of a river or tidal inlet is known as an ebb tidal delta. This type is therefore referred to, simply as a
delta break.

The ebb tidal delta is a body of sand that accumulates where out flowing estrine or river waters and
waves interact to form sandbanks over which surfable waves develop. the tidal inlets are influenced
by processes such as wave energy, tidal range, tidal prism, direction and rates of long-shore sediment
transport, sediment supply and nearshore slope, and are subject to change [Scarfe 2008].

The complex dynamic nature of delta environments, combined with the dependence on
inland/enclosed waters, which can be subject to all manner of external factors, that are not necessarily
associated with nearshore processes, means the delta breaks are considered ultra-sensitive.

Examples include 3 of the 17 Surf Breaks of National Significance, Whangamata (Waikato), Karitane
(Otago) & Waiwhakaiho (Taranaki), [Mead 2021].

When accessing "Natural Character" you have to take account of the ‘Surfers view’, taking in the
‘experiential attributes’ looking from the ocean to the shore as per TCDC Reserve management Plan
2020 page 14: "The land is Crown marginal strip which provides public access to and along the beach.
It also serves as a physical and visual buffer between the beach and residential properties".
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Resource Consent

The Code of Compliance is not enough to allow this proposed project to move forward, it
would require an application for Resource Consent.

"This review is not definitive, as a detailed design and a Certificate of Compliance will
determine the activity status- a resource consent maybe required" Ashby, TCDC"®.

SPS say that an application for a resource consent is essential for this proposed project.

Consultation Report by Beca

Section E-"Dunelands have however been rapidly developing with coastal dune system
restricted to foredunes backed by narrow grass reserves".

"Providing works are through BACK DUNES only”.

"Forming a track in coastal frontal dunes over a length of 100 meters- consent is required".
“Earth works in an open space zone allows a maximum volume of 100 cubic metres (m°®) on
slopes less than 1 in 8 and a maximum area per site of 250 m? on slopes less than 1 in 8. The
proposed ‘Esplanade’ cycle/walkway is 310 meters long x 3m wide with a disturbance width
of 2m each side during construction and 50 mm deep. This comes to 108.5 m? in volume and

2,170 m? during construction.”.

It must be also noted at this point TCDC has not mentioned the concreting or ramming in of the poles
and rails of the access-ways and the construction of the "Hero-points" along the carriageway.

Section B- the Ecological Report-

"No true back dune or dune slack communities exist beyond the foredune as a result of
residential and roading development".

"The Esplanade Drive Promenade concept design situates the boardwalk at the crest of the
existing foredune”.

Options 8

a) "Traverse the foredune enabling beach goers to experience the sand dunes and coastal
views from within the foredune".

b)"Has greater adverse ecological impacts on dune ecology given its location within the
foredune itself".

c) "Formalizes the existing walking track along the leeward side of the foredune".

Thus, the official reports have proved that this development is in the high risk foredunes.

10
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The Jim Dahm section of Beca report.

Page 4--" The proposed boardwalk lies within the Current Coastal Erosion Line (CCEL) along
most of its length, which suggests it could potentially be impacted".

Page 10--"erosion cut back very close to seaward edge of the grass reserve at the southern
end of the Esplanade Drive".

Page 12--"risk to the boardwalk from coastal erosion is very low limited to southern 100-200m
of the Boardwalk i.e. the "Esplanade”.

- "using Brunn Rule suggests permanent net erosion of 30-35m could occur at
Whangamata for every 1m of sea level rise".

- Dahm's conservative estimate of rise of 0.36m over the next 50 years suggests-----
“permanent erosion of about 12 meters could occur. This would increase the boardwalk being
impacted by erosion along Esplanade Drive, particularly the southern end ".

Page 13--"erosion ---to be experienced seaward of the Esplanade Drive”.

Page 14--"The high-risk area occurs at the southern end of proposed boardwalk" i.e. the
"Esplanade’.

As mentioned, Dahm has used a conservative measurement of the CCEL. The TCDC operative Plan
includes the Future Coastal Protection Line (FCPL). This defines the areas potentially at risk from
erosion should sea levels rise as projected to 0.9m which means erosion could exceed 30-35m which
would take not only the board walk at the "Esplanade" but the whole carpark!

No matter how conservative an approach is used, it is clear there will be substantial erosion at the
esplanade where the boardwalk is.

Thus, the official reports have proved that this development is in the high risk foredunes.

Waikato Regional Plan

“If any part of the proposed boardwalk is within the high-risk area, then consent would be
required”.

The WRP states that the high-risk erosion area includes “coastal frontal dunes on the East coast".
Therefore the 'Esplanade” is clearly a ‘High risk area’.

WRC definition of a frontal dune is "the seaward most foredune from MHWS to the lowest point of the
dune on the landward margin".

Waikato Regional Coastal Plan

"The RCP seeks to adopt a precautionary approach to identifying coastal hazards and areas of
risk."

11
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Waikato Regional Policy Statement

" Policy 6.2 That the coastal development occurs in a way that provides for setbacks (for both
new and existing development) allows for sea level rise, including the landward migration of
coastal habitats and avoids increasing risk in the coastal area."

"Policy 13.1 that natural hazards risk management approach be taken that ensures risk does
not exceed acceptable levels, prefers use of natural features over man-made structures for

defence, and uses best available information and practice."

SPS would say a natural feature would be a Surf break and man-made structure such as an artificial
Barricade-dune.

However, the expression of the intolerable risk may vary between communities depending on their
level of willingness to accept risk.

Acceptable and tolerable risk in the NZCPS

NZCPS Policy 3- directs the “adoption of the precautionary approach in relation to the use and
management of coastal resources potentially vulnerable to the effects of climate change.”

Objective 5- “seeks to ensure that the management of coastal hazards is risk-based and
considers climate change. It requires proactive management, including locating new
development away from areas prone to such risks, considering responses, such as managed
retreat, for existing development and protecting and restoring natural defences”.
Objective 5 give rise to policies 24, 25, 26 and 27.
Identification of coastal hazards and assessing risks over 100 years, consider the avoidance of any
increased risks, discourage the use of hard protection structures, promote the use of natural defences,
against coastal hazards.

Such as surf breaks!

Care of the Beach

As in many locations the decisions that affect the beach and surf in Whangamata are made by
individuals who are infrequently on the beach or not at all. For those of us that it is an everyday thing,
we know that sand is like a liquid and tonnes can be moved by wind and water in an instant of time.
Is dune expansion seaward to support the cycle/walkway a questionable tolerable risk?

The question is how do we quantify or what is good Beachcare? And what is over-exuberant
Beachcare? SPS believes that dune width and height that is created or proposed to be created to
defend landward infrastructure especially those built or proposed to be built in the Current Coastal
Erosion Line and /or the Future Coastal Protection Line is over exuberant and will steal the beach and
damage the surfable wave and its ability to dissipate potentially damaging ocean energy.

In Whangamata, what do we perceive as erosion? We have built out on to our once expansive beach.

Is it the erosion of the line on the beach of 1953 when the NZ Government declared Whangamata
open for real estate plunder or is it the erosion of the accretion line of 17m created by Beachcare?

12
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SPS agrees that soft structures are better than Tonkin and Taylor rock walls however SPS has seen
overzealous beach gardeners go too far and help change or even ruin known surf breaks. From the
toe of the dune, it should be a gentle slope so the ocean can slide up and slide back as opposed to a
barricade and smash, rebound and scour.

SPS has supplied a video of Beachcare lllawarra to amplify this opinion, and highlights experiences at
Whangamata ‘Esplanade’ (Please refer to following video link):

https://www.facebook.com/BeachCarelllawarra/videos/500236687568877/

Authorities are slow or reluctant to take up surf science as most of our Councillors and bureaucrats
are new to the coast, tend to stay a short time and move on. SPS know and understand that good surf
banks 100m out in the common marine area dissipating ocean energy in the form of a rideable wave
and saving the beach and dune from suffering excess energy that causes erosion. The idea would be,
or is is foreign to those authorities.

In Whangamata we have the privilege of a natural asset that creates world class waves. Unless the
‘Beachcare’ dune-creating undertaken by often over-exuberant volunteers is kept in-check, when
natural events occur, like storm surges and large swells, we will see them magnified with excess sand
storage- reducing sand transport & limiting the formation of natural sand banks. We will consequently
see a continued loss of good surf and increased erosion of the dunes by the incoming ocean- leading
to more expensive maintenance procedures to prevent the undermining of the dunes and the land
behind them.

SPS has used 1 of the maps supplied by Beca in their reports to illustrate the scenario. Beca report fig
3 and fig.7 (Jim Dahm).

Alternative Location

Conservation Act s17U(4) “The Minister shall not grant concession to build a structure where
satisfied that the structure could reasonably be in another location”.

There IS ALREADY an alternative route for people who do not want to walk on the sand and grass,
meandering at leisure and prefer a more formal path that is not ad-hoc in its width and direction: it
is on the west side of the "Esplanade" that was referred to above — it is already made therefore no
cost and hard wearing.

But this option was washed off by TCDC developers as "this would require a road crossing which could
create health and safety risks”. | point to the Barbara road crossing that interacts with the
Cycle/walkway from TCDC offices to the beach, 20 years in existence and no health and safety issues
raised. A photograph is supplied to show a safe formalized ‘non ad hoc’ crossing that enhances the
improved access and so, it is well worn.

Business Plan
" Whangamata recently underwent a 54.2 Million town centre upgrade, promoting its surfing history
and world class waves " Hauraki Gulf Marine Park forum or HGMPF/Seachange website!*”); whilst TCDC

poisoned the waters and dredged and ‘beachcared’ away the quality of the rideable waves.

The business plan for this project has never been unveiled, it must be good for the $3m that it is
estimated to cost. With the five hundred thousand dollars to go on the ‘Esplanade’, what is the key
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to this business plan? "The Promenade" coastal cycle/walkway promoted by traditional tourist
ventures without any understanding of the effect of a structure in the moving living dune and beach
system, this is the formula that grew out of Taupo Rotorua Tauranga, Mt. Maunganui and now
Whitianga. This is an added product to sell formula tourism to the "Tourist" from the I-
site/information centre.

Itis more than that, when one reads the Reserve Management Plan the TCDC wants to commercialize
the reserves of Whangamata and have a path linking all the clients (concession holders) along the top
of the Dunefields and other coastal margins and in the TCDC Long Term Plan they want to charge for
car parking space (estimated at 1200 spots in Whangamata).

“"We want to be sure our charges reflect a fair compensation for the commercial use of public land and
align our Reserve Management Plan" TCDC Long Term Plan.

"Charging for car parking in other popular beach areas and/or our main town centres" TCDC Long
Term Plan.

This explains why the ‘Esplanade’ was mentioned in the TCDC 2003 and 2017 Reserve Management
plans. Many fantastic ‘hawkers’ locations and over a hundred car parks to charge ‘Tourists’ for. Plus,
overnight legal freedom campers- this is what the activity application was for -form 3b "Use of
conservation land for private/commercial facility structure".

Concessions Part 3B (4): An individual or organised group under-taking any recreational activity,
whether for the benefit of the individual or members (individually or collective) of the Group, does not
require a concession if the individual or group is undertaking the activity without any specific gain or
reward for that activity, whether pecuniary or otherwise. Conservation Act.

TCDC has been charging Surfing NZ a small fee $120 for occupying the Marginal strip twice a year two
days at a time (Billabong Open and Junior Pro) since 2004.

Also, since 2004 TCDC has also been charging a concession fee to "Whangamata Surf School- $560 per
year. Yet Whangamata Surf School has recently secured a 10-year lease/concession from DoC.

Another private enterprise happening on the Marginal Strip has been the "Memorial seats". There are
nearly 100 around Whangamata and more specifically there are 36 on the main beach, 11 of them on
the stretch of the Marginal Strip from the outer parameters of the "Esplanade” at a cost of $1000
each.

“Each of the donors would have been invoiced by the contractor directly, without any money going
through Council, or if at the donors request Council has managed the process, any money invoiced is
passed directly to the contractor.” TCDC Whangamata.

Request for information dated 17th of July 2020, regarding contractors who built the memorial seats
in Whangamata. “The majority of seats were made and installed by our parks contractors-Smart
Environmental Limited and the seat recently installed on the beachfront end of Harbourview Road was
made by Duffin Contractors Thames" TCDC Thames.

It is worth mentioning that this is a site (Harbourview Road) marked on maps as a significant Maori
site.
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Control of Marginal Strip

"A response by Council’s legal dept, indicating that the Boardwalk was on land (Marginal
Strip) that is administered by the Department of Conservation (DoC) on behalf of the Crown
and is owned, managed or controlled under an INFORMAL arrangement by Council” TCDC.

"Councils Community Facilitator Manager prefers progressing control and management
agreement on the reserve with the Department of Conservation. This will enable TCDC to
continue to assess yearly concession applications and have more of a day-to-day role in
management ". TCDC

This was confirmed by DoC’s Mr Bryn Shepard (20/04/21) that "/ understand the District office
is aware of this (car-parks) and having discussions with TCDC about the Marginal Strip and its
future management".

This is significant because by default TCDC becomes responsible for the adjacent waters and common.
The Business plan that TCDC has provided (SPS has significant reservations), is an opportunity DoC
should take up and utilise a similar business plan to support flora and fauna, not bollards, ropes and
chains.

This is contrary to the DoC application form submitted by TCDC: "Exclusive possession -do you believe
you need exclusive possession of the public conservation land on which your structure/building is
located?". TCDC answered, NO.

TCDC's past and present staff would have known this whilst they researched the project, but did their
political superiors know? Is that why our community has seen "bullying bravado" towards those who
have a different outlook on the beach and have a better business plan that has been working
successfully since the mid-sixties 'Surfonomics’.

Community Consultation

Whangamata has been aware of this Project since the late 1990's along with other water and access
issues. At that point in time the Whangamata Community Plan (WCP) Forums did not think the
WCP inhibited people with mobility issues- the beach is firm from the mid-low-mid tides and there is
ample space along the many beach access points. An alternative solution could be beach wheelchair
mats like those employed by Whangamata Surf Club. Beach wheelchairs as seen in NZ Herald and used
by Waihi Beach Surf Club could be another less expensive alternative.

These issues were thrashed out over 2 years or more in community forums and eventually
accumulated into the WCP. The participants were a Local MP, TCDC politicians, WRC staff and
hundreds of citizens of Whangamata. Over the years before and after, the WCP was given an Award
by KPMG for walking the Whangamata Community into the future.

In 2011 the new mayor of TCDC announced TCDC will be following the Coromandel Blueprint; the
Whangamata Blueprint is not a statutory document and has not been peer-reviewed.

In 2011 the WCP forums were closed, followed by the Water Committee, Harbour Committee and
Beachcare. The new overseers would be Gary Towler (Area Manager) and Jim Dahm (scientist) and
with them, an announcement that the Community wanted a cycle walkway. Then modifying of the
reserves classification began with little community input- only those selected by Council. The
‘Whangamata Strategic Community Plan’ 2015 was subsequently released, however there has been
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no outcomes posted on TCDC website. This happened again in 2020 when citizens raised the direction
and values of the WCP 2001, so again, a select few were invited to review the WCP. Whangamata
Community Board then amended those visions and principles.... to allow for the cycle/walkway?

The WCP was the first under the Local Government Act 2002. The WCP was reviewed by the
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment in 2 Reports 2005 and 2006.

The WCP stipulated that there be natural walking tracks across the dunes not "Constructed
"paths/tracks along the dunes.

The process that TCDC followed was a ‘tick the box’ approach- with most of the ads small and in
obscure places in newspapers. Having drop ins at odd times to miss the holiday home ratepayers then
wait 2 years and instigate action that was indicated at drop-ins.

Inevitably uproar followed in 2019-20- when rate payers were informed that they were to pay up to
S3m for a cycle/walkway strong enough to carry a maintenance vehicle and be operational 24-7 with
water supply, power supply all night lighting and surveillance cameras.

Conclusion

In the absence of a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) or a full Environment Impact
Assessment (EIA) to allay community concerns, which the council has given no indication so far of an
intention to undertake such investigations. Only applying for a Code of Compliance for the ‘Esplanade
Marginal strip’ means the project is firmly in the realms of an ad hoc approach. Consent needs to be
applied for in order to build on the foredunes.

DoC has the responsibility to require a CMP and/or an EIA when none has been provided and they
have no other information on which to assess the environmental effects- it would be unreasonable
and even irrational to proceed without both types of assessments for the whole of the ‘Marginal Strip’.

SPS cannot stand back and watch another local government ‘designed to fail’ project come to fruition,
which not only takes away the enjoyment of the beach and the sea by locals and visitors, but more
importantly is far from future-proof. Any walkway built upon man-made dunes will continue to be
undermined by a badly thought-through storm water infrastructure and the erosion from the sea
caused by the shifting sediment transportation- also as a result of the ‘Coastal Care’ work done to
date. Subsequent maintenance costs will run into the millions for rate payers.

“Bringing revenue through rates to help manage and protect the coastal environment.” Thompson
TCDC.

Therefore, Surfbreak Protection Society wishes for the Minister of Conservation to decline the TCDC
application for a Cycle/walkway along the ‘Marginal Strip of the Esplanade’ at Whangamata.

SPS would like to speak to the submission.
DECISION SOUGHT
SPS seek the Department of Conservation decline the application

Paul Shanks, Surfbreak Protection Society
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Figure 7: View of study area in 1959 - enlarged from WA-49861 (Alexander Turnbull Library)
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Figure 3: Historic mapped shorelines from 1944, 1959, 1973, 1978 and 1987 for part study area (WRC data).



From: Paul Shanks [shankseas@xtra.co.nz]
Sent: Sunday, 13 February 2011 4:09 p.m.
To: Ruth Buckingham

Subject: RE: Blue-Print

Dear Ms Buckingham,

WE must thankyou for helping us .over the last few weeks to catch up and understand a bit
better the Coromandel Blue Print its relationship with The Whangamata Community Plan and The
Regional Policy statement RE-6.9 however during discussions and to this date you have never
offered-up a copy of a draft document or the final document that you are likely to present this
Wednesday.at a Council workshop - This document has not been made available to the public as
it wilt be presented to the Political Steering group first, for their recommendation to the four
Blueprint partner agencies. The Council workshop on Wednesday is not to review the full LAB
document, but is for the new Council members to get an understanding of the Blueprint project to
date.

As | said in my early corrospondence | thought the Blue-Print was flawed as it failed to reconize
the new New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement and its Direction ie-

As part of the Blueprint project, this work has been undertaken in the Local Area Blueprint phass,
Its application

Policy 13-- preservation of natural character--1c assessing the natural character of the coastal
environment of the region or DISTRICT ,by mapping or otherwise identifying at ieast areas of high
natural character, and they include-
2c¢ -Natural landforms such as headlands peninsulas cliffs, dunes wetlands, reefs,
freshwatersprings and Surfbreaks
-2d- the natural movement of water and sediment
2h--experiential attributes,including the sounds and smell of the sea and thier context and
setting

Policy 15 --To protect the natural features and landscapes (including seascapes )--(d) ensuring
that regional policy statements and plans,maps or otherwise identify areas where the protection
of nataural features and natural landscapes rerquires objectives, policy and rules and (e)
including the objectives, and rules required by (d) in plans

At that stage we thought that all we had to do was to get the surfbreaks identified and mapped
and then the TCDC would get them registered in the Blue Print (which was what we thoght
was the same as our community Plan) and thus into 6.9 of WRPS.

Now on review we believe itis flawed because of lack of true and meaningfull conciltation(
which is reflected in the so called aspiration of the community in the proposed Blueprint) Monday
26-4-10 VOXY-"a low turn out at public meetings and Hui being held to discuss how the
Coromandel,key towns might take shape over the next 50years is disappointing "---"the public is
not taking the opportunity to influence the future"-- "the first three forums attracted a dis
appointing turn-out"it was written to improve this poor attendance you would "target e-mails
mailouts and advertising". We have have had a scan through the public notices of
Whangamata's Coastal news and could not find an advertisment | recieved no mailouts or e-
mails to tell us that we were a Focus group and when the Focus group meetings were.

This is hard to believe as Surfbreak Protection Society(SPS.) is a member of Harbour
Committee(delegated to TCDC ) SPS have been involved with TCDC in Council hearings
,Appeals to Regional Council,and at the time of focus group meetings 2010 were in

the Environment Court Appeal over the wastewater applications at Whangamata and myself |
have been partaking in all Community Forums -water-working groups- and made many
submissions to community plans and infact won The Ministry of Environment -Green Ribbon-for
my involvement in my Whangamata community The TCDC has al;ways informed me when a
Whangamata Community Forum is on and sent me the Order paper each month
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As | have pointed out in previous correspondence, our office requested the Area Offices to
update the master database with key stakeholders. We did not advertise in the Coastal News,
but did advertise in the Hauraki Herald, and placed posters at several locations in the relevant
setflements.

The 2002 local Govt.Act is currently weighted to Community outcomes what we see at the
moment is the des ired Council-straff out come as many of the plans/projects in the Blueprint are
quite alien to the prize winning Whangamata Community Plan(the true defining plan for
Whangamata)

The Community plans were definitely considerad in the development of the Blueprint, a summary
of these can be-found in the Supporting Documents folder held at the Area offices , and were also
considered in the development of LABs. These are summarised in Appendix 1 of the LABs with a
matrix highlighting the actions that are relevant to LABs.

When we look at the groups you targeted we do not see under Environmental--Nagti Whanaunga,
ati P te hui s Idinallre  ntlocations, for gamata this was held
17" th thN i anaunga  Ngati Puurepres

he Green-Party member who lives in Thames Clean Water Whangamata or SPS.,under Social
we do not see Whangamata board riders ,skateboard club ,Bmx club there is minimal youth
outreach and this is looking to the future 50years ?

Under business's, absentis the 3 retail surfshops the 2 surfboard manufacturers the skate
shop and this is repeated in the other centres ?

Also who is missing and never been informed is the effected parties of (-1)-the walkway ( that
was strongly opposed at the Community forums CROSS THE DUNES not along the dunes and(-
2) the PRIOTY -1.status of the construction of a Nautical-centre now Envionment centre with
restraunt and bars at the end of Hunt Rd,(-3) a canoe launching area at the yet to completed
mitigation site for the lost wetland (-4)the walkway that is being hurried along that goes from
Heatherington Rd out into CMA to end up at Sharon Place point at which sewage risingmain
crosses harbour to wastewater plant It begs the question why would you build a walkway in the
most toxic part of Whangamata(25years of the towns stormwater and the equivlant of a milk
tanker of raw sewage a week leaking into that area) as a tourist attraction ?answer the sewage
pipes are to small and in addition travel under industrial area so when known developers want to
develop past Moana Point and build the x2 high-rise apartments on our reserve land as marked in
artist inpression of final Blueprint they will have to pay the correct contibution fees however we
the ratepayer are going to subsidise by providing the super structure to support this pipe system
for there profit It also appears that as the Council is not going to clean up its stormwater
dicharge problem but simply bury it and recliam estuary to lease or sell and move the industrial
area up to the top of the Moanu anu estuary all this and more which has not been signalled to the
WhangamataCommunity Forums not even at your presentation 3rd October 2009 and when

one looks at the amount of attendees outside of Council and staff at that meeting there was 40
as opposed to LABs 2010 environmental -4

Business -6
Social -5

These numbers do not constitute what one would call a representation of the community to in
able TCDC to allocate funds to the projects it desires in this poorly prosessed Blue print plan.

| would suggest to Council that it could waste millions dollars of Ratepayers money through
possible litigation if it tries to force this concept plan into reality by placing it in the Waikato
Regional Policy 2011 under section 6.9

Now we would respectfuly request that you go back and aline the Blueprint to the award winning
Whangamata Community Plan so we can move forward openly and honestly. As noted above
the LABs have taken these into account.

Yours faithfully
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Evocative beachside
attributes like the sound and
smell of the sea are at risk of
being lost if a boardwalk is
given the go-ahead in
Whangamata, a resident said.

Two options for an
oceanfront boardwalk are now
out for public consultation,
with one being a walkway
encouraging people through
the crest of the dune system
along Whangamata’s espla-
nade.

The other is an alignment
that follows the existing infor-
mal pathway back from the
coast.

But Paul Shanks, former
New Zealand surfing champion
and president of the Surfbreak
Protection Society, said there
was a third option: neither.

“This is the very last piece of
natural character left in
Whangamata that is un-
urbanised.

“If you look from a surfer’s
perspective, when we’re in the
water and we’re looking back
at the vista of Whangamata,
even though it’s so urbanised,
we’ve got a beautiful beach and
a working dune system and the
houses are not dominate and
there is no traffic running
along the dunes.

“It’s so natural,” he said.

According to the Thames-
Coromandel District Council’s
concept plan, the aim of the
project was to improve access
and amenity to and from the
beach for all ages and abilities.

The boardwalk would be
“well lit,” with opportunities to

The proposed boardwalk in
Whangamata aims to improve
access and amenity to and from the
beach for all ages and abilities. TCDC

explore lighting features along
its route.

The plan also said that
because of high foot traffic
along the top of the grass bank
adjacent to Esplanade Dr and
through the dumne system, a
boardwalk would formalise
access and reduce erosion.

But Shanks said that the
dunes were the best they’d ever
been, with initial problems
spanning back 50 years when
homes were built too close to
the dune system.

Following the town’s expan-
sion towards the sea, a working
group built the dunes up to
what they are today, he said.

“There’s nothing wrong
with our sand dunes.

“They are the best they’ve
been and they are operating as
they should.

“When people come and say:
“Look at the erosion,” it actu-
ally has never eroded back to
how it used to be:: :

“We’re losing someth;ing

that we never had.”

Shanks also said the board-
walk proposal was in violation
of Policy 13 in the New Zealand
Coastal Policy Statement.

Policy 13 aims to preserve
the “natural character of the
coastal environment and to
protect it from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and develop-
ment”.

Natural character may
include natural landforms such
as peninsulas, cliffs, dunes, and
surf breaks; the natural dark-
ness of the night sky; places or

_areas that are wild or scenic;

of the sea and their context or

“These are the things we’d -

lose if it goes ahead,” Shanks
said. .

There will be a public drop-
in

pr

10am-12pm on Monday, Janu-
ary 27 at the Whangamata Ser-
vice Centre on Port Rd.

Consultation is open until

January 31.

Councillor and Whangamata
Community Board chair Ken
Coulam said the walkway
would seek to reduce erosion
issues and wind-blown sand.

“This boardwalk will

improve pedestrian and cycling
s . the
-and and

enhance- Whangamata’s

precious dune system. )

“The boardwalk will be a

allowing

to Hunt Rd

through to the esplanade and
Williamnson Park.

“This will be a real asset to
the -waterfront, as well as pro-
viding opportunities to reduce
impact on our precious dune
environment and provide a
staged dune planting pro-
gramme.”

For more information see
tcde.govt.nz/whangaboardwalk
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By ALISON SMITH
” says Keith, who’s

o beach access 7
ove r years.

) c ned to
protect the dunes and stay on the
accesswa this is doing is the
complete to that.

“It’s just fortunate that somebody

Thursday, January 23, 2020

Keith says TCDC sent a letter on 20
December which he hasn’t seen, since it
went to his Auckland home “and I'll be
here til March”. -

He says the he believes the process was
“underhand”.

th
“Nobody I know that lives in

en about it,

on

The works do not require resource

Marginal Strip managed by DoC.

‘ It's disgraceful ..
Everybody has been
conditioned to protect
the dunes and stay on the
accessways. What this is
doing is the comp ete
opposite to that. ,

Keith Gosling

DISPUTED The existing
sandy path wants to
construct a boardwalk and cycleway.

NOT WANTED

Gary Gotliebo

plans for the TCDC boardwalk over
dunes. ’

cy Rd
through to the esplanade and Williamson
Park.

$2

different routes on the
public drop-in session -12

Continued Page 5
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one way or another connected to the surf. »

‘Words & photos: Cory Scoft
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Take a look back throughout the settlement of New Zealand
and it becomes pretty obvious that coastal areas were
widely overlooked for the inner lands and what at the time
provided stability and income. Take Raglan, Mt Maunganui,
Piha, Ahipara, not long ago sleepy villages for the hippies
over amongst the dunes, now bustling meccas of their own.
It was towns such as these where the early pioneering
surfers migrated to, seeking solace and perfect waves
with a minimal population. The word got out about these
nomads, living almost off the land, surfing themselves
silly whenever the swell appeared and those new to the
sport wanted a piece of that action, and the populations
began to swell. From those early beginnings in what is
only a population of 4000, the main street of Whangamata
supports four surf shops, has birthed countless talented
champions surfers and at one stage even had four
separate surfboard factories run by some of the biggest
names in NZ surfing history.

It is said that Whangamata was an uninhabited wasteland
in the early 19th Century after Ngapuhi raiders swept
down from the north during the Maori Wars, forcing any
survivors inland, leaving the district with relatively no
permanent population, which the Government at the time
took under the provision of the Waste Land Act.

In those days Whangamata was a sandy flat covered

with stunted Ti-tree and flanked by rugged bush where
kauri flourished and wild horses roamed. In those days
the Coromandel region’s drawcards were harvesting the
kauri for timber and prospecting for gold in the hills. It

was a hard life with access into the town being by way of
trekking or horse ride across the ridgelines of the ranges
from Waihi through to Whiritoa. The settlement’s only link
with the outside world were Northern Steamship Company
vessels which brought in a variety of merchandise,
returning with cargoes of gum, sawn timber and crayfish.
With no wharf or landing stage, boats had to negotiate

the raw state of the harbour mouth which lay home to the
famous Whanga Bar, yet riding the waves which would
have been peeling down the sand bar untouched, would
have been the furthest activity from their minds at the time.
It wasn't until 1923 that a clay track was formed between »

Left: The view from the bedroom of Ben Kennings. Ben'’s
pretty stoked his dad Taff brought his kids up here and now
BK raises his own family here. BK has been watching these
old pine trees that impeded his view of the bar, slowly
become old and being removed and is hoping these big
ones will be next in line.

#008




h became gravel many years
ner north over to Thames was
completely sealed through to
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-year-old Hamilton gir! Cyndy
ay, every day in the surf
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mpetitions were launched in
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>rews of surfers who showed
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re doing was surfing, but we
> local cop Murray Cannon
were so »
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We had heard
rumours of this
quality shaped
sandbar that
pecled; all we
usually surfed
were closeouts at
Takapuna, so we
hit the road

Above: The top section can offer a
challenging take-off-to-tube section
when that sand aligns just right,
followed by 400 metres of leg-
burning walls.

Top right: Everywhere you look in
town there’s a surf flavour.

Bottom right: The colours of
summertime Whanga.
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...this town has
really been built
around the surf
and the bar in
particular, when
you take a look at
the makeup of the
town and you have
your accountant,
dentist, lawyer,
councillors, and
they all live here
for the surf, you
know that surfing
is in the blood of
the town

Top left: Surfing NZ's main man

on the ground Ben Kennings can
watch this wave from his office
window, yet lives by a strict regimen
of work hours, otherwise when the
swell is up he probably wouldn't
get any work done. A big attitude
swing from the very reasons his dad
moved here in the '70s.

Top right: Taff Kennings is now 72
years old. For 58 years his love for
the bar hasn't waned one little bit
and he is still out there every swell
picking off gems. Respect!

Left: Given the right sand and the
right tide, this wave can transform
from a fun-loving wall to a growler.

mesmerised by this wave that on every sniff of a swell we
would head back down; the hippie era had kicked in and it
seemed feasible to live off the land as such, and | couldn’t
get out of Auckland fast enough. Every single weekend

we chased swell wherever that was, and with no forecasts
back then we would sometimes drive to Gisborne only

to find it was flat then drive through the night to Taranaki
with no hesitation. If | kept this up my marriage wouldn’t
have lasted, so | told my dad | was gonna go fishing for

a living, just to give a reason. | never actually ended up
fishing - commercially at least. | had been groomed to
take over the family shoe shop business, but | just wanted
to live somewhere where | could surf and live with ease.

It was a toss-up between Gisborne and Whangamata. |
loved Raglan but back then there wasn't much there, and
Whanga ended up ticking the boxes for raising a family
and schools, and not being as isolated as Gisborne so |
could still keep in touch with family in Auckland. As surfing
became more popular so did the population of the town,
and this town has really been built around the surf and the
bar in particular, when you take a look at the makeup of
the town and you have your accountant, dentist, lawyer,
councillors, and they all live here for the surf, you know
that surfing is in the blood of the town. If you take a look up
and down the coast at other similar beaches which back in
the early days were far more accessible, they never really
took off, and it's my belief that this town was built around
the Bar, and after almost six decades of surfing almost
every swell on this piece of sand, it never loses its charm
with me!”

Another early women's surfing pioneer, Jonette Mead, has
fond memories of Whangamata. Coming from Hamilton,
the Mead family had a caravan at the Whangamata
Campground, which back then was the epicentre of the
town. Since 1956 the family had visited during the holidays
and weekends, making the slow trip here via the rough
gravel roads, and spending their days swimming amongst
the waves. At the time surfing as we know it wasn't known,
then one Xmas Jonette looked out of the caravan window
across the early morning mist as the sunrise lit up the sky
and saw this graceful figure slide along a wave, and she
was mesmerised and right then she wanted this to be her
life. She was only 12, but she campaigned hard enough
over the coming year, that when she won the coveted
Miss Whangamata Future at 12 years old, she put her
winnings toward going shares in an Atlas Woods board
and as a family, her dad Ray and brother Peter all learnt
to surf together on that shared board. "There weren't a lot
of surfers around back then, but | was always in awe of
Cindy Webb who had become the first NZ women's surfing
champion. She was a goddess, with long blonde hair »
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and brown skin and as a teen, | wanted to emulate her.
Whanga back then was pretty quiet, with all roads leading
into the town still gravel, there were a few shops and the
picture theatre, and everyone hung around the Milk Bar.

| believe Rodney Alison was credited with being the first
to surf the bar, and those were the days of no legropes
so0 when you lost your board it was a long swim, but we
had spent years learning to bodysurf before surfboards
came along so we were pretty proficient at bodysurfing
in on a wave to get our boards. Back then there were no
medical services or doctors in Whanga so if you got cut
by a board, you often had to weigh up spending nearly a
whole day going over to Waihi Hospital, or patch yourself
up and get back out in the waves. My dad Ray started

up the Whangamata Boardriders Club and | remember
the Hauraki Council offered them beachfront land to build
clubrooms on, but at the time no one had the means

or finances to get it off the ground. How hindsight is

a wonderful thing - if only they'd known then what the
future held for beachfront. My dad had launched his

own company ‘'Inland Surf” in Hamilton, selling and fixing
boards, and back in Whangamata he had been helping
another young family with getting into surfing, the Shanks
family, and dad taught Paul how to do his first ding repair,
which | guess in a way led onto him becoming one of NZ's
longest-serving surfboard shapers.”

In 1963 an Australian surfer named Bob Davies came to NZ
on a working holiday and ended up over the next decade
becoming NZ’s most in-demand surfboard manufacturer,
setting up factories in Gisborne, Auckland, the Mount

and Waihi, before scaling back and downsizing to launch
Saltwater Surfboards in 1970 based in Whangamata.

Out of this operation and era, Bob and his label were
responsible for the industry growth in Whangamata
that placed it firmly on the map as the epicentre of NZ
surfboard industry at the time, with many craftsmen
launching their careers and honing their skills amongst
the labels that were born of this era. lconic Kiwi and
international labels such as Saltwater, Natural Balance,
Tube Cruiser, Special Forces, ISO, Byrning Spears,
Hot Stuff, Town and Country, D-Bar, Lipsticks, Aloha,
Anderson. Craftsmen such as Kingsley Conosque, Paul
Mitchell, Greg Rhodes, Mark Ogram, Alan Byrne, Craig
Hughes, Steve Rae, Jamie Reilly, Rodney Dahlberg, »

Right: Luke Griffin lives in Mt Maunganui 1 1/2 hours south,
but when he knows the Bar will be on, you will usually find
him there.
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Top: Ella Williams built her career on the waves
of Whangamata which lead to a 2013 World
Junior title, 2016 and 2017 National Champion
and Tokyo Olympian. Her family are all immersed
in the sport and culture of Whangamata as
owner/operators of the former Bob Davie owned
Whangamata Surf Shop. When the swell is up the
family take shifts on who mans the shop and who
shreds the bar.

Top middle left: And while we have been singing
the praises of The Bar, the Whanga Beach isn't
half bad either.

Bottom middle left: Peeling through the inside

section against the backdrop of Hauturu Island,

Whanga offers one of the longest sand bar walls
in the country.

Sequence: Karne Pitcher was the NZ U14
Champion in 2006, he then stepped away from
competition, got himself a trade as an electrician,
and now gets to enjoy every session out on the bar
when a swell shows, and like all surf tradesmen,
downs the tools, and paddles out giving it the old

one-two! #008
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Whangamata has
gone on to produce
many of our finest
surfing talents, with
National Champions
and NZ Team
Members aplenty
and even a World
Surfing Champion
and Olympian in
Ella Williams

Top left: Located around 1 1/2 hours
from both Tauranga and Auckland,
with close to 2-million people who may
become interested in surfing, there's
always gonna be a party wave.

Top right: While boaties and surfers
have had to share the entranceway to
the channel for many years, it’s not all
roses. The marina construction once
threatened the natural state of this
very channel, which would have led
to the destruction of this iconic wave’s
form. This particular boat became
dry-docked on the bar, was hit by a
wave and luckily floated free before
the next set hit.

Left: Paul Shanks moved here to live
in 1974 after a childhood connection
through his parent’s batch since 1958,
and while many have dedicated their
surfing lives to The Bar, no one has
dedicated the countless hours and
loss of sleep, and spilt more blood,
sweat and tears than Shanksy has
over the many moons of riding and
protecting the bar. Thank you for your
service to surfing brother.

John '*Quimby’ Quellin, Brett Munro, Ray Finlay and Wayne
Lowen, all applied or learned their trade in Whangamata.

Since those days, Whangamata has gone on to produce
many of our finest surfing talents, with National Champions
and NZ Team Members aplenty and even a World

Surfing Champion and Olympian in Ella Williams, whose
family now own and run the former Bob Davies-owned
Whangamata Surfshop, continuing on the legacy of this
famous surf town...

In 2010 the development of a marina threatened the very
existence of what this town was built on, the shape of

the Whanga Bar sand spit, which lead to a very public
dispute and a town divided. This showcased to the non- -
surfing public just how important and treasured such

a natural phenomenon was, and this fight was almost
single-handedly led by surfboard shaper Paul Shanks who
had moved here in 1974, and he can still be found taking
notes, measurements and then out surfing every single
day that the bar breaks till this day:.

Paul lives and breathes Whanga, it's in his blood!
Originally from West Auckland, the man formerly known
as Piha Paul started surfing at age 11 on the West Coast
not far from where he lived.

His family had a section down in Whangamata where Paul
had enjoyed family holidays since he was five years old, so
the Whanga seed was planted early. In 1969 Paul got his
driver's licence and he was off chasing waves whenever a
swell was forecast, which back then was simply learnt by
reading the NZ Herald weather map.

After being picked up as a sponsored grom by local
surfboard shaper Brian Weaver, Paul began to hang at
the factory and before he knew what was going on he
was learning to shape boards. in 1972, at 19 years old,
and with $16 in his pocket, he somehow convinced a
landlord into renting him his first factory and the
Tubecruiser label was born. In 1974 he and a mate Kinsley
Kernovski heard that Bob Davie was looking to get out of
the game and sell his surf shop in Whanga. After talking
turkey, Bob just said look give me $100 a month and you
can have my business. So, together with the skills of
Kingsley who had just returned from working with Jerry
Lopez and Ben Aipa at Lightning Bolt in Hawali, the two
launched Natural Balance. That particular year saw a
record three-month dead flat spell, which forced Paul to
rethink his living situation - what was the point of being in
the surf industry if there was no surf? So it was back to
Auckland in 1977 before the lure and perfection of >
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nuch it drew Paul back
1e the government was
so Paul thought ‘jeez, |
re | can walk to the surf’.
glassing for Saltwater

on his own back under

eeding off the influence of

> most memorable of Paul’s
ct to the privilege it was to
only Paul who was learning
laimed shapers such as

me to NZ over the years to
ection and accuracy off Bob,
ngamata became the place

t only Paul but the very

hen its shape was threatened
uilt marina Paul headed the
other passionate surfers, they
ction Society, which was

ga Bar listed as one of 17
eaks’ which would become
the dredging of the estuary
day, and the battle to see
not affect the foundations of
tless hours of court time and

\ simple case of big money

of money to keep on fighting,
to see that the spotlight was
at simply wanted to create a
oming and outgoing boats.
as seen the degradation of
vas built on!

of data collected, and

the battle against the act of
placing 1500-2000 cubic

n the natural flow of sand

the shape of the iconic bar,
rgue that as we look back
ineups we shared with Paul
happen to coincide with a
vas halted, and in the swells
ry from what she once was.
ons: ‘I moved here for the
many others, from the '60s
some incredible memories of
and was groomed after a few
d 8-foot. This town was built
50 she's worth fighting for!” @

Top right: Local lad Rangi Ormond oozing the style
and grace that was developed on this very wave and
taken around the world by Rangi, now back home
and loving his roots.

Bottom right: Luke Cederman is from Raglan, and
being one of those proud Westies who claim "West
is best” you won't often see him over on the east
side, but when he does he hits Whanga Bar cause
he only goes leftl And he's pretty damn good at it

(]

I moved here for
the perfection of
the bar as did many
others, from the
*60s through to the
’90s we had some
incredible memories
of long barrels and
when the sand was
groomed after a few
days of swell, she
would hold 8-foot

#008



ommunity plan
gives town
a head start

Whangamata is probably the first
town in the country to start a town
plan, as now required by law.

And this initiative was the catalyst
for a government workshop on March
18.

The workshop launched and
discussed the Parliamentary
Commissioner for the Environment’s
(PEC) report: ‘Turning hopes and
dreams into actions and results:
Whangamata, a case study of
community planning in a coastal area’.

. It was held in Thames, with
officials and ratepayers from around
the peninsula and beyond attending.

Discussions aimed to help other
Coromandel coastal communities with
their community planning process,
and encourage the Whangamata
community with its plan.

The study was done following’
concerns received by commissioner, Dr
J Morgan Williams, six years ago.
These were about encroachment of
mangroves into Whangamata
Harbour, and the wastewater
treatment plant’s inadequate
performance.

The missioner was also told of
worries about the effects of
development in Whangamata,
including water quality, estuarine
ecology, recreational uses and
traditional use; and access to harbour
resources by tangata whenua.

A major concern was the
community’s view that harbour water
quality had become degraded.

When the study was complete the
PEC decided it would be valuable for
other local authorities wanting to
improve community environmental
wellbeing.

The study considers
environmental issues in Whangamata

are typical of those in many NZ coastal
towns including Coromandel, Tairua,
and Whitianga.

However Whangamata’s concerns
were compounded by a long-running
dispute between some residents and
ratepayers, and TCDC and EW, over
harbour management and effects of
the wastewater treatment plant on the
harbour.

The study says that to resolve the
dispute the parties needed to agree on
key facts, and on the best way to
achieve an environmentally
sustainable wastewater treatment
plant. A key reason TCDC and EW
initiated the community planning
process was to achieve these
objectives.

The study says some parts of the
community held unrealistic
expectations on the process’s ability to
achieve what they wanted, and they
did not consider statutory and
planning limitations. It also suggests
they may have lacked sufficient
information.

Many key environmental issues
relate to the harbour. Commenting on
harbour water quality the study says
that up to 2001 EW and TCDC failed
to meet the terms of its resource
consents, in spite of remedial work
done by the council. While some tests
indicate that water quality has
improved, the report did not go so far
as to confirm this.

It wants EW to do more testing in
the harbour to determine what effect,
if any, recent improvements done by
TCDC to the wastewater treatment
plan may have had.

The commissioner considers
ongoing improvements in wastewater

. To Page 4
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COASTAL NEWS THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 2005

Water quality a major part
of commissioner’s report

From Page 1

treatment are important and necessary to
impr ' harbour water quality.

T.. study points out that other
significant sources of contaminants exist
within the catchment and this issue must
also be addressed.

It wants authorities to work with the
community in ensuring the upgraded
wastewater treatment plant meets resource
consent conditions for the duration and
beyond the consent period.

It says the water quality of Whangamata
harbour has degraded and some areas are
probably unsafe for swimming and shellfish
gathering at most times. It is also probably
unsafe to swim in the harbour immediately
after heavy rain.

As there are disagreements about the right
method to assess harbour water quality, it
recommends EW and TCDC meet with Clean
Water Whangamata and public health officials
to discuss concerns on testing methods.

It finds that past and proposed physical
changes to the harbour’s structure will have
long-term adverse environmental effects on
theha  w, and wants TCDC to work with
EW anu Waikato University to ensure
research results in an effective assessment
of any changes. The harbour’s physical
structure has changed as a result of
engineering works such as causeways,
groynes and wharves, plus increased rates
of sedimentation.

The study refers to the pressure caused
by development. This includes conflicts
between people wanting changes and those
wanting the status quo.

It also refers to limitations of funding
as well as human resources to manage
environmental effects of intensive

development.

The study says the issues in
Whangamata are complex and interrelated,
and most are a result of pressures from
coastal development.

It recommends that TCDC address the
community’s distrust of council by
appointing suitable skilled neutral
facilitators.

As well as development subdivisions
other issues identified include aquaculture,
industry such as sand mining, coast
structures such as marinas and wharves,
and conflict over recreational space and
access.

Other issues noted in the study are the
proposed marina and encroachment of
mangroves.

Commilssioner’s comments

Dr Williams says many of
Whangamata’s challenges can only be
resolved by changes in the whole catchment,
and a community plan is the ideal vehicle
for this.

“After a promising start the plan has
appeared to stall and the PCE investigation
had highlighted several areas of concern in
its implementation,” he commented in the
report.

“Everyone must understand the legal,
environmental and financial contexts. The
plan must sit comfortable with other layers
of local government so everyone is aware of
its strengths and limitations. Also it needs
a champion so that what should happen does
happen.”

A follow-up study is planned in about a
year’s time to focus on aspects of the
Whangamata Community Plan. The
commissioner also plans to look at progress
in recomnciling different environmental

aspirations in the community for the
Whangamata region.

He says many key concerns remain
unresolved.,

Local input

One of those attending the workshop
was Whangamata Boardriders president
Paul Shanks. The boardriders are associated
with Clean Water Whangamata.

Mr Shanks said he felt satisfied that
their concerns had been acknowledged and
they now feel vindicated.

He said as a boardrider he was happy to
see acknowledgement that the Whangamata
bar is one of the best surfing spots in New
Zealand.

Whangamata businessman Jan Bartley
also attended the workshop.

He pointed out at the meeting that at
least 10 officials involved in the process over
the years - both elected and employed - had
moved on.

“Yet little has changed, and there are no
results to show for their work.”

He said the issue of Whangamata’s
wastewater plant had come up at the
workshop.

“We have a run-out of the consent next
year and we will not meet that deadline. In
practice if council shows it has started to do
something about it then 1t is allowed to spin
out the time before completion. Personally
I consider this dishonest.”

Mr Bartley was encouraged to see the
emphasis on community participation.

“The big message that came out of the
workshop was the need for the community
to take part at all stages of planning. This
is because the community has a good
understanding and local knowledge of its
own area.”
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Whangamata Community Board Meeting 19th May 2020.
Aloha my Community Board,

The commercializing of reserves ie Council applying for tenders (attached), the proposed walkways of
Moanu anu anu and Whangamata Dune Fields, these two issues revolve around the changing of the
Whangamata Community Plan 2001(WCP), although this Accord is non- statuary by Council it is recognized
by the Govt. (1st Community Plan under Local Govt. Act) by KPMG with a Prize for Vision, reviewed and
recognized by the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 2005.

The WCP (by way of it's many citizens/participants and their wishes over a decade of Community Forums)
inhibits the progress of the desire of the Council bureaucracy to create franchises on the beach. The WCP
says all commercialism should stay on Port Rd -and to the west, the reason being to maintain the
"Outstanding Features the Whangamata Dune Fields, the Beach and the Surf in its aura of "Outstanding
Natural Character".

The Community Forums always regarded the best way to maintain the Dune Fields was that one could only
cross the Dunes east to west and just leaving the defined natural sand-tracks that have been there for
many generations and have and always will work well. So the WCP inhibits the Council bureaucracy in
their ability to promote or even consider a cycle /board walk south-north thru the Dune Fields.

I have supplied a photo essay (see attached document) of Buffalo and Brophys beach and with an example
of out of the area Lyall Bay Beach Wellington {which has lost its natural character status in the proposed
Natural Heritage Plan ) these highlight------- "a poor thought pattern"--the original asset is the beach and
dunes, then Council provide parking and cycle/walkways that are too close to the Assets. Nature comes
along and damages the infrastructure built, the beach and dunes are not damaged they just changed at
that moment in time, however the Council has invested in this infrastructure and feels it needs now to
protect that investment and gives the opportunity for private-preferred contractors to invoice, so the
infrastructure now becomes the asset and the beach and dunes become lost in their own space and the
Outstanding Features in the coastal landscape are diminished and the lost Outstanding Natural Character
will never be retrieved just written out of "A Plan"

The franchising has increased potential to profit if Council bureaucracy link reserves and private
accommodation by way of these mini roads with a franchise in every reserve along "da-Dune-estuary
byway". Once the franchising is completed these could be packaged up and leased for 25 years by way of a
blanket consent/contract, such as was done with the engineering, rubbish, street-care and the 3 waters in
the past.

A Consent to "a sound management group" with high skills in events business and council processes would
be preferable. and as the Council is not into running such things and as its not one of their core business
then the concession package would be let, to a preferred contractor/society.

“Community Boards will most likely have parks that can cater large crowds. It is therefore, important that a
template be developed in-terms of a contract/concession to be available to promoters that provides sound
and disciplined management and source of income for Council" Garry Towler Ordinary Meeting TCDC 19
Sept 2017 public excluded.

Then the Public have lost more control of their spaces to the franchisor who would sub-let, and
concessions to franchisees, entities such as Beach Hop, Brits at the Beach, Rock Concerts, Blackies,
Georgia's, Whangamata Surf School Pak & Pedal the Whangamata backpackers-SUP (x2) , Memorial-seats
etc, these concession are incursions on our public spaces and diminish the Qutstanding Character of these
Outstanding Natural Features

The changing of the WCP by way of selecting peoples (attached) with positions of responsibility in the
Whangamata Community saying that they are representing that community but without supplying the
minutes of those groups that purported to their vision of the WCP.
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Then Council take no minutes of that meeting nor advertise to former participants of the WCP Forumes,
most of whom are still residents, and there are now no actual WCP Forums for updates and feed back and
supply of information, nor discussion documents prior to this WCB meeting today.

It is noted that the people who were identified and invited to the WCP Review did not all turn up and other
peoples did who were not on the list but purported to represent, but supplied no confirmation of their
authority, yet we the participants at all the WCP forums were not engaged.

As the council has stated that there will be new general policies for all council reserves, & public
consultation is planned for Whangamata, Tairua-Pauanui mid May to Mid July 2020.The citizens of
Whangamata would be very keen for clarification on the intentions going forward in the below paragraphs
by the WCB.

"During the preparation of this reserve management plan, the Board have identified some areas of land
held under the Reserves Act 1997 that do not contribute towards any current or future outcomes or needs.
Council will review that the reserve classification of these land areas to be revoked(withdrawn, cancelled)
and the land to be sold".

But the Council does not tell us which reserves or where and why they think that, the Council go onto say,
which is curious after what is said in the previous paragraph "There is no areas of land identified in this
Plan" 20/05/2013.

Then to have this current Community Board to reside in chambers under the confusion and anxiety of
Covid-19 today to deliberate on the proposals put forward. This when none of you participated in our
WCP Forums except for now, and now is not a good time and this form of democracy in whole is a farce.
Also the perception of officers of Council mis-representing the outcomes at Reserve Management meetings
of the past, so as to distort the interpretations of the outcomes of those meetings, that this Community
Board will consider today.

So | ask the WCB to consider the words of the PCE when reviewing the WCP.

"Everyone must understand from the outset the legal, environmental and financial context, the plan must
sit comfortably with the other layers of local government, so everyone is aware of its strength and
limitations.

It needs a champion so that what should happen, does happen.

Above all it needs to endure and evolve. A Community Plan is no place for sprinters--marathon runners are
needed to monitor the environment, conduct the science, keep abreast of the legislation and understand

the local history.

The people of Whangamata need to persevere with the Plan and to continue to chart a more sustainable
future " Dr. Morgan Williams PCE”

thank you,
Paul Shanks

Surfbreak Protection Society
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EXPRESSION OF INTEREST - COMMERCIAL
ACTIVITY ON A COUNCIL RESERVE




ophys Beach

Lyall Bay.
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print job

-- Original Message ----------
From: Charmian Nell <charmian.nell@tcdc.govt.nz>
To: "shankseas@xtra.co.nz" <shankseas@xtra.co.nz>

Date: 07 February 2020 at 12:18
Subject: Response to LGOIMA request - Whangamata Community Plan

Good afternoon, Mr Shanks

<&

On behalf of Thames-Coromandel District Council I sincerely apologise for the delay in having this sent
through to you. On this occasion our peer review system didn’t work as seamlessly as it should and we
are working to ensure this does not occur again in future.

Please find information in response to your LGOIMA request dated 3 January 2020

1. The following are the organisations that were invited to the focus group workshop and attached is a
copy of the attendance register completed by participants, including elected members, on the day.
Staff attending were Erin Bates, Jennifer Mahon, Ashleigh Howard, Kirsten Williamson.

Whangamata Community Board

Whangamata Ratepayers Assn

Onemana Ratepayers Assn

Opoutere Ratepayers/Residents Assn

Enterprise Whangamata

Whangamata Community Services Trust

Whangamata Area School BOT

Opoutere School BOT

Whangamata Lions Club

Whangamata Surf Life Saving

Whangamata Grey Power Association

1/02/2020, 12:55 pm

Terry Wilson
Ruhi Pene
Gordon Ikin
Julia McNee
Kiri Campbell

Jeremy Cox/Alison Mills

Geoff March
Andrea Paynter/

Cushla Jarvis
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Whangamata Community Marae

Tai Rapana

Whangamata Menz Shed Mike Judd
Whangamata Combined Sports Club Lyn Norris
Whangamata Community Swimming Pool Jo Jensen

Whangamata Golf Club John Freer

Whangamata Netball Club

Trudi Conway

Whangamata Rugby & Sports Club

Kevin Brooks

KSM Enterprises

Whangamata Art Group

2. As the focus group format had a range of activities designed to get an idea of the issues and
priorities relating to the area, there were no formal minutes taken but attached are notes with the
outcomes. There was one workshop held on 21 February 2019 with a public survey in April/May

2019.

3. The Whangamata Community Plan is currently being drafted.

4. Attached is an image detailing the designation from Hauturu Point to the Whangamata Whartf.

Regards

On behalf of Erin Bates — District Manager South

Charmian Nell

Thames Area Administrator

Thames - Coromandel District Council
Private Bag, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
Telephone: 07 868 0200

Fax: 07 868 0234
10/02/2020, 12:55 pm
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T S
L — Whangamata Community Plan Focus Group

Facilitator: Erin Bates Date: 21 February 2019
Time: 4pm

meeting: Whangamata Community Plan Focus Group

Venue: Whangamata Club

By updating this document you can help us to ensure that you are updated about any future meetings or communications being sent out.
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Form 119A: Version 1
Date: 22 May 2014
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WHANGAMATA COMMUANITY PLAN

ovur future
2001

"Pride of the Peninsula"
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Turning hopes and dreams into
actions and results

Whangamata, a case study of community
planning in a coastal area

Office of the
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment

Te Kaitiaki Taiao a Te Whare Paremata
PO Box 10-241, Wellington

March 2005
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Ella Williams: World Junior Champ

The World Junior Champion out suifing on her focai Whanga Bar, who would have ever thought! Phato: Cory.

A photographic dedication brought to you each issue, to blow your mind, make you scream WTF, or make the words "That's choice as" roll off your tongue. There

are a lot of things that one could consider 'Choice As'. The waves during the weekend, the party Saturday night or that hot chick or dude you met at that same

party, or even the new board that your shaper just tuned out. But when it comes to 'Choice' things, not much can beat winning a World Title. We catch up with

Whangamata's Ella Williams on her 'Choice’ new title 'The ASP World Junior Champion'.

Fitatly congratulations 1o be the WORLD JUNIOR
CHAMPION must be a surreal feeling, THANKYOU
SO MUCH! It is the most incredible feeling ever. It's
something that words cannot explain really. | am just
over the moon with the win! | don't believe it has
sunken in yet! | think something this life changing or
big in your life won't sink in for a while. The smile on
my face will stay for a long time!

! did entry into the comp come about? It was
Crazy how it happened! One and a half weeks before |
was working in the shop with my brother, all of a sud-
den | got an email saying "urgent please reply ASAPI!"
I'opened it up and it said that a girl just before me on
the rankings had pulled out because of injury. | was
next on the ratings to get in. So | made the call and
Secured my place and ran with the golden ticket!!

L atiing that last minute call up take the pres-

i the buildup? Yes, | think because of
how fast it all happened I was just taking it all in and
anything was a huge bonus to me. Thinking everyone
knew they were going to be there so they had time to
Plan, whereas | didn't and was just so happy to even
be involved and get there. It was so funny because
8very athlete there had a proper coach, trainers and

&verythingll | just turned up with my mum, no coach,

trai”er, nothing, Just my mum, and won the contest!
Hes

‘ere the waves and the venue for the event?

The waves were fun most of the time, it changed a
lot, as a lot of beaches do. One of the first days for
the comp it was really solid so they put the boys out.
From that day on it just started to drop off but still
stayed a contestable size. But | was just happy to be
surfing a beach break because I'm used to surfing
beach breaks at home (Whangamata) so | felt very
comfortable and happy with my surroundings.
You've had a stellar year with a fourth place at
the ISA World Surfing Games in the Open divi-
sion, then you won the NZ Surf Festival to go on
and cornpete against the bhest women surfers in
the world, did all these events prior to the World
Junior Champs prepare you for what was in store?
I knew the level was high and all the girls are surfing
50 s0 strong. It was going to be hard, | knew that. But
| was there to win and | would do whatever it took to
take the win!

You arrived home to a reception that has his-
torically only happened to Rugby Teams, yet tha
whole town of Whangamata and more turned

out for a street parade to celebrate you surfing
success, ow did this feel? It was AMAZING! The
whole community's support has been incredible, for
me to have such great people behind me and for
them to all put in the time and effort every little detail
did not go unnoticed. I'm even lucky enough to be

getting my own seat made for me in honour of the
achievement. It makes me feel so lucky to have all

of them, and supporting me in the way that they do.
Very grateful.

You are an inspirational young woman that seis
goals, this year you surfed in a CT event and now
have a World Title tc your name, where to from
here? Thank you very much! From here onwards | am
going to try and qualify for the Women's World Tour.
As soon as I'm on the World Tour I'm just in the hunt
for another World Title! And to always be a happy
person, have a positive outlook on life and keep grow-
ing with my surfing.

Once again a huge congratulations from NZ Surf-
ing Mag we are so proud of your achievements
and the way you carry yourself while you repre-
sent our country and our sport, keep up the great
work! Thank you so much! And also | would just like
to say a huge thanks to my family Dean, Janine and
Braedon for their amazing support, | couldn't have
done it without you! I'm forever grateful, And to my
sponsors that have been fantastic to me, Rip Curl,
Weet-Bix and also Reef and Peter Anderson surf-
boards and New Zealand for all of you support, all of
your messages, letters, phone calls, txts! Everything
you have done, | truly will never forget it and reafly do
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Coca-Cola Ladies Open winner The Radio Haurcki Sound Cruiser
Yalerie Tredreo is presented with her supplied music throughout the com-
trophy and cheque by Good Guy lan etition. Surfers lazing on the
Magan in front of the large crowd at - Eench and even board riders oution .

the water could hear the p

the final day of competitions.
S loud and clear.
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Figure 10: View of dune seaward of Esplanade Drive prior to Coastcare restaration in 2000 (top photo), in 2004 four years

after restoration (middle photo) and in 2011 (lower photo).
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More oESm:uob to boardwalk

Photos speak a thousands words,
according to those against a
beachfront Whangamata
boardwalk planned by Thames-
Coromandel District Council.

The featured Coastal News
front page from July 20 2000
shows an area on the Esplanade
Reserve, where the planned
TCDC boardwalk will be
constructed.

The article recorded that
Whangamata Beachcare
volunteers had already cleared
away numerous broken walkway
sections on the badly eroded

dunes when this photo was taken.

Taff Kennings sought out the
photo from our Port Rd office and
presented it to TCDC staffata
meeting about the planned
boardwalk last week.

Whangamata’s Paul Shanks is
another who is vocally against
the boardwalk, and is
photographed on the dunes at the
end of Hunt Rd where a former
boardwalk has broken pieces and
nails sticking out.

Reactions to our front page
article Backlash over boardwalk

are being shared on Coastal News’

Facebook page and email inbox,
with mixed responses to the plan.
“We have a great deal of
questions, but no answers,” says
Ross Ferraby. “What modelling
has been done to show what
happens when the foredune is
scoured out by storm events,
which have, in the past, eroded a
vertical face of up to 2-3m and
then gradually rebuilt over the
following years? This is a natural
process that has happened many
times in the past, but will no
doubt be exacerbated in the
future with global warming.”
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HUGE EROSION: This front page of the Coastal News on July 20
2000 shows an area on the Esplanade Reserve where the planned
TCDC boardwalk will be constructed. Whangamata Beachcare
volunteers had cleared away numerous broken walkway sections on
the badly eroded dunes when this photo was taken.

TCDC responded that the
walkway alignment was
informed by coastal scientist Jim
Dahm, and will be located
primarily away from the active

dune erosion zone.

“Coastal erosion processes
occurring in the early 1990s and
early 2000s resulted in some
significant scouring at the

il
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THORNY ISSUE: Whangamata’s Paul Shanks stands by the twisted
remains of a beachfront boardwalk complete with nails poking out at

the end of Hunt Rd.

Esplanade end. We intend to keep
the boardwalk as close to the
landward side of the dune system
in this location,” said TCDC ¥
project manager Ross Ashby.

Opinions
“I’ve been holidaying at Whanga
for over 35 years. I love it because
it still has a small coastal town
feel. And it’s not yet
commercialised. Dunno, I just
feel like it will lose a bit of that
charm.” — Lynley Stewart
“Why don’t they do proper
footpaths around the
Whangamat3 streets? More street
lights, fix the roads, fix the bumps
on the bridge. You know do

something that the town actually
needs before something that is
not really needed.” Y
— Kelly Maree
“Nearly every person I've

spoken to think it’s a great idea,
but only the squeaky wheels get
the attention in the media.”

— Noddy Watts

“It’s a great idea, unless you
live on the beachfront!”
— Mada Ewol
“There is a fourth option
which might be acceptable to all
parties: Continue the boardwalk
along Esplanade Rd proposed
area and stop at the sand dunes.”
— Gary Gotlieb
TCDC Councillor
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Permission Number: 76634-OTH
Holder Name: Thames
Coromandel District Council
Location ID(s): 39624

Permission locations (Location IDs
listed above) are highlighted in
yellow on the map

Legend

Track or Road
Public Conservation Land

Marine Reserve /
Sanctuary

This map is to inform and may be unsuitable for other
purposes e.g. engineering, surveying, navigation

0.451 Kilometres

SCALE 1: 9,028 @ A4

Projection: NZGD_2000_New_Zealand_Transverse_Mercator Date Printed: 19 April 2021
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Naturw-iovers ard surfsrs have smbmoced Swfonomics as a way of saving baaches by cruartifying the financial benedit they heing in trasdsm dolare ta thelr looal commmitiss. Pcture f Brondon OHagan

Putting a price on the waves

Calculating the economic benefits of surf tourism has
saved many world-class surf breaks from extinction
at the hands of developers, writes Gregory Thomas

En 2002, a surfer named Chad Nelsen
enlisted an economist at Duke Uni-
verslty ta help e a price tag on a
poputar surfing spat on Puerte Rice's
northwest coast.

Nelsen's idea was navel -t prove
Wt 1he wisves breaking oo the beach
constifuted @ multimiltion-dotlar
asset and persoade the Jocal town to
take pains'tc preservedt.

Real estate developers were affar
anather multimillion-dollar asset -
ilie views from the beach, which
wobld be the selling pnint for three
high-rize  condominiums  they
planned tobulld.

Surfers aad environmentallzis
feared thut the construction at
Kincon, the village in Puerto Rico,
would change the Now of sediment
srcand the baach anid bazey a el tlun
created the surf brezak,

Nelsen sought to show that with-
outthe res| Qwre would be nowaves,
10 surfers and, ultimiiely, a big drop
intourism dollars.

"We found that people wers [-
ing second houses there Just for the
surfllag," s0id Linwood Fendleton.
the Duke ezonomizt wlo assisted
Kelsen and s a chiel eeonosnist for
the National Oceanic  and
Atmhospheric Administratlon. "It wasg
contributing literally millions of
dellars a year to the Incal econemy. ™

Rincon awud it world-class wave
break, discovered by surfersin the
Iate 19605, embodies a cyelé thar's ns
regular as the tides — surfers trek te
remate reaclzes of the globe in search
of the perfece wave,

They discover prized beaches.
Ward gets our. Touarists plle in.
Develapers seize land and opportin-
ity. Construction alters the wave

loses its edge.

Surf advocates have long argued
that Mother Nature Is priceless, invok-
ing geological and hydrologieal mech-
anics that distinguish the character
and appeal of the waves.

In a new strategy, Nelsenand a
handful of other surl intellectuals are
levtkng o of lofty environmentalist
rheterle and Aghting econnmibcs with
eConomics.

“*Those of us whe really love the
ocean have an instinct when we see
beautiful plices like chis re think s

A offishoot of raiurd reecuros
acnomaca that aeeka to quantiy tha
worth of wanvos, bath in tarmes of the
wahue to qurfiry and bisinag san, and
their nan-market salun — or hosy
risch ek weukd Ba wilng ko pry
ot to hkorsa thenm

they're pricefess and w think that the
commadiBeadon of naevre, and put-
ting price taps on everything, ix 1l
oot canse of rasure's destrucrion.

Rincan was a rare victory for
surlers,

The inteematlanal campaign o
protect e wave bk, Tecl by 1hae
Surfrider Foundailen, an advocacy
group, blocked the conde praposal
and persuaded lawmakers o desip-
imate Tres Pilinas, the name of the
break, a3 the heart of Puerie Rico's
first marine reserwe. :

And it hetped Iauneh the scence af
"syrfonomics'. )

In Aarch, Nelsen, 42, complered a
decrurite of epvironmental seipnoe at
UCLA, where he studied the eronom-
ics ol surting.

Surlonamics iz an offshinor of
natycal resouree coonomics 1hat
sogks o quantify the worth of waves,
bath in terms of thele volue to surers
and businessos and their non-market
valie = o how much peopbe would be
willing to pay not to lose them.

“The assumption is ofien that
anefing 35 worth zero dollars, " 5aid
Nelsen, enviranneptal direcior tor
the Surfelder Foasndagion.,

“It's taken for granted. 1175 no
perceived as being a viable and im-
®artint source of economics, partice-
arly with decision-makers in coastal
zome management that we've satking
ta all the time.*”

Ta prrweis there is intrinsic valua in

i wanve, Mebgen started at the begin-
ning. A report he praduced rabulaes
the number of surfers | the country
and how much money they shell out
far the privilege of riding the waves,

Afler surveyving more rhan 5008
surfuas, Relsen concluded thar about
3.3 million peonle Il Unleed Suies
surl IS tinaes oy yewr, ¢irive an average
of 16k per sessinm vt contribute at
Teast Uis$z billion 324 billion) 1 (he
LS coonomy annualky.

"The report is to demonstrate
thut, hey, there'sa lat of surfers in the
U8 L They o ot beach i 3o, and
they spemd a lot of money in these
communities,' Nelsen said.

“Therefore, you should ke thesir
lerests serionsly, ™

In praer, the sarvey 35 an eflort b
shake the srereatype of the shaggy
stoner who lives out of a van amd
doesn’t contribute 1o sockety.

Nelsen calls that misconception
“the Spiceli vinw™ in reference to
Sean Penn's seonic sorlerslacker
character from the 1932 movie Fast
Tiries at Ridgemant High_

The median surfer these daysis 34
amvel palbls it more than USET5,000 a
year, accarding 1o Melsen's shidy,

“Even M years nga, 1he posture
was one of teylng to dismlas (he
argiments of these ‘crazy surfers’,”
saidd Miclae] Walther, a coastal engin-
ver |ln Florida whose rescarch
persuaded officlsls in Monmowth
County, New Jersey, o cethink a
beach rerourishmene plam that would
bisvve: buried a surf break in 20401,

Ruilding proposals far o new
harbiour in Les A 4 a crudse ship
terminal in Ausiralia, a factory in
texico or a jelty in France dan't ac-
count for potential damage to surf
lircaks char holifer nearty communi-
ties with rousisim dellars.

When surfers have spoken up,
Melsen said, thelr arguments have
tended o be passionate bur abstrace
sl facking a conerete link between
the building, the break and e Jocal
OOy,

Meanwhlle, the argument of real
estate developers is more easily
cottched in economic termy ~ job
creation, cevenie and growth.

A stmiple case stwly: A world-class
snrflireak at Madeira, an island oM he

Raglan’s businesses
ride on its breakers

Raglan's waves am the beopd and
bartier of the loaal bosineras
community, with sorfers from an
o ar tha waorkd travelling tothe
Wailkuto town to ride Ha famoun
laft-hand bramks.

Chariis Young who nina the
Karol Lodgs and Raglan Surfing
Behool, says ho hay not geen ary
definitive Nigures anwhat the
wavis, sch as Manu Bay and
Indiontore, could be worth,

Hut surfing fuelled mowt of tho
tha loaal aoonomny, ha said. fromthe
cales and surf stores tn
accommodation providaca and
food retallers.

Young, also a board member af
tha Aaglan Choamber of Commoroa,
paid the value of ¢ he wives moant it
was cruclal the natwral
anviromnment waa protscted.

#vould "o h Ragtan’ heart
and soul™ if somathing — such ag
AN anvironmeetal dissmtor —
stoppad peapls frem surfin g he
sakd.

“Protecting the amironmant &
the numborone priorty here in
Ragisn, from owr mountalnto the
harpour and the ocsan . . . issuss

We've tenle
on big inciustrial usss
the: outdoars wiile

forpetiing abous
much more sustainable
usss of thas
especiaily recraation.

LR N

Linwood Pendlaton
Cuke University economist

|k aaabed mining and oil drillng
aro mlii things that nead to be looked
sl vory closily™

Young, whe arrived in Hagian
from southorn Califomia 14 voars
ngo and nevor laft, saik] most of the
tow s zurfing visitors warg Kiwta,
mainty from Auckiand and
Hamitton,

Mozxt of the intarnational surfers
came from Morth and Sauth
America, aa valk as Australa and
Europa.

“A ot of people and uptrying
surfing whon thay coma through
and get hooked ™ Yourg eaid.

Surfing Haw Zealand satimates
thers are 0000 active aurfara
hara.

Vihilo thorg has boon no
resaarch on surfing’s 2conemin
impact, Surfing NZ spokeemon Ben
Kannkgs sakd thers ware about 150
surf- related shopa around tha
country and 40 whelesalers dealing
with big irtomatlonal brands, Some
wholasslars had turnover of $20
millicna year.

In additlon thers wers Bboart 30
surf sohooda withnumbars growing.

| Ciwistopher Adama

coast of Parougal, suffered a damog-
ing blow when the Government in-
stalied a seawall in the Y9505,

US-based Save The Waves Coli-
tinn objecred, saying the wall would
make surfine mars dangerous.

The scawall was builf, and surfers
seopped visiting ¢n miisse. Save The
Waves founder Will Benry Lhinks that
they lost che fight becanse they
weren't praperly eoupped.

“Il you rafk In dollars, thar's 4 Jan-
guage the Government spenks,”
lienry said.

“We didr’1 have any read data ar
the thizee to say, “This 35581 {5 Joing to
be worth X amaunt of dallars ever the
nes 10 vears.” It just didntt exist,™

Save The Waves has since prio-
duced two studics cvaluating the
economic value ol surl breaks, in
partnerahip with academics at
Stanford University, the Unbversity of
Orepon and the University of Mawail.

Mavericks, an epicenire of hig-
wave surfing in Half Moon Bay, Cali-
farnia, [4 worth LIS$23.9 million anng-

In thes US A3 miilion poopko s f 108
b & yoas, drive an sarago of I3

e per eessn ind ooninbite AL
bt ISR il anmaally bo th LS
FOONOITYY.

ally int 3 report produced in 2000, A
wave 3t Mund;iki, olf the voast of
southern Spain, brings in about
LISE4. 5 million to the locil ectaionty
ench year, aocurding o a 2007 study.

Economisrs calculate the valuc of a
surfable nove by rabulating visiting |
expenses of surfers and  suri
Speciators.

Some of the Indlcators they watch
include distance travelled, visits per
year, time taken off work, length of
stay, drive lime, gag maney, parking
tres,_ food breaks and gear rentals.

The theory is that such figures
represent how much mun.tr it person
is wllling w parct with for the experi-
enee.,

At Mavericks, far example, sconoc-
mists cafculated chat more than
420,000 preople, not just sutfers, visit
each year 1o warch the waves and
spend an averags of USSS6E.T0 per
visit. .

The idea that self-suscoining
resouroes such as waves don't atiract
dollars simply becanse you can't
coont people moviiys throigds 4 urn-
stile Is curdated thinking, sald
Pengdlion, the Duke economist.

*“We've tended to focus on big in
dustriat uses of the outdoors while
forgetting about these much more
sustainable uses of the ourdoors,
cepeciilly recreatian,” he sald.

surf emi;:omists admit that
surfonomics arﬂg’ proposition,

The few the

value of waves hiave not, so far, been

challenged or  scrutlnlsed by
develapers.

Huc what if, for cxample, a wave
warth 115824 million anmually is pie-
ted againsi'a new hotel that would
bring in US$30Q million a year, Surfers
Against Sewage, another advocacy
FYERt, says i 2010 report O ocean
resnurces. "Are the developers then
{n a pogition te "buy” that wave from
the surfers?™

NMelsen, for hig part, lsn't worrled
abour the implicanans.

“'Wiere not arguing that the warld
is one big cost- analysis. :

“Surfonomics is just one measure
of the value of these resources. 1r's sof
the only measuce. "

The WashiogLon Poet
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Here’s a new section for the top 30 had to answer; we’ve always asked them to rate each
other, now we’ve asked them to rate the country we live in. S0, just what are the 5 best
waves in New Zealand...and which is the worst. Ohh you might not like the answers....

Best wave; Gizzy Island

Just sneaking in by one vote Gizzy Island has been named by the top 30
as the hest set up in the country. With 4 possible waves wrapping
around ...and some of the set ups capable of producing as heavy wave
as you want it's not too much of a surprise the Island gets the nod.

No2; Whangamata Bar

The double up drop into the first freight train section with the possihil-
ity of getting a hell pit followed by seemingly endless perfect long sec-
tions have got the top 30 hooked on the famous left hander. Never mind
the farm run off and the raw effluent the local council seem loathed to
clean up. Catching Whanga Bar on is worth the ear and gastrulae
inflections...apparently.

No3; Indicators, Raglan

Did you know that for years Indicators was considered unsurfable? It
was deemed too fast and the dangers of losing your hoard, pre-leg rope
era, just weren’t worth it. Boy how things change, one of the most con-
sistent spots in the country, capable of handling just about any swell
the Tasman can throw at it, Indies long lefts get the thumbs up from the
fellas.

No4; Stent Road

Taranaki’s gem, the powerful bowling right hander makes the grade,
again a spot that can handle size and has more than enough push,
who knows, it mayhe the venue that decides our next National champ.

No5 Wainui Beach, Gishorne

Home to many a surfing champion current and past, Wainui completes
the quintuplet. And even though many out of towners swear black and
blue that the place is a hoax, and it always pumps the day before you
got there, the fact remains that we do have photographic evidence that
the place goes off.

The worst wave in New Zealand New Brighton Beach, Christchurch.

The majority of top 30 hate New Brighton with a passion, cold, soft; gutless waves meandering over badly formed sandbanks are not what get the

top 30 amped. Even the lacals voted for it. But don't be too disheartened Christchurch surfers everyone knows that New Brighton beach has it's
days and your heloved home break only won this dubious honor by one vote, Manu Bay Raglan is also loathed by over 40% of the respondenis.
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unds, picnic tables - having a

of

by the sea for

erybody to  oyis

part of Kiwi culture. But this skinny chain of public
land will wash away before the rising ocean reaches
private property further inland. When one council
chose to defend a popuiar path, it wound up in a
court battle..with itself, writes Eloise Gibson.

very spring, while Aucklanders
attempt to spruce themselves up
for summer, one of the region’s
most popular beaches undergoes
amakeover.

A yellow truck on crawler tyres moves
across the broad southerm end of Orewa
beach, scoeping up sand that has collected
near a river mouth and carrying it north, to
the beach’s droopy middle section.

More sand - up to four milk tankers’ worth,
over multiple visits - is carried slightly
further north, to pad out a wave-bitten
stretch of beach between Marine View and
Kohu St.

For a brief time, the beach looks smooth
and fabulous. But the effects don't stick.

As one of the first big, swim-able beaches
north of Auckland city, Orewa is popular
with urban escapees, as well as its
10,000-0dd residents.

A beach this well-loved needs to look its
best for the swimming season. But the fresh
drop of sand isi't only for looks ~ it's
defending a sliver of public land.

Above the beach is a scraggly grass strip,
with a rough dirt path along it It runs
between a scoured bank and a row of
multi-million-dollar houses.

The track is pitted and hunpy - “a goat
track”, one of Orewa’s local board members
calls it. But, in big tides, this 600-metre

stretch is the only way to walk along this
piece of coast, without being on someone’s
front lawn. The path is a piece of Te Araroa,
the public walkway running the length of
New Zealand, Erosion, storms and, now, sea
level rise, have narrowed the land to
Im-wide at its thinnest point.

Last year, three different coastal engineers
studied it and delivered a terminal
diagnosis: within 20 years, one-third of the
path

perc

was done to saveit

The sand gives the path a short reprieve.
For a while, after the trucks do their work,
there's a nice plump barrier in front. Soon,
however, waves start nibbling. Cuitents
carry the sand out to sea and down the
coast, depositing it more or less where it
came from. Next spring, the makeover
begins again.

land

Thete are strips of land like Orewa’s beach
path all around the country, and nobody
knows how many are in danger.

When Land lnformation NZ surveyed who
owrms our ceastline, in 2003, it found
councils hoeld the titles to more than
6000k of seafront land, mainly roads
and esplanade reserves, giving them
almost a third of the 19,000-plus km of
coastline. The Crown owns just over
another third, while private owners have
therest.
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These ribbons of land have been gifted to
councils in people’s wills, purchased by
ratepayers, and suirrendered by developers
as a condition of subdividing. They hold
walkways, barbecues, picnic tables, bike
paths and pohutukawa. They're our licence
to enjoy land we can't personally afford.

When the sea rises, some of these land
titles will shrink. Legally, the landward
boundary won't budge when the tide line
moves in, but the seaward boundary will
move inland, because it is usually defined
by the high water mark. Our shrinking
public land will buffer private property
behind it — until the public land’s gone. So
far, there’s no real plan to save or replace it.

We don’t know the extent of the threat.
Because publishing detailed maps of land
at risk from sea level rise has proved
challenging, technical and controversial,
most councils haven't done it yet. One
report for Local Government NZ suggested

half a metre of sea level rise would threaten

almost 2000 hectares of council parks and
reserves.

While there’s been plenty of head-

Top: Popular
Orewa beach,
north of Auckland,
is threatened by
erosion.
Above: Annual
efforts by council
to shore up the
beach by shifting
sand are only a
stop-gap solution.
Atright: The slim
public pathway
beside the beach is
also under threat.
CHRIS MCKEEN/
STUFF
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scratching about what to do when private
land is swamped by the ocean, much less
attention has been paid to the land that’s
there for all of us.

‘We have to protect what we have’

Councils are supposed to prepare for Im
higher seas by 2100, though there’s a 5 per
cent chance oceans could rise further,
reaching up to 1.5m higher by the end of
the century, says Tim Naish, a sea level
rise researcher who's the director of
Victoria University’s Antarctic Research
Cenire.

We might yet get away with just half a
metre by 2100, Naish says, if people
worldwide rapidly cut emissions. But a
good portion of that amount is coming in
the next 40 years, no matter what
happens, he says. “By 2060, we will have
25-30cm. That’s locked in.”

Orewa beach is as flat as a table-top, with
damp, wide sand so firm you can cycle
along it. The gentle slope offers little
protection from waves. A metre of sea
level rise would push the high tide line

roughly 56m inland - past a row of palatial
homes, onto the road, and almost as far as
the town’s first block of shops and cafés.
The skinny reserve would be gone long
before that.

For years, parks managers have been
concemed that sand drops aren't holding
the line, now that erosion is getting a leg-up
from the early stages of sea level rise.

There’s “no way” the council could afford
to buy another strip of land like it, if the
increasingly popular path was washed
away, says Martin van Jaarsveld, Auckland
Council's manager of community parks.
“We have to protect what we have,” he
says.

The council wants to pave the path, to
make it easier to use at all tides, including
for cyclists and people with limited
mobility. Four in 10 Orewa residents are 65
or older. But what might seem like a simple
solution - build a seawall - led to an 18-year
battle.

An exceptional case

Many Orewa residents want a seawall,
pronto. The local board has set a seawall as
its number one priority for ratepayer
funding, and the council sees defending
the strip as the region’s most urgent coastal
task But other residents were willing to go
to court to stop a wall.

In 2010, Rodney Council, which managed
Orewa before the Auckland supercity, tried
but failed to get permission to build a wall
along the threatened 600m.

Two huge, path-eating storms - in 2013 and
2014 - prompted Auckland Council to try
again, once it was in control of the area.

“We started to look at it and say, Ts it
acceptable to lose what little we have
remaining?’ And the answer was very
much no,” says Paul Klinac, the council’s
manager of coastal services.

Ry,

As regulator of Auckland’s coast, the
council had to apply to itself for permission
to alter the coastline. To avoid bias, it hired
three independent commissioners to make
the call on its behalf. The commissioners
said no.

Owners of houses immediately behind the
walkway - including Peter Simunovich, son
of the rich-list, scampi-fishing family - said a
seawall wasn't needed, and could make
erosion worse. They argued that
altematives, including moving more sand,
would work better, and said the council's
design for the wall was untested and risky.

The commissioners’ decision noted a
seawall would stop these residents from
walking straight from their houses down to
the sand. Instead, they would have to walk
along to a ramp, or stairs. Members of the
public would walk in front of these people’s
properties more frequently, if the council
paved the path. The commissioners didn’t
accept the erosion was urgent, and ruled
there were risks to the natural feel of the
beach.

The council still wanted a seawall, so its
only legal recourse was to take itself to
court, since the commissioners had
declined permission in the council’s name.

The case - Auckland Council v Auckland
Council - happened in a quiet courtroom
just off Auckland’s Albert St, in May 2019.

Any court case is expensive, but this one
was exceptional. The council had to pay for
lawyers and experts on both sides and for
an amicus curiae or ‘friend of the court’, to
ensure a fair hearing. By now, the
Simunovichs and others had withdrawn
their objections, after negotiating a less
obtrusive design. But a group of neighbours
who still opposed the wall represented
themselves in court.

Most of the cross-exarmination of council

The Forever Project SEPTEMBER/OCTGBER 2020

#008



witnesses came from a réetived coastal
engineer named Greg Shaw, who has lived
on Orewa beach for 32 yeats, Shaw told
Stuff he doesn't accept the council’s
monitoring records showing erosicn is
getting worse. “It's selective,” he says. He
produced old photos showing the sand
looking washed-out, years ago. “The beach
comes and goes,” he says. “It can be totally
different in a weeK’s time.”

Instead of building a wall, Shaw thinks the
council should realign Orewa’s estuary,
which, he says, would be cheaper and

allow more sand to be dredged and used to

defend the eroding sections in a softer
manner. (Auckland Council says this and
other altemative plans aren't viable). He
thinks future beach goers would be
disappointed with how a wall would tum
out. He won't be here, mind you. “Tll be
dead, and the top of my coffin will say, T
told you so’”

One of the commissioners hearing the case
was interested in the sea level projections.
He wanted to know if the council had
factored in something he'd read about:
when Antarctica melts, it will lessen the

continent’s gravitational pull on the oceans,

meaning New Zealand will experience just
10cm, total, of sea level rise. (The
phenomenon is real, but sadly it won't
work out that way. New Zealand will still
get about the global average of sea level
rise, says Naish).

There was one area of agreement: all three
coastal engineers who gave evidence for
the different sides, concurred that the
Ieserve was a goner, if nothing was done.
The questions were when, and what to do
about it

The court ruled the thin strip of land
couldn't afford any more delay. But it took
15 months after the hearing to issue a final
decision. In the meantime, Covid-19 hit,

By the time the court ruled in favour of the
wall, the $14 million the council needed to
build and maintain it was no longer
available in the budget. It might be funded
next year.

All up, the council’s costs to get this far
have come to $2.1 million.

That doesn't include spending by Rodney
Council.

No room to retreat

There are two options when the sea comes
in: defend, or retreat. Neither is ideal.

Seawalls can save land, but longterm they
can't save sand. Once the tide line rises
permanently up to the wall, any sand in
front of it will start to disappear. Retreating
saves the beach, but eats the land behind it.

“That's the issue with Auckland and New
Zealand,” says Klinac. “We have one part of
the population that would very much like
to see us armour our coast and by to
engineer our way out of climate change,
which is impossible, and we have ancther
section that says, you need to stop building
seawalls and you need to do what you
need to do [and retreat], right now.”

“My response to both those groups is, let's
have a conversation, about which parts of
our coastline require protection and why

and for how long?”

s it acceptable to lose

atlittle weh e
remaining? And the
ANSWer was very
much no”

Paul Klinac, Auckland Councit
Manager Of Coastal Services

‘Isee it as a sliding scale of priorities that
we would even be able to fund,” says
Richatd Hills, chair of Anckland Council's
climate change committee. “We've got a
huge number of closed landfills and many
of those are on our coasts. Those are the
things that we’re going to have to protect,
potentially, by building things like sea walls
or man-made dunes.”

Some seawalls offer only temporary
protection, before the sea comes over the
top or finds a way around the edges. Itd be
silly to spend miillions shoring up our
coastline, while we keep building on land
behind, only to see our walls fail anyway,
says Judy Lawrence, a leading researcher
on adapting to climate change.

Wherever there is space to let a beach
move back, retreating gracefully is the
better option, says Klinac. That's what the
council is doing at wilder, bigger council-
owned parks, such as at west Auckland’s
Muriwai. At Orewa, there’s also a wider
stretch of reserve to the south, where the
council plans te make do with sand
transfers until there’s a long-term plan for
the beach.

But at the narrow stretch, and at many
other popular urban beaches, private
development has hemmed the public land
in. In fact, it's hemmed the beach in, too.
The first bloke to have the brainwave of
extending his front lawn onto the sand
made his move in about 1955.

The entrepreneur filled 40-gallon drums
with concrete and plonked them in a line
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on the beach, giving himself some extra
front yard. By 1971, says Klinac, every
neighbour in the row had copied him.

Now the sea is pushing back, only it’s trying
to push farther inland than it was before.
Klinac says the only thing masking the
long-term erosion is the regular sand
transfers.

It's add to think burming coal in China, or
revving a Mustang in LA, or breeding a
cow in Matamata, creates headaches for an
Auckland civil servant, with a public
pathway to manage.

Making matters harder for the likes of van

Jaarsveld and Klinac is that nobody knows

what these emitters will, collectively, do,

nor exactly at what point Antarctica’s ice

sheets will kick into major, unstoppable
“We and
unc

markedly,” Naish says, drily.

Tidy tramsition?

Planners and experts, including Lawrence,
have devised a way of dealing with this
uncertainty. A community gets together
with its couneil, and decides in advance on
trigger points - what frequency of flooding
it could put up with before moving away or
building defences. That way everyone
knows what to expect, even if they don’t
know precisely when.

There can be several, staged trigger points,
setting off different reactions: dune planting
first, then a seawall, then retreat, or any
other variation.

Orewa'’s seawall, for example, might only
last 30-50 years before the sea overtops it
regularly. When that happens, the council
has the ability to make it higher by adding
another layer, called an upstand, says
Kiinac. The next stage after that is to
consider retreat

“We were quite clear that this was a
meditun-term solution,” says Klinac, “and
that with projected rates of sea level rise,
there are some other things we're going to
need to think about.”

An aerial view of
Orewa beach
showing how
recent storms have
eroded the
coastline and are
pushing towards
private properties.
CHRIS MCKEEN,
STUFT
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“The biggest lesson learned for me is, more
proactive, upfront discussions with our
communities in a way that’s a lot less
pressuwred. So that when the time comes to
do things like build a seawall, or remove a
seawall or apply managed refreat, it's not all
new to that community.”

But, while the phrase ‘managed retreat’
sounds ordetly, conjuring an itmage of
neatly-packed suitcases, the truth is, no one
knows how it will work, nor who will pay,
because New Zealand has no official plan.

For years, councils have been saying they
fear being sued by propetty owners for
driving down coastal land values when
they publish maps showing at-risk areas.
When they do nothing, they still fear being
sued, for failing to protect their
comumumities.

Yet help from the govermment’s been slow
in coming. Under National, even non-
binding guidance to help councils start
these conversations was held back for a
year, partly because ministers feared
publishing it would hurt property values.

Greens co-leader James Shaw, now the
climate change minister, was a critic of
National's slow progress and clearly
supports stronger action.

But the first term of the Labour-led
govermment he is part of is going to end
without enacting a better solution.

“It's not the sort of thing you want to jam
through under urgency, because the issues
are so complex,” Shaw says. “But we also
need to deal with urgent cases in front of us
in the meantime.”

This year, a major stocktake of planning
laws, the Randerson review, recommended
the government pass a law goveming
managed retreat, to help councils out of the
legal morass. Shaw says it would be passed
within 12-24 months, if a Labour/Green
government is elected.

But it's not obvious whether a law would
help rescue our public coastal land. Could it
ensure the public gets to have a coastal
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want to get into it, until he sees official
advice on the law change. He says the
issues of public and private land loss can’t
be disentangled.

“There is no straightforward answer.
You've got a very valuable and very
vulnerable strip of land. You've got sea
level on one side and private property on
the other.”

“Yes, you've got the loss of that public land,
but exactly the same thing is going to
happen to the private land that sits behind
it, just at a slightly later date,” he says.

“And that’s really tough, because you're
dealing with private property, you're
dealing with, usually, the primary
repository of people’s wealth, to the extent
that they have any. Frankly, those are the
really thomy issues about why this is
taking such a long time to unpick.”

Lawrence says one simple solution could
be rolling easements, which give the public
shifting rights of access along the coast.
Unlike esplanade reserves, these
easements move with the tideline. But they
would bring their own costs, because the
public’s access-way moves further into
private land when the seas rise, potentially
colliding with houses and shops.

As for whether the government could
require a public strip to be part of any plans
for managed retreat, “that’s easier said than
done,” she says, “because a lot of areas
don't have the space and so you've got a
squeeze [alreadyl”

Lawrence and Shaw each found the Orewa
court case interesting reading. It was
remarkable how many differences were
resolved through the court and pre-court
mediation process, says Lawrence.

But it's clear New Zealand can't afford to
litigate every slice of every beach, one wall,
dune or retreat at a tirne. Our talking needs
to happen in cheaper settings. Some

presence of outside experts has helped
soothe tensions.

Peeing in the wind?

Assuming Orewa gets its seawall, it won't be
the end of the sand makeovers. The
council has agreed to continue, to keep the
beach in front of the wall plump and sandy,
and protect the reserve further south from
erosion.

Every year, the yellow sand truck attracts
attention, prompting comments and tips to
the council from locals. Every year, there’s
a similar range of viewpoints quoted in the
Nnews.

“People say, ‘What are you doing? It’s
pointless, it's just going to wash away!
They're entirely correct,” says Klinac. “But
it's a sacrificial buffer.”

This year, the sand drops happened two
days before a storm, which washed much
of the sand away. People were aghast.

The council was “peeing in the wind,” said a
local business-owner. “A classic example of
two days’ work all undone within two days
of the tide coming in.”

It was time, he said, for the council to spend
money on a permanent solution.
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reface

People who live in Whangamata are grappling with the same problems as
many other New Zealanders who inhabit beautiful coastal landscapes. Their
local environment and the town’s infrastructure are under intense pressure,
not least from the swarms of visitors who put considerable demands on it but
depart without contributing, via rates, to the amenities that service the town.

Whangamata people, however, have taken a giant step towards resolving
their environmental problems by creating a Community Plan that aims to
give all stakeholders a voice in the long-term future of the area.

It is in the nature of environmental problems that there are no quick fixes, so
our responses must be integrated and sustained as populations and
technologies change. Many of Whangamata’s challenges can only be
resolved by changes in the whole catchment. A Community Plan is the ideal
vehicle for this and I congratulate the people of Whangamata, and the staff
and councillors of the Thames Coromandel District Council and
Environment Waikato for their goodwill in creating it.

Nevertheless, good intentions must be put into practice. It would be fair to
say that, after a promising start, the plan has appeared to stall and our
investigation has highlighted several areas of concern in its implementation.

Firstly, ryone und th et tal
and fin  al con Sec an sit ’
other layers of local government so that everyone is aware of its strengths
and limitations. Thirdly, it needs a champion so that what should happen,
does happen.

Above all, it needs to endure and evolve. A Community Plan is no place for
sprinters—marathon runners are needed to monitor the environment, conduct
the science, keep abreast of the legislation, and understand the local history.

It is now time to breathe new life into the Whangamata Community Plan. I
hope that this study is a catalyst for the people of Whangamata to persevere

with the plan, and to continue to chart a more sustainable future for their
own enchanting part of New Zealand.

Dr J Morgan Williams
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment

Turning hopes and dreams into actions and results
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Whangamata Community Plan

On the whole, people interviewed considered the community participation
process to be positive and productive. EW and TCDC considered
participatory appraisal a useful tool. The community strongly endorsed
having a community plan.

Two groups interviewed considered that while the process started well, it
was captured to some extent by some groups. However, the consensus was
that the process had been useful.

Importantly, the process was initiated and supported by both the regional and
district councils. It is generally accepted that the resulting plan is a
consensus view within the Whangamata community. TCDC has endorsed
the plan and supported its implementation. TCDC also sees it as continuing
to have an active role within the community and intends to use the
community plan as a key input in the development of its LTCCP.

It is also positive that those involved in the development process recognised
the more complex issues (such as improving water quality) require a
coordinated and ongoing effort beyond that achievable by the community
planning process. This was addressed through specific measures such as the
establishment of the Whangamata Watercare Committee.

The Commissioner considers the community plan’s development has helped
to get disparate groups into a constructive dialogue.

Despite implementation problems the community plan has successfully set
agreed actions to address many of the community’s environmental and
community concerns. It is encouraging that many of these actions have been
completed or initiated. However, many of the more challenging actions
remain unaddressed.

Recommendation
To TCDC and EW: TCDC and EW work together to develop strategies,

policies and processes to progressively implement the aspects of the
community plan that have not been implemented but are within their
jurisdiction.

Improving the community plan development process

The Whangamata community planning process has highlighted
improvements that could be made in future:

e ensure stakeholders’ commitment to the process

e set realistic expectations early in the planning process
° prioritise outcomes

e take account of the legal context

e take account of other environmental initiatives

e take account of available resources

e identify and address poor information or misinformation.

Turning hopes and dreams into actions and results
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Ensure stakeholders’ commitment to the process

As noted above, a key element to success of the community planning process
was the involvement of the two councils. These organisations’ early buy-in
was crucial to the plan’s future implementation and ongoing existence.
However, some key groups were not fully involved in all or parts of the
process. Tangata whenua expressed concern that they were not involved
from the beginning, although this concern was subsequently addressed
through a hui that resulted in the appointment of Ngati Pu as kaitiaki for the
harbour.

A concern is that, after initial involvement, DOC representatives were not
involved later in the process. DOC’s presence would have been especially
useful in the discussions on mangrove management. It would have been
useful if a DOC representative could have informed the consultation process
on the work looking at the spread of mangroves throughout the northern half
of the North Island.

Set realistic expectations early in the planning process

It was clear that many people had very high expectations of what the
community plan could achieve and within what timeframes.

Two examples of this were the mangrove issue and proposed marina. In the
case of the mangroves the requirements imposed by the NZCPS were not
taken into account. In the case of the proposed marina there was
disappointment when the issue had to be excluded because it was subject to
legal proceedings.

Recommendation

To all councils and their constituent communities: When a council and
community engage in a community planning process the council makes it
clear early in the process:

e the purpose of the process

e how decisions or recommendations as a result of the process might be
put into effect

e how those decisions or recommendations might fit within the council’s
ongoing planning and policy development and implementation.

Prioritise outcomes

No priority was given to the plan’s goals and actions. This lack of
prioritisation was a concern for some community board members, who felt
this would have helped them to allocate resources and effort.

Allocating priorities to the actions would also have been useful to help set
realistic expectations and focus implementation efforts on critical actions,
rather than those that were easily achieved.

Turning hopes and dreams into actions and results
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Take account of the legal context

The implementation of community plans will be influenced by their legal
status. Under the Local Government Acts (discussed in Appendix B), local
community plans of the type developed for Whangamata have no legal
status,z%lthough they could be used to inform LTCCPs under the LGA
2002."

No formal relationship exists between community plans and statutory RMA
plans. At most, the planning processes in the RMA can be informed by non-
statutory plans such as the Whangamata Community Plan (Appendix B).

One community board member saw the lack of any legal status as a key
failing of the process, and that without it the community could (and do) see
the process as a waste of time. Not surprisingly, in the case of the
Whangamata Community Plan, this has resulted in an implementation gap.
Social and environmental goals were identified as important to the
Whangamata community. It has proved difficult to find an effective statutory
mechanism for their implementation.

In addition to legislation, statutory-based policy initiatives also need to be
taken into account early in the community planning process, primarily the
NZCPS and the proposed Waikato Regional Coastal Policy Statement. If the
plan is revised, any policy outcome on the foreshore and seabed debate will
also need to be taken into account.

From the other point of view, the community plan cannot put limits on or
replace other consultation processes with the community. For example, this
investigation highlighted the need for specific consultation with the
community when planning the wastewater treatment plant upgrade. While
the plan provides this as a desired outcome, the process was not able to
adequately address the detailed issues involved with complex issues such as
a wastewater treatment plant and integrated catchment management.

The Whangamata Community Plan also contained actions that required
changes to statutory documents and the support of other Coromandel
Peninsula communities. One particular action in the plan’s growth and
development section states, “[a]djust the District Plan density rules to reflect
community principles”. However, to achieve this outcome the district plan
must be varied.

Amendments to either the EW Regional Plan or the TCDC District Plan
could provide a potential means for implementing some of the
environmental goals identified in the community plan, although modifying
RMA planning documents is a relatively complex and often lengthy process.

The subsequent reality of the limitations on the plan’s implementation has
led to some disillusionment with the entire concept of community plans.
This disillusionment is unfortunate, as the process in Whangamata brought
together community groups and individuals in a constructive way.

120 TCDC explicitly states in their LTCCP 20042014 that it has used community plans as
a source of information for the four community outcomes in the LTCCP.
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The Commissioner considers that the development of the LTCCPs under the
LGA 2002 represents a planning tool eminently suited to the identification,
in a formal, local government planning document, of the type of mixed
social, economic and environmental goals and issues identified in the
Whangamata community planning process.

Recommendation

To TCDC: TCDC clearly identifies how it has used the various community
plans in its district (including Whangamata’s plan) to develop its LTCCP.

Take account of other environmental initiatives

The Whangamata Community Plan also needs to take account of other non-
statutory environmental initiatives, for example, relevant environmental
plans developed by tangata whenua. In Whangamata, this includes Whaia Te
Mahere Taiao a Hauraki: Hauraki Iwi Environment Plan.

Other plans and strategies include those developed by non-governmental
organisations such as Forest and Bird (for example, on mangroves) and other
communities within district boundaries.

Recommendation

To all councils and their constituent communities: When a council or
community are about to engage in a community planning process, the
council, early in the process, reviews and summarises all relevant initiatives
and strategies, so stakeholders can ensure that they consider the potential
effect of these initiatives and strategies on the future community plan during
the consultation process.

Take account of available resources

As noted above, small councils face constraints in expertise and funding,. It
will be necessary during the development of community plans for all parties
to take these into account, and shape and prioritise goals and actions to work
within these constraints.

Identify and address poor information or misinformation
The community plan will only be as good as the information used to inform

the discussions in its development. However, perfect information is rarely
available and the plan’s actions should take this into account.

Recommendation

To TCDC and the Whangamata Community Board: TCDC and the
Whangamata Community Board, as part of the community plan’s ongoing
development, develop a programme for addressing critical information
needs. This information is collected to inform discussions about future
versions of the community plan.

Turning hopes and dreams into actions and results
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Improving the community plan’s
implementation

The investigation of the Whangamata community planning process has
highlighted that implementation and ongoing development are the most
challenging aspects. Three limitations to the community planning approach
can impede its implementation (see Chapter 4). These are:

e the plan’s lack of any formal legal status
o the lack of capacity in, or commitment by, the plan’s implementers

e actions being beyond the implementers’ scope.

Recommendation

To all participants in the community planning process: Participants in the
community planning process enable the community plan’s more effective
implementation by:

e ensuring ongoing political and community commitment to the plan
s defining the plan’s impact on the council’s day-to-day operations
e appointing an effective champion (a group or an individual) for the plan

e monitoring progress, reporting, and reviewing the plan.

Ensuring ongoing political and stakeholder
commitment to the community plan

The life of the community plan should extend beyond the immediate
electoral term so it provides a means of addressing issues that require long-
term solutions. However, as the plan requires ongoing political support there
is a risk that political commitment may waver. In Whangamata some
community board members who did not participate during the plan’s
development expressed lukewarm support for the plan. In addition, some
community members questioned the level of commitment to the plan by
TCDC councillors and staff.'!

The various stakeholders’ commitment to the plan may also waver over
time. This concern was raised by some community board members who felt
some new people coming into the community did not feel bound by the plan,
and wanted to readdress the issues.

The community plan must retain a high profile and be supported by the
community. The plan must continue to be pertinent to that community and
evolve in response to changing circumstances and expectations. These issues
are discussed in the section below on monitoring progress, and reviewing
and revising the plan.

2 TCDC staff, pers. comm., August 2003 interview
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Defining the plan’s relationship to the council’s day-
to-day operation

In the Commissioner’s view, a key impediment to the Whangamata
Community Plan’s implementation is the lack of clarity about how the plan
should be used in the day-to-day business of community boards, councils
and councillors.

A key part of any future revision of the plan should be to address the issue of
how the plan should be referred to by these agencies.

Appointing an effective champion of the community
plan

During the investigation, confusion existed about who had responsibility for
overseeing the plan’s implementation and ongoing development. It is now
clear the Whangamata Community Board has been given this responsibility.
However, the investigation also highlighted uncertainty about whether the
community board has, under its new delegations, sufficient discretion and
resources to effectively implement this type of plan.

For an agency to be effective in its role it requires, in addition to having
sufficient discretion and resources, ongoing support from all relevant
statutory agencies, stakeholders, community groups and tangata whenua in
both the implementation and ongoing review periods.

*

Recommendation

To TCDC: TCDC, as part of any future review of the implementation of the
community plan, assesses the effectiveness of the Whangamata Community
Board’s delegations.

Monitoring progress, reporting and reviewing the plan

As part of the plan’s implementation a programme is needed to monitor the
plan’s progress and effectiveness. This monitoring work should be linked to
other environmental and local government monitoring undertaken in
Whangamata.

The information provided by the monitoring should be reported to
stakeholders and discussed in regular public forums. This information will
also be an essential input into the plan’s reviews.

It is concerning that the two proposed public forums each year to report to
the community and provide the basis for reviewing the plan have not
occurred (although a meeting was undertaken in August 2004). However, the
Commissioner notes and endorses the community board’s initiative to
request from the council a new advocacy budget for the 2004/05 financial
year. This funding would be used to “further promote Community Plan
outcomes”. This funding could also be used to ensure regular forums occur
that promote ongoing public discussion and subsequently result in timely
reviews of the plan.

Turning hopes and dreams into actions and results
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Recommendation

To TCDC: TCDC allocates sufficient resources to ensure ongoing
community participation in the community plan’s implementation and
review, including regularly using forums and information bulletins. These
resources should:

e build TCDC’s capacity to support facilitation and participatory
processes, and the community plan’s implementation (for example, by
appointing a full-time staff member dedicated to community plan
support activities in the district)

e address the community’s distrust by appointing suitably skilled neutral
facilitators.
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---------- Original Message ----------

From: Paul Shanks <shankseas@xtra.co.nz>

To: tede <dconnors@slingshot.co.nz>, tcde <glen.leach@tcdc.govt.nz>, tcde <hdb@whangamata.co.nz>, tcdc
<jack.wells@hotmail.com>, tcde <mmcl@xtra.co.nz>, tedc <phrog2@hotmail.com>, tcdc
<tonyfox@xtra.co.nz>, tcdc <wyn@hoadley.co.nz>, tcdc <billies@xtra.co.nz>

Cc: Pauline Clarkin <hako@xtra.co.nz>, Catherine Delahunty <Catherine.Delahunty@parliament.govt.nz>,
Peter and Monika Johnston <pelroy@xtra.co.nz>, Nathan Kennedy <nkennedy@ngaatiwhanaunga.maori.nz>
Date: 16 February 2011 at 08:35

Subject: Coromandel Blueprint re- Whangamata

Dear Mayor and Councillors,
I am writing to you out of my concern of the Coromandel Blueprint.I have been in contact with Ms
Buckingham by corrospondance although she has been responsive she has not eased my concerns. A copy of
.ny letter to her dated 13-2-11 has been forwarded to councillor Bartley and Wells.14-2-11
IT reads,
Dear Ms Buckingham-We must thankyou for helping us over the last few weeks to catch up and
understand a bit better the Coromandel Blueprint, its relationship with the Whangamata Community Plan and
ae Waikato Regional Policy Statement(WRPS) re 6.9 however during our discussions(by corrospondance) and

to this date you have never offered up a copy of a draft or the final document that you are likely to present this
wednesday at a Council workshop.As I said in my earlier correspondence I thought the Blue print was flawed as
it fail to reconise the NZCPS 2010 and its direction
-1 Its Application
-2 Policy 13- Preservation of natural character

l1c-assessing the natural character of the coastal environment of the region or district,by mapping or
otherwise identifying at least areas of high natural character and they include-

2¢-Natural land forms such as headlands,penninsulas,cliffs, DUNES
wetlands,REEFS, freshwatersprings and SURFBREAKS

2d-The natural movement of water and sediment

2h-Experiential attributes,including the sounds and smell of the sea and thier context and setting.

3 Policy 15-To protect the natural features and landscapes(INCLUDING SEASCAPES)
-d-ensuring that Regional Policy Statements and plans,maps or otherwise identify areas where the
protection of natural features and natural landscapes requires objectives,policy and rules and
-e-including the objectives and rules required by(d)in plans.

At this stage we thought that all we had to do was to get the SURFBREAKS identified and mapped and the
TCDC. would register them in the Blueprint-which we thought was the same as our Community Plan,and thus
into 6.9 of the WRPS.

Now on review we believe the Blueprint is flawed because of lack of true and meaningful consultation which is
reflected in the So Called aspiration of the community in the proposed Blueprint

VOXY-Monday 24-4-10 "a low turnout at public meetings and hui being held to discuss how the Coromandel
key towns might take shape over the next 50 years is disappointing"--"the public is not taking the opportunity to
influence the future"--"the first three forums attracted a very poor turnout"-to improve this poor turnout you
would "target e-mails mailouts and advertising".We have had a scan through the public notices of the
Whangamata Coastal News and could not find any advertisment we recieved no mailouts or e-mails to tell us
that we were a focus group and when and where these meetings were to be held.This hard to believe as
Surfbreak Protection Society(SPS) is a member of Whangamata harbour committee(delegated to TCDC) SPS
has been involved with TCDC in Council hearings,appeals to Regional Council and at the time of the Focus
group meetings was in anEnvironment Court Appeal with WRC about the Whangamata wastewater application,
and I have been partaking in all Community Forums,water working groups and made many submissions to
community plans,infact won the Ministry for the Environment Green Ribbon Award for my involvement in my
Whangamata community. The TCDC has always informed me when a Community Forum is on and sent me the
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The 2002 Local Govt. Act is currently weighted to community outcomes and what we see at the moment is the
desired Council staff/s outcomes as many of the plans/projects in the Blueprint are alien to the prize winning
Whangamata Community Plan.

When we look at the groups targeted we do not see under Environmental-Nagti Whanaunga, Nagti Puu Green
Party MP who lives in Thames, Cleanwater. Whangamata SPS --under Social we do not see Whangamata
Boardriders Whangamata Skateboarders Whangamata BMX infact there is no youth input and yet the Plan is
going out 50years?

--Under Business absent are the 5 retail surfshops/beachshops,the skateshop and the surfboard manufacturers
and is this repeated in other centres?

Also missing and never informed is the affected parties
-1 on the beach walkway which was strongly opposed at the Community Forums- across the dunes not along
the dunes
-2 The Priority 1 status of the nautical/environment Centre with restaurants and bars at the end of Hunt RD on
reserve and dunes.
-3 A canoe launching area at the yet to be completed mitigation area for the lost wetland
4 The walkway between Heatherington Rd and Sharon PI. out into the CMA it begs the question why would
you build a walkway in the most polluted and toxic part of Whangamata(25 years of untreated sewerage and
stormwater accumilation)as a tourist attraction? is the answer to this that the sewerage pipes from
Heatherington Rd are to small in diameter to take the flow and that it goes under the industrial area and thus to
xpensive for the Known future developers of past Moana Point and the x2 highrise deveopments on reserve
land next to marina to contemplate so the Ratepayer will build the superstructure to carry the pipes to subsidize
the known developers?It also appears the Council is simply going to bury this polluted area(not heal it)and
create more land to lease or sell and send the industrial area up sw of the wastewater treatment plant.all this
and more and it has never been signalled at any Community Forum not even at Ms Buckinghams Presentation
3-10-09 and when one looks at the attendes of that meeting outside of Council and Staff there was 40 persons
compared with
LAB-Environmental-4
Business -6
Social -5 these numbers do not constitute what one would call a representation of the Community to

be able for TCDC to allocate funds to the projects it desires in this poorly processed Blueprint Plan I would
suggest Councils could waste large amounts of Ratepayers money from possible litigation if it tries to force this
concept into reality by placing The Blueprint in the WRC 6.9

We would respectfully request that the TCDC go back and aline the Blueprint to the award winning
whangamata Community Plan.

fours faithfully
Paul Shanks

17/02/2020, 10:32 am #008 °
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THAMES
Thames-Coromandel District Council is COM%%EL
currently seeking Expressions of Interest M
from businesses or individuals who wish
to obtain a license to operate a commercial activity on a
Council reserve, for a period of 2 years from the 1 July
2020 until 30 June 2022.

Please note there are only a limited number of spaces
available on Council reserves for commercial activities, so
it is important that you fill out the form correctly and provide
all the information required.

The Expression of Interest and Application Form can be
downloaded from the Thames-Coromandel District Council
website using the following link:

https:/iwww.tcdc.govt.nz/Our-Services/Licences-and-
Permits/Commercial-business-concessions/

(On top right-hand side of the page).

Expressions of Interest will close at 4.00pm on 31 March
2020 - please note late applications will not be accepted.

The Expression of Interest and Application Form with all
supporting information can be mailed to:

EOI Commercial Activities on Reserves
Thames-Coromandel District Council
Private Bag, Thames

or alternatively, email to:
customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Any queries please call Customer Services
on 07 868 0200.

Rob Williams

CHIEF EXECUTIVE il
for THAMES-COROMANDEL DIB’TRIGT.W‘L@IQI.; ﬂ
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TO Whangamata Community Board
FRO Derek Thompson, Community Facilities Manager
DATE 5/03/2020

1 Purpose of report
To consider applications to operate commercial activities on or over Council reserves in the
Whangamata Ward for a term of two years from 1 July 2020 to 30 June 2022.

2 Summary
Refer to the appended comprehensive report

3 Suggested resolution(s)
That the Whangamata Community Board:

1. Received the Whangamata Commercial Operators Licenses on or over public
places including Council Reserves — 1 July 2020 — 30 June 2022, report dated 30
April 2020.

2. Recommends to Council that the following licenses be issued to operate
commercial  activities on or over Council reserves in the Whangamata ward for a
term of two years from 1 July 2020 to 30 June 2022 as per the Attachment A
Comprehensive Report Recommendations.

References-Tabled/Agenda attachments

1. Attachment A Comprehensive Report Whangamata Commercial Operators Licence
2. Commercial Application Dandelion

3. Commercial Application Georgia Goods

4, Commercial Application Pedal and Paddle

5. Commercial Application Surf n Stay

6. Commercial Application Surfs Up

7. Commercial Application The Rolling Cone

8. Commercial Application Whangamata Surf School
1
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Reply Forward Delete

Fwd: Fwd: Re: General Enquiry - Whangamata Marginal Strip

Date: 04/20/2021 (04:39:39 PM NZST)
From: Paul Shanks'

To: big@whangamata.co.nz

= Text (5 KB)

hi Mike

shanksy

———————— Original Message ----------

From: Paul Shanks <shankseas@xtra.co.nz>

To: Bryn Sheppard <brsheppard@doc.govt.nz>, lirvine@doc.govt.nz
Date: 20 April 2021 at 15:52

Subject: Fwd: Re: General Enquiry - Whangamata Marginal Strip

Aloha Bryn and Leanne,

relating to question 5.-- There are 11 memorial seats on the "Esplanade" Marginal strip and 36+ on length of
main Beach and many more along Otahu Beach and up Whangamata and Otahu estuaries (a good little earn).

It appears no official concession were given by TCDC,

Letter dated 4/06/2@ from TCDC " Each seat donor would have been invoiced by the contractor direct
without any money going through Council,or if at the donors request,Council has managed the process,any
money invoiced is passed directly to the contractor”

Letter dated 4/069/20 from TCDC. "Request for information dated 17th July 2020 regarding the contractors
who built and installed the memorial seats in Whangamata.The majority of seats were made and installed by
our parks contractors-Smart Environmental limited and a seat recently installed on the beachfront end of
Harbourview Road was made by Duffin Contractors,Thames”.

The 1last seat mentioned is on top of a sacred Maori site

kind regards

Paul Shanks

On 19 April 2021 at 17:27 Bryn Sheppard <brsheppard@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Kia ora Paul

Thank you for your emails, regarding Thames Coromandel District Council’s concession application.

Please see our response to your questions:

* Question - Clarity over the distance of the boardwalk from the Surf Club.
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Dune erodes

lumping of beach
lune exposes
>ncing from 80s

Alison Smith

hangamata surfershave
calledonthe
Department of
Conservationto
vestigate after a 4m high dune
imped away atabusy beach

cess, leaving ladders hangingin the
G
Recent storms carved the
carpment andrevealed planks that
cals say have beenburied since the
BOsand1990s.

Sv~*ar Paul Shanks has called on
)C  (epin,saying Thames-
romandel District Council has
rected stormwater to the dunes,
ding to their instability.
“DoCisliable for all this
rastructure thatis on DoCland and
reshore. Itisnow endangering the
ers of Whangamatabeach and surf
ot,"hesays. ‘Less than 12months

o the TCDC reconfigured theback
these dunes to take newly sealed
rpark stormwater. They putina

ge soak pit and therain over the

t weeks hasbeenableto

ncentrate under the dune.

“The dune-sand hasbecome
uefied ata great depth, and so

1en only amoderate swell touches
2 dunes, they collapsed.”

TCDC coastal scientist Jamie Boyle
ys the dune erosionisnota

inmade problem.

“The dune erosion is completely
tural and the active dune thathas

t sand is doing exactly whatit

buld be doing and providinga

ffer for wave energy. Theareais
ngmonitored and thebeach
“essway upgrades will occur once
 cuurent erosion event settles

-

He said the stormwater upgrade
rk near Willlamson Park would

e the increasing demand on this

't of the network, and the current

4 .

<

EENRTT o . oy, —
Taff Kennings stands in front of the wooden fencing

4 var

ladders have been removed from the steep dune erosion.

beach scarp evident along Esplanade
Drive and other parts of thebeach
impacted by recent storms and swells
would have “verylittle influence”
fromone stormwater outlet

“We would expect a small amount
of scour within 1-5m either side ofan
outlet, but not the area-wide erosion
that is currently visible.”

Further drainage improvement
started last weekin Lowe St toreduce
the impact of water ponding on the
road and into low-lying properties.
This project would reduce surface
flooding draining on to adjacent
properties and onto the dunesand
beacharea, he said.

But Shanks and fellow surfer Taff
Kennings are amongresidents critical
of work in the vicinity, including a
proposed boardwalk on dunes where
the erosionhas occurred.

TCDC proposed tobuild the
boardwalk from Whangamata Surf
Club through dunes, eventually to
Hunt Rd. It wantsfeedback onal0m

trial section near the erosion zone.

Whangamata pioneer surfer
Kennings said planks uncovered
nearby had been buried for years,
proving infrastructure on top of the
dunes wasfutile.

He saysthe projectrelies on the
advice of coastal scientists: “They just
don't seem to want to learn from the
residentshere whohavethe
knowledge. It will comeback. But if
youkeep building thingsand don't-
really need them, ygu're just creating
something that’s falling apart every
fewyears.”

Hesaid in the1980s, those on the
“dole” had tobuild fences along the
beachtoretainthe dunes.

“This was built then and pops up
when this happens.”

InDecember last year TCDC gave
residents options to select one oftwo
routes — either higher up on the
dunes or closer to the sea.

The Coastal News reported the
courncil'sresponse to concerns over

installed in the 1980s at Whangamata Beach. Inset: Beach

Photo / Coastal News

ecological impacts and consultation,
thatno consent was required since
it was a permitted activity in its
District Plan.

However, DoC Hauraki operations
manager Avi Holzapfel says any
activity on DoC-administered land
requires an approved permit or
management agreement with DoC in
consultation with Hauraki iwl.

Hesaid TCDC contacted the
department in January 2020 for
pemmission when a title search
confirmed the land was under DoC
jurisdiction.

“As of today, TCDC hasnot yet
subrmitted aformal proposal for the
boardwalk,” he said.

An online survey canbe found at:
www.tcde.govtnz/Your-Council/
Council-Projects/Current-Projects/
Whangamata-Boardwalk-Project/

TCDC says anyone can contact
project manager Ross Ashby on 027

5109079 afl L
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KELLEY TANTAU

Bad weather has caused big slips
at one of Coromandel’s most popu-
lar beaches, but while a Whanga-
mata resident fears for its future,
i council says the dunes are
dung their job.

The July 16 storm that saw
more than 300mm of rain fall in
the Coromandel Peninsula has left
sand dunes in Whangamata tower-
ing along the shoreline and an
accessway destroyed.

Resident Paul Shanks said the
beach at the end of Graham St was
“amess”.

He believed an earlier decision
by the Thames-Coromandel Dis-
trict Council to tarseal a nearby
car park and install a deep man-
hole caused the sand to liquefy
and the dunes to slip.

“It used to be a gentle slope,
now it is a sand mountain and this
is what they’ve created,” he said.

“What you can predict is once
you start engineering the beach,
you will have to continue engin-
¢ 1g the beach, so it’s best to
leuve it as it is and build further
back.

“This is a microscope of cli-
mate change and what we’re see-
ing now is happening all around
NZ.”

But the council’s coastal scien-
tist Jamie Boyle said the recent
storm events were the cause of the
slips and there was no indication
the car park had an impact on it.

The area is being monitored by
the council and beach accessway
upgrades will occur once the cur-
rent erosion event settles down, he

“The current dune erosion is
completely natural and the active
dune that has lost sand is doing
exactly what it should be doing
and providing a buffer for wave
energy.” A\

According to the Waikato
Regional Council, short-term
erosion can happen during
storms, as waves erode the beach
and the dunes closest to the sea.
This often leaves a near-vertical
cut in the face of the dune, known
as an “erosion scarp’’.

Significant dune erosion can
occur in just hours, but full sand
dune and beach recovery can take
years, and though periods of
erosion can continue for some
time, in most cases it is not perma-
nent.

And while Shanks said the
recent storm exemplified why a
boardwalk should not be built
along the beach front, Boyle said a
boardwalk would enhance dune
resilience.

Public feedback on the coun-
cil’s proposed boardwalk showed
around 60 per cent of submitters
supported the concept and 40 per
cent did not. “The boardwalk also
offers the opportunity to reduce
the number of beach access points
through the dunes. At present,
there are approximately 11 beach
accessways through the proposed
project area, of which seven occur
within a 130m stretch of dune,”
Boyle said.

The area is being monitored by the
council and the beach accessway
upgrades will occur once the current
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Storm causes slips on Whangamata dunes
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Some beach access
difficult after 4m
cliffsof sand
created at
Whangamata

4 Tom

igh seasand stormy

weather across the North

Island’s east coasthas

asurgeof dune

erosion from Whangamata to
Pauanui Beach with locals saying
New Zealand's bestbeach
Whangamata now hasits own White

are
over four melres liigh while the

1980s and1990s.

Whangamata Motor Camp
operator Sarah Ellery said itis umlike
anything she has seenbefore at the
beach, saying there wasno easy
access down toasection of thebeach,
while at hiigh tide there wasnobeach
atall

“Itsberween access eight and the
surfcl ’spretty brutal but we
aren't«_ . concerned, youmay be
concerned if you had an expensive
house on thebeach front,” Ellery said.

“They are pretty high these dunes,
we have hadbig seas and high tides
recently. You can go down thereand
thereisnot muchbeachtositonat

high tide currently.
havetogoround
to tothe
beach,

its lowest you had to jump about half
ametreto get down, so for older
people and for the buggiesit'snot
really friendly for thern either.”

Sarah said locals whohadbeenat
Whangamata for over 50 years said
they had seéen this happen beforeand
werenot concerned by the high

dunes. She said she hopes the sand
dunes comeback over summer, but
was concerned onhow the grass
would comeback to hold the dunes

know how it worksteally,
but I know the grass has gone with
the erosion so hopefully something

Photo / Coastal News

willbe done about bringing the grass
back”

Waikato Regional Council said that
dunes play animportantrolein
protecting beaches from coastal
erosion and sand inundation caused
by acombination of massive storms
andhigh tides.

The sand

Native dune plants trap wind-
blown sand, building a natural buffer
inthe coastal margin and allowing the
dunes to self-repair following big
storm events.

Tohold the dunes together,
marrarm grass is planted annually
which s vigorous tussock-forming

Photo / Coastal News

are now over four metres high

Photo / Supplied

grass thatis very effective in trapping
sand.

Dueto Covid-19, the annual
Coastcare planting season has started
late this year, so Coastcare Waikato
co-ordinators are keen to recruit

continmed on A3

Storm erosion forms 4m high sand cliffs at top beach

from Al

more volunteers to help stabilise the
dunes.

Waikato Regional Council site
restoration adviser Moniqua Nelson-
Tunley said there are there are nearly
70,000 plants to getinto the
foredunes and backdunes of beaches
across the Waikato and Coromandel

“Our dunes are fragile, More than
75 per cent of owr region’sbeaches
havebeen modified or destroyed by
removal, grazing or trampling of
native plants. That's why the work by
our Coastcare volunteersis so
important,” Nelson-Tunley said.

The Department of Conservation
said they are working closely with the
Thames-Coromandel District Council
around monitoring the erosionat
Whangamata after concerms were
raised by locals.

“Weareaware of the erosion at
Whangamata, and the concemn that
is causing for thelocal community,
many of whom arerecreational
beachusers,” DoC’s Hauraki district
operations manager Avi Holzapfel
said.

“Beaches are naturally proneto
cycles of erosion and rebuilding, and
management of such events will not
bestraightforward.

eight gate at thebeach

“DoCis working with TCDCto
further clarify rolesand
responsibilities for management of
this coastline.”

Tharmes-Coromandel district
council coastal scientist Jamie Boyle

Photo/ Supptied

says the dune erosionisnotaman
made problem.

“The dune erosion is completely
natural and the active dune thathas
lost sand is doing exactly what it
should be doing and providinga
buffer for wave energy. Theareais

being monitored and thebeach
accessway upgrades will occur once
the current erosion event settles
dowrn.”

Hesaid the stormwater upgrade
work near Williamson Park would
ease theincreasing demand on this
partof the network, and the current
beach scarp evident along Esplanade
Drive and other parts of thebeach
impacted by recent storms and swells
would have “verylittle influence”
from one stormwater outiet

“We would expect a small amount
of scour within 1-5m either sideofan
outlet, but not the area-wide erosion
thatis currently visible.”
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Reply Forward Delete

Fwd: RE: Bond or Fee to TCDC

Date: 04/20/2021 (02:25:43 PM NZST)
From: Paul Shanks'

To: big@whangamata.co.nz

= Text (2 KB)
Hi Mike,
shanksy

———————— Original Message ----------

From: Ben Kennings <ben.kennings@surfingnz.co.nz>
To: Paul Shanks <shankseas@xtra.co.nz>

Date: 20 April 2021 at 10:03

Subject: RE: Bond or Fee to TCDC

Hi Paul,

Sorry, was away on leave down at Kaiks with my girls.

We pay about $60 per event to the TCDC. That covers the whole event including any bbg fundraisers.

We usually run one event a year and have been doing so since 2085. Not sure when the fees came into play.

Regards,

Ben

Building a better surfing future for our New Zealand surfing community and athletes

Ben Kennings | Surfing New Zealand | Office/Mob: 021 2278732

Email: benkennings@surfingnz.co.nz mailto:benkennings@surfingnz.co.nz | Event Hotline @21 113 4506 | PO Box
233, Whangamata 3620

Check out our website www.surfingnz.co.nz http://www.surfingnz.co.nz/ or Social media Facebook
http://www.facebook.com/home.php#!/SurfingNz , Twitter http://www.twitter.com/SurfingNzZ , Instagram
http://instagram.com/surfingnz and Snapchat - surfingnz

Surfing New Zealand are proudly supported by Sport NZ | SunSmart | Water Safety NZ | NZ Community Trust

From: Paul Shanks <shankseas@xtra.co.nz>

Sent: Monday, 19 April 2021 1:24 pm

To: Ben Kennings <ben.kennings@surfingnz.co.nz>
Subject: Fwd: Bond or Fee to TCDC

Aloha Ben

Just a gentle reminder can you answer the question of the other day
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Whangamata Bar

Whangamata is located on HWY
25 mid-way up the Coromandel
coast. It's home to one of the
finest left river bar breaks

in New Zealand.

Paddle out by taking the rip in
the channel - watch the strong
outgoing tides if you're not an
experienced or paddle-fit surfer.

Takeoff is a sucky drop followed
by a good barrelling section.

When you've spent enough time

in the barrel, you can carve up the long
workable wall firing off down the line

for 150m. The Bar is a high performance
wave, offering fast sucky sections perfect
for snaps and roundie cutties. It'll pick up
any swell northeast through to southeast,
and breaks on the lower

tides up to 6ft (2.5m).

Along with fine waves comes the
crowds. Whangamata is a well-known
and popular holiday destination for Kiwi's
{and especially Aucklanders). In the peak
of summer its breaks can become very
crowded, especially the bar when it's
firing. Remember to respect other surfers,
there are usually plenty of waves for all -
a little respect goes a long way.

mmw

\&k&k\\\v
(«

When you've spent
enough time in

the barrel, you can
carve up the Jong
workable wall firing off
down the line for 150m.

Further down the beach you'll find
some sweet little beachies which hold up
to 5-61t (2-2.5m). Expect peaky takeoffs
and long, fast, workable walls which
morph into a heavy (fun) shorebreak.
Good for surfers of all levels.
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Wwhangamata Estuary

The estuary is located at the south
end of Whangamata Beach.
Depending on the location of
sand, the estuary can offer a very
good right-hand bar break. When
it's on, you can expect a sucky
takeoff followed by a hollow right
wall producing long rides.
Competent surfers only.

all levels.

e =
OTRHU RIVER

whangamata Beach

From the main street of
Whangamata, take Ocean to
the Esplanade.
Quality beach break producing

peaky lefts and rights. Gets sucky
and hollow - long workable walls
peeling into heavy shore break.
Beach can handle up to 5-6ft
(2-2.5m). Good for surfers of




Whiritoa

Take HWY 25 from Waihi 14km,
Turn right and head out to
Whiritoa beach.

Super-grunty hollow beach break,
also a reef break (Mataora Reef)
located around the cliffs at the
southern end of the beach.
Difficult access around cliffs.
Holds solid 6-8ft (3m) swell. Picks
up all swells - north through
southeast. Always better on north to
northeast swells at mid to low tide,
Intermediate - expert surfers only.

COROMANDEL

Anderson Suriboards

Custom Suriboards, Factory / Showroom
308 Aickin Road Whangamata

Ph 07 865 7388, www.surfboard.co.nz

Black Jack Surf Shop
35 Albert Strest, Whitianga
Ph 07 866 5800

Inside Out Surfboards
Factory / Showroom

312 Aicken Road Whangamata
Manufacturers Legend Point, Munro |

Surf Reports - Nationwide - Online
www.surf2surf com

Surt Reporls - Phone
Wavetrack 0900 99 777 (Calls 99c/min)
Groms ask your parents first

Tairua And Pauanui Surf School
Well get you up and riding

Ph Luke 07 864 8979

Ph Alison 07 864 7553

email: lkmillen@xtra co.nz

email: ali co.nz

Byrning Spears Hardcase glassing
Ph 07 865 7112, Fax 07 865 9363
email: insideout suri@actrix gen.nz

Notionlab

Advertising, Marketing, Book Design, New Media
Designers of the Wavetrack New Zealand Surfing
Guide - www.notionlab.co.nz

Oftshore Surf Shop Lid
Rosemount Road, Waihi
Ph 07 863 7992

Paul Shanks - Tubgcrulser
Surfboards, Ph 7 865 8119

Reel n Wave
29 Wilson Road, Waihi Beach
Ph 07 863 5859

Salt Water Surf Shop
505 Port Road, Whangamata
Ph 07 865 8668, Fax 07 865 8666

Sunshine Surf Coaching - Waihi Beach

8 Scarborough Rd, Waihi Beach

Ph 07 863 45 87, Mob 021 135 7950
email: sunshinesurfcoaching@hotmail.com

wavetrack"

The Quthack Surf Shop

Ghost & Siman bvery Surfboards
Shop 13 Pauamii Shopping Village
Paugnui Beach, PivFax 07 864 5558
021 241 9710, email: averyl @xtra.co.nz

Whangamata Surf Shop

634 Port Road, Whangamata

Ph 07 865 8252
SURFZSLRFKcsm
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WHANGAMATA COMMUNITY PLAN

ovur future
2001

"Pride of the Peninsula"
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About Whangamata

Surfing Mecca of New Zealand

Whangamata is one of the fastest growing towns in New Zealand (approximately 4-5,000 residents), and is also recognised as being

among the most popular beach resorts.

Whangamata is famous for its spectacular ocean beach which provides some of the best surfing breaks, yet safest swimming in New

Zealand.

Sea conditions suitable for all are available along its 4 km length or in the safe harbours that lie to the north and south. These lead out

to a section of the Pacific Ocean popular for big game and recreational fishing.

The Coromandel Forest Park and Tairua Forest bordering the town provide many outdoor
experiences including short walks, mountain bike trails, and exploring old mining sites. Short trails

from forestry roads lead to isolated beaches away from civilisation.

This plan outlines, for the Community Board and Council, the direction for Whangamata supported by the participants
at the community forums.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
Page 2 29 May 2002 — version 4#008



Whangamata - An Eco-Town

« environmentally sustainable
« economically viable
. socially responvsible

Sustainable eco management requires a
close interaction with our natural
environment. By carefully managing the
ecosystem that Whangamata is part of,
we will ensure the next generation has an
environment of no less quality than the

current generation enjoys.

The community principles and values
outlined in this plan are designed to
ensure Whangamata's character and
environment are protected and

rejuvenated.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
Page 3 29 May 2002 — version 4#008



Visions and Valves

Visions

= The harbour will have a stable, natural backdrop including forests, bush walks, and appropriate land use.

= The harbour will be a clean, ecologically healthy, sandy playground in which human activity is in balance with nature.

= The beach will be clean and accessible, with naturally functioning dunes and bar.

= The town centre will be an attractive and vibrant place for people.

= Any development will be within defined town limits to avoid urban sprawil.

= Vistas of hills, harbour and beach will be protected to maintain the “beachy/bachy” spirit of Whangamata - “Te wairua o to
tatoa Papakainga”.

Values

= An active working relationship with Ngati Puu is essential for implementing the plan.

= Special interest groups are important because they have the commitment to ensure
appropriate actions are taken.

It is important to use the wealth of information held by the community.

Diverse and varied knowledge in the community will lead to better decisions.

Waahi tapu and other sites of historic value will be respected and protected.

Community participation is essential.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
Page 4 29 May 2002 — version 4#008



Commuaity Participation

Principle: Community participation in managing the area is essential to achieve the best results.

Consult on Sustainable  management for Whangamata

the options
\ requires a new approach to community
Community participation. Participation at all levels in decision

participation Develop
Options making from identification of the issues, through
/r\ IDENTIFY development of options, to monitoring.
THE ISSUE
MONITOR &
REVIEW
The process to develop this plan has established a
COMMUNITY : : :
PARTICIPATION new relationship between the community and the
CYCLE /\ authorities.
Authorities
IMPLEMENTATION SELECT AN OPTION Adopt . o _ _
BY 7 The community principles and values outlined in
AUTHORITIES _ _ _ _ _ _
this plan require this relationship to continue and
Recommendation grow.
Proposed Submissions

N\ and/or forum

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
Page 5 29 May 2002 — version 4#008



Goal: To ensure community participation in all decision making processes for Whangamata.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Two public participation and 1. August - to be involved EW, TCDC, Community $8,000 pa.
information sharing forums per in development of Board. $2 per ratepayer/ pa.
year. Annual Plan — Strategic

issues.

2. February — to review TCDC, EW.

past year

Overview.
A community water care group | Short term and ongoing. TCDC, EW, $10,000 pa.

to be endorsed and resourced
by the authorities to be
involved in ongoing issues
regarding water management.

Water Care Group,
Community Board.

$2 per ratepayer/ pa.

Approach the existing care
groups to take on a role of

Participate in and present a
section at the Community

EW. TCDC, Community
Board.

$15000 pa
plus capital cost.

overview and implementation | Forum.

for the relevant sections of the $3 per ratepayer/ pa.
plan.

An interactive website to be Short term. TCDC. $20,000 plus.
developed to promote $5000 pa.

community involvement:
e issues based
o feedback on plan
implementation
e includes local information
e up to date monitoring
plan.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Involvement and

acknowledgement of voluntary

community groups is important

for Whangamata:

Ngati Puu

Grey Power

Clean Water Whangamata
Beach Care

Harbour Care

Wentworth River Care

Komate Maori

Page 6 29 May 2002 — version 1#008



Goal: To provide opportunities for community involvement in the monitoring process.

Actions _ _ Timeframes Responsibilities ' Cost estimates The quality demanded from the
That the community, assisted | Short term EW, TCDC, Community, | $10000 pa.

by EW, as a basis for a Ngati Puu, Water Care visions must be achieved.
comprehensive monitoring Groups, Community $2 per ratepayer

programme develops the Board. per year.

conceptual ecosystem model

Timeframes
for Whangamata.

The timeframes used for the

Develop a monitoring and Monitoring programme EW, TCDC, Community | $10,000 pa. .
: o plan are:
review programme that agreed by December monitoring group,
integrates the statutory and 2001. Community Board. $2 per ratepayer
community monitoring pa.
proceesses and: Short term

= involves the
community,and;

= ensures the visions are
being achieved; .

* includes a response Medium term
mechanism for adverse
events;

= includes a comprehensive
harbour monitoring
programme and mitigation
for adverse events. e six to ten years

e immediately to two years

e three to five years

Long term

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
Page 7 29 May 2002 — version 1#008



Water

PRINCIPLE: To ensure all the waters of Whangamata are kept healthy by using an eco-system
approach to manage drinking, waste and storm water as an integrated system.

o This principle aims to reduce long term costs, enhance environmental quality and achieve social benefit.
o The preference is that all water assets are not privatised, and management of the systems is responsive to community wishes.

WATER MANAGEMENT

GOAL: To ensure the water systems are designed, built, and operated to contribute to the community visions.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost Estimates The water strategy and
To develop a water cycle Short term TCDC, Community Board, | ROC (Rough Order . L
strategy for integrated EW, Water Care Group Cost) $35,000 — best practice guidelines
ecosystem management of note, no current .
wastewater, drinking water and direct or indirect link must be guided by the
_stormwater, _Wlth linked -stormwater and three principles of an eco
incremental improvements. town water supply

system approach:
Develop Whangamata Best Short term and ongoing TCDC, Community Board | ROC $5,000 to )
Practice Guidelines for water, EW, Water Care Group $30,000 plus J Integration
wastewater and stormwater to depending on
guide: changes required to ® Zero waste and
e Council infrastructure Council Code of N Beced] i (he rarEl

provision; Practice for

. Subdivisio_n development; subdivision and water cycle.
e Commercial and household; development.

e Water use.

This must be a living document
in that it is updated with new
technological developments.

Water cycle strategy be adopted | Short Term. TCDC, EW How? District Plan
as a policy of the council Water Care Group variation $50,000

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
Page 8 29 May 2002 — version 1#008



Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost Estimates

planning systems. Community Board plus.
An economic study to Medium term. TCDC, Community Board | Rough Order Cost
investigate the options for Water Care Group $20,000

e ) Whangamata residents
subsidising and/or creating

incentives to minimise water

want solutions that are
use and waste production. This

will include options for: cost effective and well
e promoting water and waste
;efficient technologies researched.

e pricing/rating systems

o water meters subsidies

o polluter pays options.

The study to take into
consideration fluctuating
populations and mix and match

of options.

TCDC to investigate the amount | Short term. TCDC, Community Board | ROC survey mass

of current leakage from all the balance $50,000.
systems, then introduce leak ROC survey individual
detection programmes. properties within

township and follow
up letter $250,000.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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GOAL: To ensure discharges to the waters of Whangamata will be managed to protect the wairua (spirit) of the
estuaries and restore the health of the ecosystems.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost
Estimates
Environment Waikato to work | Short term start. EW, Whangamata
with the community and further | Medium term fulfillment. community, Water Care, . .
develop a Whangamata River Care. The visions need numerical

Standards which will become
part of a statutory plan (to
include estuary nutrient

standards to support them.

research).

The resource consent will take | Short term and ongoing. EW, TCDC, Community | With indirect
into consideration the full direct Board, Community | effects difficult to
and indirect ecological effects monitoring group, Water | determine cause
of the activity. Care. and effect.

Monitoring costs
will be significant.
Cannot price on
info to hand.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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WATER EDUCATION

Dual flush toilet

GOAL: To ensure ratepayers, residents and tourists have a sound understanding of the benefits of ecologically
sustainable actions in their day to day activities which will result in better water management.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost Estimates

Launch an ongoing public | Short term and ongoing. TCDC, Community Board | ROC $5,000 to

awareness campaign.

Water Care Groups.

$25,000 depending
on programme link to
other programmes.

Educate public about water
cycle strategy and best practice
guidelines.
Keep public
progress.

informed about

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC ,Community Board
Water Care Groups.

Cost as per other
education and
promotion stuff,
would link
programmes.

Education programmes into eco
response to water problems —
“gizmos”, showerheads, dual-
flushing toilets, recycle grey
water, lift cut of lawn mower.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community Board,
Water Care Groups.

ROC $5,000 to
$25,000 depending
on programme link to
other programmes.

Develop a  communication
strategy in regard to peak time
controls.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community Board.

ROC $5,000 to
$10,000.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

High level 11 litres

Low level 5.5 litres
Average person uses the
toilet 5 times per day

All high level = 55 litres

4 low level + 1 high level
= 33 litres per day
Savings per person each

day = 22 litres

22 litres x by 365 days x
4,500 people
=36,135,000 litres of

water saved

Page 11 29 May 2002 — version 4#008



STORM WATER

GOAL: To minimise volume run off and pollutants entering the storm water system.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost Estimates

Employ point of entry control
by:
= |nvestigating options for

solutions to contamination at

all entry points;

= |mplementing preferred
options for point of entry
control;

= |mplementing control of
contamination at points of
entry.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community Board.

ROC $10,000 Based
on investigation
sumps and houses.
ROC $5,000 based on
investigation sumps.

= ROC $17,000
annual inspection
only and letter
follow up - no
physical works.

= ROC $25,000 one
off — preparation
of District wide
bylaw on
stormwater entry
contamination

controls.

= ROC physical
works difficult
without

investigation,
Range $50,000 to
$200,000

All new buildings and
developments be required to

maximise on site retention and

slow release of storm water.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community
Board.

Investigation required
may mean retention
pond all sites — some
sites and areas
(commercial)
impossible. Cannot
estimate cost but will

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Examples of on site storm
water control:

= on-site infiltration
systems

= |arger storage guttering

= swales

= porous paving
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Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost Estimates

be significant.

Produce long term plan for
stormwater to consider the
effects of global warming on the
system.

Short term start.

TCDC, Community
Board, EW.

ROC $30,000 plan.
Actual works unable
to estimate, but will
be significant.

Prevent waste entering storm
water systems by:

= eradicating
illegal
connections

= stopping any
current
contamination
of storm
water
systems.

Short term.

TCDC, Community
Board, EW,
Water Care Groups.

Without investigation
cannot be estimated
but will be significant.

TCDC to produce and maintain a
complete storm water record -
ie location, waterflow content.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community
Board.

= |ocation ROC
$10,000.

=  Quantity ROC
$50,000.

= Quality ROC
$50,000.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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Waste Water

GOAL: To minimise the load to the wastewater system and ensure no pollutants enter the waters of Whangamata.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost Estimates

To minimise storm water
infiltration to the waste water
system.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community
Board, EW.

Without investigation
cannot estimate cost
but would be
significant.

Delegate the watercare group
authority to investigate different
options for wastewater
treatment and disposal.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community
Board, EW,
Water Care Group
Community.

Without groups terms
of reference cannot
be costed.

TCDC to implement the long-
term solution to water treatment
and disposal when decided
upon.

Medium and long term and
ongoing.

TCDC, Community
Board, EW.

Cannot estimate until
likely solution known.

Develop standards for on-site
and satellite wastewater
systems in line with NZ Health
and Building guidelines.

Short term and ongoing.

TCDC, Community Board
Community Board, EW
Water Care Group.

ROC $10,000 to
$30,000. To be
costed.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

People will be able to
swim in the harbour

without getting ill.
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DRINKING WATER

GOAL: To provide water in sustainable quantity and of the highest quality.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities | Cost Estimates

Delegate the Water Care Group | Short term. TCDC, EW, Water | Without group terms of reference this
authority to investigate different Care Group. cannot be costed.

options for providing the

community with pure drinking

water of a very high quality,

and develop a Whangamata

Standard in consultation with

technical advisers.

TCDC to implement the | Medium to long term. | TCDC, EW. Cannot estimate until preferred option
preferred option when decided known.

upon.

TCDC to introduce a system to | Short term and | TCDC, Community | = |eak detection survey each

check leaking taps throughout
the residential area - to include
education  programme  and
appropriate  mechanism  to
check and fix tap washers.

ongoing.

Board, Water Care
Groups, Community.

property ROC $250,000.

» Education programme ROC
$5,000 to $25,000.

= Onsite water storage, link
programmes ROC $5,000 to
$25,000.

TCDC to investigate the cost of
subsidising the change of
existing facilities to water
conservation methods - eg, dual

Short term and
ongoing.

TCDC,
Board.

Community

ROC $75,00.

flushing toilets, showerheads,
etc.
TCDC to promote the | Short term and | TCDC, Water Care | ROC $5,000 to $25,000 depending on

installation of devices in new
developments to minimise water
use - ie dual flushing toilets,
shower heads, guttering, etc.

ongoing.

Groups,
Board.

Community

programme link to other programmes.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Leaking Tap
« 1 drop per second

equals 360 gallons

per year.
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Harbour and Beach

Principle: The health and cleanliness of the harbour, beach and
shellfish (kaimoana) beds is most important.
No development should threaten this.

Goal: To protect a range of diverse, healthy life in the harbour including birds, fish, shellfish and plants and ensure
people will be able to harvest kaimoana with confidence from productive and accessible beds.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities | Cost estimates Pollutants  from  human

Educate on and enforce fishin Ongoing. Mfish, Ngati Puu. User pays. L.

laws g going g pay activity, harvest, over-use,
and competition for space

Review harbour water quality Short term. EW. Regional cost.

standards and enforce them. all put pressure on the

harbour.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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Goal: To plan how mangroves will be protected in identified areas, but kept out of areas where other ecosystem
values and uses would be adversely affected by their presence.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost estimates
Get consent to enable residents | Short term, ongoing. TCDC, Community $10,000 plus ongoing
to remove seedlings that can Board, EW. cost.

be pulled by hand from

identified area.

Research — regional and Short to medium term. EW. $30,000.

national scale — the role of

nutrient sedimentation and

hydraulic action in mangrove

expansion.

Review Regional Coastal Plan. Long term. Ew, TCDC. Regional cost.
Goal: To provide a beach environment that will be clean and free from rubbish and has the dunes covered with

healthy sand-binding plants and crossed by accessways.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Prepare a Beach Care Plan
using the forum to assist with
consultation. To include among
other things:

e Dune management

e The Whangamata Bar
e Stormwater

e Access

e Hazard Plan

¢ Rubbish management.

Plan developed and fed back
into the forum process.

Beachcare group, Ngati Pu,
TCDC, Community Board ,
EW.

$10,000 plus
ongoing
maintenance
estimated $10,000

pa.

$2 per ratepayer.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Rubbish facilities are

plentiful and accessible
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Growth and Development

Principle: Growth and development will reflect the community visions.

Goal: To balance development with limits on infill and multi-storey development to protect the “beachy” casual

atmosphere.
Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost estimates Protect the vistas of hills and
To develop a protocol for Short term. Ngait Puu, TCDC, $3000.
Tangata Whenua participation Community Board, EW. ocean that make

in consent consideration. )
Whangamata so attractive by

Current standards in District Short term. TCDC, Community Depends on level of managing the height and
Plan are enforced. Board. enforcement.

location of buildings to
Minimise discretion to deviate | Short term. TCDC, Community Nil, policy issues. .
from standards. Board. Other economic cost. maintain ~ openness  and
Adjust the District Plan density | Short to medium term. TCDC, Community Plan change costs .
rules to reflect community Board. $30,000 plus appeals R
principles. to Environment Court.

Goal: To ensure developers pay a fair share for entry to services based on all costs.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost estimates
New developments pay an Immediately. TCDC, Community Nil, policy issue.
entry fee covering all costs. Board.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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Goal: To ensure the provision of appropriate infrastructure is ahead of growth through good planning.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Stop new connections until
WWTP upgrade completed.

Immediately.

TCDC, Community
Board.

Nil initial cost, other
economic costs.

Develop best practice guidelines
on water, waste, and energy.

TCDC, Community
Board.

$10,000 per ratepayer
$2 per ratepayer /pa.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Growth and development
threatens the visions by
changing the landscape,
blocking views, increasing
pollution, and putting more
pressure on recreational

resources.
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Town Centre

Principle: The town centre will be an attractive and vibrant place.

Goal: To discuss and approve the town centre project undertaken in 1997.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Undertake public consultation
to set priorities and develop an
implementation strategy and
detailed design.

To be determined.

TCDC, Community
Board.

Public consultation to set priorities, develop

implementation strategy and detailed design.

$50,000 pa
$10 per
ratepayer/
pa

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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leisure and Recreation

Principle: A diverse range of activities will be available in properly managed areas.

Goal: To ensure public access will be provided around the harbour margins.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost estimates
Develop reserve management Medium term. TCDC, Community $10000 pa. Maintain Riparian margins
plans for all reserves. Board, Ngati Puu.
where appropriate.
Progressively uptake esplanade | Long term. TCDC, Community Nil, policy issue.
reserve option. Board in co-operation
with Ngati Puu.

Goal: To provide appropriate recreational amenities to meet community needs.

Actions Timeframes Responsibilities Cost estimates
Establish and define selected | 2001. EW, TCDC, Community | $2000 pa.
areas for water activities: Board.

o play area for children

o water sports

o boating

. etc.

Refer Navigational safety by-
laws.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.
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Goal: To ensure activities on and in the harbour will be appropriately managed.

Actions

Timeframes

\ Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Control of boat effluent

TCDC, Community

$5000 - $10,000.

pump out facility on the wharf. Board, EW.

Enforcement of bylaws,and From 1 July. EW. User pays.
navigation bylaws

discharge rules.

A mooring review is undertaken | Once the decision regarding EW. $20,000.

to assess future needs:
e (uantity location type
¢ allocation mechanism.

a marina is finalised.

Review dredging,
Develop a protocol for the
placement of dredging.

Pre and post-dredging
sampling, to determine
shellfish: content; quantities;
location; condition; sediment
types; etc.

Before December 2001.

Ngati Puu, TCDC,
Community Board
reports to EW.

$40,000 per dredge
$4 per ratepayer
per dredge.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Facilities identified as desirable

for Whangamata:

= Entertainment
sound shell

= QOpen space and gardens

= Footpaths

centre/

= Sports and recreation
centre

= Shade trees

= Library

=  Dump/recycling facility
= Market place

= Street lighting

= Beach accessways

= The Whangamata Bar
= Camping ground

=  Wharf/slipway

= Seating

= Toilets

= Art gallery/museum

= Car parks

Page 22 29 May 2002 — version 4#008



Principle:

Catchment Management

Catchment management will minimise any adverse environmental effects.

Goal: To ensure native vegetation will be cared for and will extend to cover the western face of the peninsula.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Carry out feasibility study of
pest management options.

By December 2001

EW

$3,000

Design and implement animal
pest control programme.

Starts in 2002-03 financial
year.
Ongoing maintenance.

EW, DoC, CHH and other
land owners.

Estimated capital cost
of $160,000 with
annual $80,000
maintenance.

Negotiate a return of
commercially forested land on
the Peninsula to DoC
management standards -
subject to Treaty claims.

Negotiations completed in
time for a handover at next
harvest (approximately 25
years). Restoration of native
vegetation will take
approximately another 20
years.

DoC, Ngati Puu, CHH

Costs dependant on
conditions of lease.

Construct a pest proof fence
across the northern end of the
Peninsula.

After final harvest.

DoC, Ngati Puu.

Approximately
$60,000 to upgrade
existing fences?

Goal: To protect riparian area of the catchment from harmful effects.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Waahi Tapu and other sites
of historic  value are

respected and protected.
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Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Continue to fence and plant all
farmed stream banks in the
Wentworth Valley.

Already underway.
Another 3-5 years to
complete.

Wentworth Rivercare
group with financial
support from EW and
TCDC.

Currently spending
about $13,000 pa.

Fence and plant all farmed Form landcare group(s) during | TCDC and EW. $10,000.
stream banks in other 2002.
catchments. Begin a five year programme
of work in summer of 2002-
03.
Enforce the riparian Ongoing. EW.

management aspects of the
Regional Coastal Plan.

Goal: To ensure land use in the catchment will minimise erosion.

Actions

Timeframes

Responsibilities

Cost estimates

Monitor forest harvest activities
and enforce consent conditions.

Check timetable with CHH.

EW.

Full cost recovery
from CHH. Costs
depend on level of
compliance.

Note: All estimated costs within this document are at 2001 costs and may change in the future.

Streams

land are

and adjacent

managed to

protect the harbour from

pollutants.
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Sample # Sample ID Descriptiol Sampled D COA Repol Test Result Nar Result Units

170603-07 - Water Mid. ######## Microbiolo Ecoli testin E.coli 250 MPN/g
170603-07 - Water Mid. ######## Microbiolo Faecal colif Faecal Colit 250 MPN/g
170603-07 - Water Mid ######## Microbiolo Total colifo Total Colifc 490 MPN/g
170603-07 - Water Mid. ######## Metals Recoverabl Aluminium 2200 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ####H### Metals Recoverabl Antimony <0.45 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid. ######## Metals Recoverabl Arsenic 8.6 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ######## Metals Recoverabl Barium 17 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid- ###Hi### Metals Recoverabl Beryllium 0.23 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ######1i# Metals Recoverabl Bismuth  <0.09 mg/kg

170603-07 - Water Mid. ####H#### Metals Recoverabl Boron <4.5 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid #####H##E Metals Recoverabl Cadmium <0.09 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid #t###### Metals Recoverabl Calcium 600 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid. #it###Hit Metals Recoverabl Cesium 0.65 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid: ###tH#tH Metals Recoverabl Chromium 6.3 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid- ###H#### Metals Recoverabl Cobalt 0.61 mg/kg

s by ICPMS Sodium <180 mg/kg

170603-07 - Water Mid. #iHtH#### Metals Recoverabl Strontium 6.2 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ######## Metals Recoverabl Thallium <1.8 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid. #it###### Metals Recoverabl Tin <0.68 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ####t#itt Metals Recoverabl Titanium 140 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid- ##t#H#### Metals Recoverabl Tungsten <0.09 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid: #f###### Metals Recoverabl Uranium <0.18 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ######i# Metals Recoverabl Vanadium 6.1 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid #t###### Metals Recoverabl Zinc 30 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid #####H### Metals Recoverabl Zirconium 2.4 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ##t###i# Metals Recoverabl Silver <0.45 mg/kg
170603-07 - Water Mid ########t General Te Total Solid: Percentage 67.9 %

170603-07 - Williamson Whangam. ##i#i### Metals Total Metal with Diges Cadmium <0.00005 mg/L
170603-07 - Williamson Whangam. ##itii### Metals Total Metal with Diges Chromium <0.0005 mg/L
170603-07 - Williamson Whangam. ########t Metals Total Metal with Diges Copper 0.0035 mg/L
170603-07 - Williamson Whangam. ###t##### Metals Total Metal with Diges Lead 0.00029 mg/L
170603-07 - Williamson Whangam. ##t#tt##H## Metals Total Metal Boron <4.5 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #itHH#H#H Metals Recoverabl Cadmium <0.091 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #####HEH Metals Recoverabl Calcium 2500 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #i#H##H#H Metals Recoverabl Cesium 0.63 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #HH#HAHA# Metals Recoverabl Chromium 6.7 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #H#H##AH Metals Recoverabl Cobalt 0.85 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #H####HI#H Metals Recoverabl Copper 4.8 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge ##HH#H## Metals Recoverabl Gold <0.45 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge H#tH#####H Metals Recoverabl Iron 5600 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #it##HA#H Metals Recoverabl Lanthanum 3.3 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge HitH##H#H Metals Recoverabl Lead 11 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge H####H#H Metals Recoverabl Lithium 4.4 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #####H##E Metals Recoverabl Magnesiun 590 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge ##t#HHH#EH Metals Recoverabl Manganese 50 mg/kg
170603-07 - inlet Sludge #HHH##HAH Metals Recoverabl Mercury  <0.045 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge ##H##H#H Metals Recoverabl Molybdent <0.45 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge #H###H##H Metals Recoverabl Nickel 1.2 mg/kg
170603-07 - Inlet Sludge ####H##E Metals Recoverabl Phosphoru 230 mg/kg
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170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -
170603-07 -

Inlet Sludge ####HHERY
Outlet Slud #H###HHH##
Outlet Slud H####HH##
Outlet Slud H####HEH#H
Outlet Slud #H#HtHiHH#
Outlet Slud Hi#H#HH#
Outlet Slud #H##HHHE
Outlet Slud Hi###HH#
Outlet Slud H####1HE
Outlet Slud ###iHHtH#
Outlet Slud Hi#H#HH#
Outlet Slud H####HE
Outlet Slud H###HH##H
QOutlet Slud ####H#HHH
Outlet Slud H###iH#
Outlet Slud ##tHiHH#
Outlet Slud #####HH#H
Outlet Slud #H####HH]
Outlet Slud #####HH#
Outlet Slud #####HHH
Outlet Slud #HiHiHaHH#

Metas MPI Faecal Colit
Microbiolo Total colifo Total Colifc
Recoverabl Aluminium

Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals
Metals

Recoverabl Antimony
Recoverabl Arsenic
Recoverabl Barium
Recoverabl Beryllium
Recoverabl Bismuth
Recoverabl Boron
Recoverabl Cadmium
Recoverabl Calcium
Recoverabl Cesium
Recoverabl Chromium
Recoverabl Cobalt ,
Recoverabl Copper
Recoverabl Gold
Recoverabl Iron
Recoverabl Metals
Recoverabl Uranium
Recoverabl Vanadium
Recoverable Metal

48 MPN/g
320 MPN/g

1600 mg/kg
<0.44 mg/kg
3.6 mg/kg

8.7 mg/kg

0.15 mg/kg
<0.089 mg/kg
<4.4 mg/kg
<0.089 mg/kg
850 mg/kg

0.49 mg/kg

4.4 mg/kg

0.43 mg/kg

1.4 mg/kg

<0.44 mg/kg
3400 mg/kg

Recoverabl Tungsten <0.089

<0.18 mg/kg
4.9 mg/kg
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Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates
to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only.
This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages. Any future extensions or development
of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notified separately.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group, etc.):
Alexander Gillespie.

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Post Code:

Telephone:

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

|:| | wish to be contacted alternately by:

I:l | wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle one) Oppose this Application.

E. Hearing Request

| (circle one): Do wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.

2
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:
The proposed boardwalk on the Esplanade.
My submission is

I am very concerned that the focus of the current proposal is blind to the existing values of the
Whangamata sand dunes, as they are in their current condition. Although this proposal only covers a
small part of the waterfront, if approved without very strict conditions and demarcations, it could be
seen as a stepping stone towards a boardwalk along the length of the beach.

From my study of the topic, the current dune system at Whangamata is only a few marks away from a
classification of Outstanding Value. The failure to tell this to the community, and present the dunes as
somehow valueless is an extreme oversight. This is especially so when, with some comprehensive
restoration of these dunes, there may be an opportunity to obtain this ‘Outstanding’ status. Aside from
the specifics pertaining to Whangamata, I am also concerned that the current proposal does not explain
how it will reconcile with the general obligations to protect the special nature of the coastal environment
and wilderness values, both as recognised in law. I consider such objectives of urbanisation in the
natural environment, unless absolutely necessary, to be the antithesis of wise conservation management.

These concerns are multiplied by the overt lack of impact assessments available for both the
community to examine, and decision makers to consider, before making an informed choice. The need
for environmental, social and landscape assessments, so that the potential costs or benefits of the project
is self-evident. While an EIA has been commissioned, I would prefer to see an independent study by
DoC, as the area may include a number of species of national significance. This matter needs to be
clarified before an any consideration of an advance is possible.

This EIA needs to be complimented by a Social Impact Assessment — that should show not only the
environmental impacts, but also, the impacts in terms of usage, density and type, upon the proposed area
and how this will impact upon the associated local community. This need to provide impact assessments
is not only best practice elsewhere (including Whangamata) it is especially heightened in times of
controversial projects, including boardwalks, in many locations throughout New Zealand. Such impact
assessments must, follow set criteria (especially independence) and answer specific questions. My
concern here are that if the impact assessments are not carried out both correctly and in advance, then
not only will there be a critical failure of decision making process, there will also be a clear
inconsistency with the precautionary approach.

Simply, there is not enough information about the environmental and social impacts of the proposed
project for a decision maker to make an informed choice; there is a failure to reconcile the special
considerations around high value coastal areas; and the project, as a further step towards the
urbanisation of the beachfront, is a step in the wrong direction.
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What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

Do not construct the proposed boardwalk along the Esplanade. The ‘no’ option is a viable alternative.

If you do decide to give the consent, only do so after getting an independent EIA study, and a supplementary
SEA study. These must show how the impacts of the proposal can be, or cannot be, reconciled with the high
environmental value (including wilderness) of the area.

If the decision to grant the concession is granted, it should be done with two considerations in mind.
1. It must be made very clear that it is not a stepping stone towards a larger project along the waterfront
over the existing dunes.
2. It should be linked to a comprehensive restoration programme, that can be built into an exemplar, of how
the dunes could be rebuilt to a higher standard, in which the ecological and wilderness values are
increased.

G. Your Signature

Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Dr Alexander Gillespie

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Date April 28, 2021.

Please complete this form and send to permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz (Attention of B Sheppard).
You may also post your submission to: Department of Conservation, Permissions Team, Private Bay
3072, Hamilton 3240 (Attention of B Sheppard).
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COMMENT SUBMISSION FORM Publicly notified application for leases, licences, permits,
or easements.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant
76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The
application relates to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to construct the
boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only. This application does not consider future boardwalk

construction stages. Any future extensions or development of the boardwalk (beyond Stage

1/Esplanade Drive) will be notified separately.

C.

| wish to keep my contact details confidential.

D.
I am opposed to this application.

E.
| do not wish to be heard at a hearing.

F.

e False implications on behalf of TCDC advertisement that this application will
give wheelchair access to Whangamata beach.
This will have a detrimental environmental impact to the dunes.
There is no need for construction.

This application suggests successful dune restoration, however this is not true. This
will require earthworks, foundation construction to support the boardwalk to maintain
vehicles, therefore changing the structure of the dunes to support this. There is
already a large amount of erosion at beach access 8 to provide enough evidence of
how damaged and fragile the sand dunes already are. There are no businesses on
the entire stretch of beach that would require controlled direction of foot traffic. Also,
this will be parallel to roads and already established footpaths that provide access to
and from the beach.

There are many places along the whangamata sand dunes, such as beach access
4,7,8 and 9, that have remnants of previous boardwalks and fences that the TCDC
have built and not maintained and left to be buried by sand that are now hazards.

I would like to see TCDC prepare an accurate proposal that takes in account the
impacted environment and its surroundings that will be affected with a long term

#010



maintenance plan, as well as, obey all relevant bylaws and legislation. It would be
beneficial to all beach goers that the many previous failed constructions be removed
to minimise hazards.

There is clear evidence that this application will do more harm than good.

04/28/2021
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From: Permissions Hamilton

To: Bryn Sheppard

Subject: FW: Attention of B Sheppard, Whangamata Boardwalk submission
Date: Wednesday, 28 April 2021 4:21:14 pm

----- Original Message-----

From:

Sent: Wednesday, 28 April 2021 4:17 pm
To: Permissions Hamilton <permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Attention of B Sheppard, Whangamata Boardwalk submission

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant 76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s) The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at

Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to

construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only. This application does not consider future boardwalk
construction stages. Any future extensions or development of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive)
will be notified separately.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group, etc.):

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Post Code:
Telephone: Email
Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate

contact is requested below.

Yes I wish to keep my contact details confidential D. Statement of Support/Opposition I Oppose this
Application.

E. Hearing Request

I Do wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.

Introduction:

Hi my name & I'have a BSc in marine biology & a Post grad diploma in Oceanography both
from the University of Waikato, I’ve lived in Whangamata for the past 20 years & surf the waves of
Whangamata most days. I have been Whangamata Board riders club champ twice & also compete nationally
surfing on Stand Up Paddleboards & have been ranked 4th in Nz multiple times.

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

Environmental damage to the dynamic equilibrium of the beach/dune system

Previous works/board walks have left us with undesirable result

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

Environmental damage to the dynamic equilibrium of the beach/dune system:

The plan to construct a board along the top of the esplanade sand dunes is asking for trouble. The esplanade
area is the frontal dune & part of the dynamic equilibrium that beach/dune system relies on. The sand reserves
in the dune system are in a natural state of flux in which erosion/deposition periods of sand protect the inland
areas from the storm surges from the ocean. The surf zone dissipates wave energy from the dune system but
with the predicted sea level rise from climate change these dune reserves could be eroded away & undermine

the proposed boardwalk.

Previous works/board walks have left us with undesirable result:
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We only have to look at the Hunt road upgrade in which the changes to the carpark area have changed the land
use for the worse, before the upgrade we used to get 60 cars at the end of Hunt Road all with a view of the surf
on ‘the bar’ & it used to be a focal point for the local/regional surfers to hang out when the surf was ‘pumping’.
Now only 20 odd cars can fit down the end of the road & only about 5 have a view of the waves breaking on
‘the bar’. The wooden boardwalk areas at the end of hunt road all went rotten & have since been concreted in. Is
this what we can expect to happen on the esplanade boardwalk as well?

What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the
parts of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

I would like the esplanade area to remain as the status quo with no changes as the area functions well as it is.
We don’t need another construction in or alteration to the dune system that will cause future problems.

G. Your Signature
Thank you

Signature of submitter or person

authorised to sign on behalf of submitter
Printed name of submitter or
person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter Date 28/4/21

Please complete this form and send to permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz (Attention of B Sheppard). You may
also post your submission to: Department of Conservation, Permissions Team, Private Bay 3072, Hamilton
3240 (Attention of B Sheppard).

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Permissions Hamilton

To: Bryn Sheppard

Subject: FW: Attention of B. Shepard

Date: Wednesday, 28 April 2021 4:26:05 pm
----- Original Message-----

From:

Sent: Wednesday, 28 April 2021 4:24 pm
To: Permissions Hamilton <permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Attention of B. Shepard

The email below is the email attachment referred to in my Comment Submission Form sent to you a moment
ago.
Please confirm that you have received both and have put them together in one piece as my total submission.

Thank you in anticipation,

>
>

>

> Permission Application Number 62350-ACC

>

>F. SUBMISSION

>

> The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

>

> Applicant Information Form la

> Concession Application Form 3b - Private/commercial facility/structure

>

> My submission is: The information provided by the Applicant in the Concession Application Form 3b
contains material inaccuracies, as detailed below.

>

> A. Description of Activity

>

> The one sentence description provided by the Applicant does not satisfy the specified detailed requirements of
A., namely an accurate description of Stage 1, where the site is located with GPS coordinates, the size of the
area within the Marginal Strip for which the application is made and why this area has been chosen.

>

> There is no labelled Attachment 3b:A which should include a map, a detailed site plan and drawings of the
proposal. The Applicant instead requests reference to a single attachment document, "the attached
Environmental Impact Assessment"(the EIA).

>

> A project map is provided in the EIA - Appendix A and Stage 1 is clearly delineated but the map does not
coincide with the Description of Activity stated in the first sentence.

>

> The EIA is found to contain contradictory descriptions, maps, drawings and photographs etc throughout. In
addition the Applicant acknowledges that all documents included within the EIA contain information outside
the scope of this Concession Application which only serves to further confuse and obscure the facts and details
of the Concession for which the Applicant is applying.

>

> The Applicant has not provided specific detailed site plans or project drawings which would have clarified the
matter.
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>

> B. Alternative sites considered

>

> The Applicant states in response to B. "This boardwalk is to replace an existing bare, informal track that runs
along the esplanade reserve at Esplanade Drive at Whangamata" which is incorrect, and again requests
reference to the attached EIA.

>

> In fact "this boardwalk"(the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1) is a new, northerly extension to an existing
boardwalk built by the Applicant in 2017. This existing boardwalk runs from the intersection of Esplanade
Drive and Lowe Street, on the Marginal Strip south past the Whangamata Surf-lifesaving Club to an endpoint
nearby (a total length of approximately 100m).

>

> There is no "existing bare, informal track" to replace with the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1 but rather a
grassed area, narrow at the southern end and widening towards the northern end, as may be seen in several
photographs supplied in the EIA and where it is variously described as a grassed berm, grassed embankment,
grassed verge, wide flat strip, narrow grassed, coastal reserves, and a single, parallel foredune.

>

> The EIA section 5 Assessment of Alternatives discusses a variety of alternatives but does not mention the
viable alternative of active enhancement of the existing features of the Stage 1 area without the addition of the
boardwalk structure along the top of the foredune.

>

> The EIA section 7 states "The Boardwalk aims to meet many of the objectives within the Conservation Act
1987".

>

> Working with Iwi partners is not dependent on the installation of the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1 structure.
This can and should be a current and ongoing process by the Applicant all times. The opportunity for Iwi input,
cultural advice etc already exists and the enhancement of the Stage 1 area with cultural signage and design
narrative/characteristics can be implemented without the boardwalk construction.

>

> Likewise, promoting ecological restoration is not dependent on the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1 construction.
Increased dune planting, weed and pest control programmes and educational communications and signage are
already available to the Applicant as referenced in the EIA. The Applicant already partners with Coastcare and
monitors coastal erosion. Amenity enhancement and facility maintenance plans with work programs also exist,
none of which need be dependent on the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1.

>

> Public access along the coast and to the beach in the Boardwalk Stage 1 area is already provided. Access
points from the roadway bounding the area have already been installed by the Applicant to accommodate
various "limited mobility" categories and entry to and along the grassed area of Stage 1 is currently possible for
a wide variety of recreational users of this area.

>

> At the junction of the grassed area and dune vegetation, the grassed area is already "formalised" by existing
bollards and existing beach accessway structures, directing all users of the area away from the sensitive dune
vegetation. This currently works well (see the EIA Appendix F Report - section 3.1 Stage 1 Area paras 1-6).

>

> These existing bollards and beach accessways are retained in the Boardwalk Stage 1 project and if
maintained in good condition will continue to serve their dual purpose.

> DoC are not the de-facto providers or facilitators of a tourist attraction and should not be regarded as such by
the Applicant.

>

> C. Larger area NO

>

> The proposed boardwalk structure is 3m wide and from the EIA Appendix A - Project Map (which is
duplicated in the EIA section 2. Figure 2) Stage 1, the area of the subject activity of this Concession Application
is approximately 233m long, starting at the endpoint of the existing boardwalk at the intersection of Lowe Street
and Esplanade Drive earlier referred to in my submission (in B. above) and ending to the north at a point
aligned very slightly to the left of the intersection of Graham Street and Esplanade Drive, and officially
nominated Beach Access #8.

>

> The named street intersections are used throughout various TCDC official documents in reference to the lineal
length in question for ease of understanding because if extended in a line seaward they define the start and end
points of the construction as does the description "Stage 1".
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>
> The named street intersections are visible but not clearly legible in the EIA Appendix A - Project Map
however they can be clearly read in the EIA section 2.2 Figure 4.

>

> Figure 4 though is misleading, because the area of "marginal strip outlined in red" shown in Figure 4 is
significantly larger than the Stage 1 area and as the Applicant answered NO to C., the EIA section 2.2 wording
cannot be correct.

>

> The EIA section 3 Figure 7 shows the existing Pohutukawa tree, existing shower, and existing Beach Access
#8 which are at the demarcation line of the northern end of the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1 construction. If a
detailed site plan had been provided in A. above the scope of works would be clear.

>

>

>H. Environmental Impact Assessment

>

> Column 1. Location on Public Land

>

> The written description in this column varies from that provided by the Applicant elsewhere in Application
Form 3b and in the EIA, and in addition the GPS coordinates stated are incorrect, both for these newly
introduced "location" descriptions and for the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1.

>

> The GPS coordinates quoted in H. for "the Whangamata Surf-Club" actually refer to a location in Hunt Road
which is far to the north and well outside the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1 area, while in fact the Whangamata
Surf-lifesaving Club is situated inside Williamson Park, south of and again outside the proposed Boardwalk
Stage 1 area.

>

> The second set of GPS coordinates quoted could conceivably be considered "approximately" accurate for "the
end of Esplanade Drive" but they are again inaccurate for the purposes of H. as the proposed Boardwalk Stage 1
ends some distance south of "the end of Esplanade Drive" and aligns with the Graham Street intersection.

>

> The Concession Application contents with respect to Form 3b contain inaccuracies and/or anomalies in Parts
A, B, C and H. Additionally the concession application contains a significant amount of matter irrelevant to the
application.

>

> To address the above issues with the application as it currently stands the following should be undertaken by
the Applicant:

> 1. Investigation and resolution of anomalies and correction of inaccuracies in each part of Application Form
3b sections A, B, C and H as they relate to Stage 1.

> 2. The removal of all documentation (including attachments) from the application which does not apply to
Stage 1.

> 3. A corrected version of Application Form 3b prepared and submitted to DoC.

>

> The outcomes would be

> 1. the amendment and re-issuing of the application documentation by the Applicant both to ensure it is correct
and complete for the stated Stage 1 scope of the the application and that it contains no inaccurate or irrelevant
information prior to consideration by DoC/Minister.

> 2. to allow public scrutiny of the application and details of the Stage 1 concession applied for in its correct
and complete state at any time in the future.

>

> I seek that conditions are put in place

> 1. to ensure the Applicant completes an application which achieves these outcomes, and

> 2. to ensure that the Applicant provides evidence that the existing boardwalk from which this Stage 1
construction extends was installed in accordance with and following due legal process.

>

>

> End Submission.

>

>

>
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Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates
to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only.
This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages. Any future extensions or development
of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notified separately.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group, etc.):

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Post Code:

Telephone: Email Address:

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

|:| | wish to be contacted alternately by:

zl | wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle one) Supportf+Neutral /| Oppose this Application.

E. Hearing Request

| (circle one): Do / BoNot-wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

The construction of the boardwalk will impact my ability to run my business
Concern for the long term environmental impact of the marginal strip and dune system.

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

During my four years of owning and operating Whangamata surf school (WSS) we have
witness the continual changes of the dynamic dune system through different storms,
council actions and swells the dunes have changed dramatically and will continue to do
so. However | am concerned that additional human factors such as construction of a
project of this magnitude will have irreversible results.

The second factor is the current council drawings have the boardwalk path going
straight through my business concession (as approved on the 31st March 2021). The
location of our business is significant for health and safety reasons as well as
advertising.

Construction of this boardwalk will limit customer accessibility and possibly even my
own access to be able to operate. In a time that has been difficult for small tourism
based business | am quite concerned about the effect this could have for the continuity
of business.

What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

| do not believe this boardwalk should be able be built in this area.

G. Your Signature

Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

27/04/21
Date
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Juliana Treadwell
The construction of the boardwalk will impact my ability to run my business
Concern for the long term environmental impact of the marginal strip and dune system. 
�

Juliana Treadwell
During my four years of owning and operating Whangamata surf school (WSS) we have witness the continual changes of the dynamic dune system through different storms, council actions and swells the dunes have changed dramatically and will continue to do so. However I am concerned that additional human factors such as construction of a project of this magnitude will have irreversible results. 

 The second factor is the current council drawings have the boardwalk path going straight through my business concession (as approved on the 31st March 2021). The location of our business is significant for health and safety reasons as well as advertising.

Construction of this boardwalk will limit customer accessibility and possibly even my own access to be able to operate. In a time that has been difficult for small tourism based business I am quite concerned about the effect this could have for the continuity of business.      �

Juliana Treadwell
27/04/21

Juliana Treadwell
I do not believe this boardwalk should be able be built in this area. 


Note: Include pages two and three of this form with your response to DOC.
Do not include page one.

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

76634-ACC (Thames Coromandel District Council)

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

The Council has applied to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip. The application relates
to Stage 1 of the boardwalk construction plan. Stage 1 is to construct the boardwalk along Esplanade Drive only.
This application does not consider future boardwalk construction stages. Any future extensions or development
of the boardwalk (beyond Stage 1/Esplanade Drive) will be notified separately.

C. Submitter Information-

Full Name (also list organisational name if submitting on behalf of a business, community group, etc.):

Note: Communication from DOC will be via e-mail unless alternate contact is requested below.

|:| | wish to be contacted alternately by:

X | wish to keep my contact details confidential

D. Statement of Support/Opposition

| (circle one) Support / Neutral / Oppose this Application.

E. Hearing Request

| (circle one): Do / Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
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Permissions Application Number 62350-ACC

F. Submission

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

The nature and level of support for the project, as outlined in TCDC’s application.

The extent to which the current application is informed by independent research on the principles of universal
design to ensure safe and convenient use of the proposed boardwalk, and the impact of such design on the
environment.

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

I currently oppose the application to construct a public boardwalk at Whangamata Marginal Strip for
two reasons.

1. Inconsistencies in the level of support for the initial proposal

The Council’s application indicates that there is an overall level of support for the initial proposal to
build a boardwalk, a move that provides the basis for the current application to the Department of
Conservation to build a truncated version of the boardwalk. However, I would like to highlight a few
aspects around that statement.

There does seem to have been some community support for a boardwalk during the course of 2010
consultations regarding the Local Area Blueprint document. However, the nature, formation and extent
of this support, was not readily accessible at the time of the initial proposal. What is more readily
available is information regarding the lack of community support for the boardwalk proposal in
response to its inclusion in TCDC’s 2018 - 2028 Long Term Plan Consultation Document. In spite of
the fact that the Submission Form accompanying the Consultation Document did not make specific
provision to express either support or lack of support for the proposed boardwalk, nine submissions
relating to the boardwalk were made, which were collated into a Long Term Plan 2018-2018
Submission Pack, comprising 8 volumes (April 2018). Of those submissions, 3 spoke in favour, and 5
spoke against. A further response indicated ‘no comment’ due to lack of information regarding the
position and extent of the boardwalk. The Submission Form also provided the option for submitters to
indicate whether they wished to speak in support of their written submission. The Minutes of the
Thames-Coromandel District Council 2018-2028 draft Long Term Plan Hearing 3 May 2018 note that
one submitter did so and spoke against the proposal.

According to the Whangamata Community Board 2018-2028 Long Term Plan Deliberations and
Special Meeting Minutes, dated 9 May 2018), the Whangamata Community Board ‘resolved’ to receive
the “Whangamata Community Board Long Term Plan 20182-28 Deliberations’ Report, dated 9 May
2018. The purpose of the Report was provide an overview of submissions received regarding the Long
Term Plan 2018-28. According to the Deliberations Report, 7 submissions were made in relation to the
Boardwalk, 3 for and 3 against with the final one questioning whether the appropriate process had been
followed. Nonetheless, the Report recommended no change to the Boardwalk proposal. After resolving
to receive the Deliberations Report, the Minutes of the Whangamata Community Board 2018-2028 Long
Term Plan Deliberations and Special Meeting of 9 May 2018 then noted that the WCB recommended to
TCDC that the Year 1 budget for the Whangamata Boardwalk project be combined with the Year 2
budget so that the Reserve Management Plan review is completed prior to any construction, meaning
that the project should go ahead. On this basis, the TCDC proceeded with the proposal to build the
Boardwalk even though the bulk of the community’s responses regarding the Boardwalk were not in
favour of it.
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Despite the lack of initial community support, the subsequent survey document of December 2019 made
no further provision for those surveyed to indicate whether they support the proposed Boardwalk.
Rather, the presentation of the proposed locations for the boardwalk suggested that that the proposal
was a fait accompli.

During the course of the public information session and the subsequent meeting of affected property
owners that were held on 27 January 2020, the Project Manager stated on numerous occasions that 80%
of the community supported the proposal. After being asked on a number of occasions to explain where
he got the figure of 80% support for the project, he clarified that it was 80% of 69 submissions, that had
been received two weeks previously, in relation to the Concept Drawings for the proposed routes for the
Boardwalk. During the course of the meetings of 27 January, there were numerous requests to include a
third option of ‘no boardwalk’ but those requests were ultimately refused with the suggestion that it had
already been decided to proceed with the Boardwalk. I highlight these matters because they inform the
Council’s application to DoC that 60% of survey respondents to supported the Boardwalk (as initially
proposed to run to Hunt Road). I am not aware of later surveys polling levels of support for the
development on the marginal strip at the Esplanade. There are some inconsistencies around the level of
consultation between the Council and the Department of Conservation, and the latter’s support for the
proposed options regarding the Boardwalk location. Nonetheless, it was indicated in February/March

2020 that the building process would commence in the near future with a view to it being completed
mid-2020.

2. Access for persons with disabilities

Much of the advocacy in support of the Boardwalk has been cast as public access to the beach,
particularly for persons with disabilities. This is to be welcomed as improved accessibility for those
with more limited mobility and/or disabilities is a matter of real importance, and which has legal
underpinnings at the local, regional, national and international levels.

The Council’s application states that those who support the boardwalk want to have improved access for
those with disabilities, would like to see a tourist attraction to bring more visitors to Whangamata, and
want to protect the dunes and reduce erosion.

I am in favour of improved access to the beach for persons with disabilities and limited mobility but I
am not in favour of the current proposal because of the lack of detail around access for persons with
disabilities. The application mentions ‘improved disabled access’ at the Esplanade. However, there is no
further information provided that explains how such access will be improved, what standards of
universal design for persons with disabilities have been utilised to ensure that the proposed boardwalk
can be used safely and conveniently. There is also a lack of information on the need to protect the
environment is balanced with the need to provide safe, convenient access for persons with disabilities.

If improved access for disabilities is an aspect of the proposed need for the boardwalk at the Esplanade
in Whangamata, then it must be clarified — with specialist advice from the accessibility sector - how the
proposed development will achieve that. However, there are other ways to really improve such access
that potentially have less of an environmental impact. The installation of beach mats would allow
persons with disabilities to join their families on the beach and in the water. The provision of a beach
wheel chair (or two), which would serve the same purpose as a beach mat, in that it would also allow its
users onto the beach with less of an environmental impact. Both the mats and wheelchairs could be
located at Whangamata Surf Club where there is the basis for beach access, surf life savers, and a
defibrillator. This type of initiatives would also identify Whangamata as a dedicated tourist destination
for persons with disabilities and their families, whilst minimising the impact on the dunes environment.
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What outcomes would you like to address with your submission? [give precise details, including the parts
of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

The proposal to build the Boardwalk at the Esplanade needs to be support by independent research on
how and to what extent the structure can be safely and conveniently used by persons with disabilities in
accordance with the principles of universal design. This information then needs to be balanced with the
impact of such design on the environment, in light of national, regional and local government
obligations around the rights of persons with disabilities.

G. Your Signature

Signature of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Printed name of submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter

Date
28 April 2021

Please complete this form and send to permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz (Attention of B Sheppard).
You may also post your submission to: Department of Conservation, Permissions Team, Private Bay
3072, Hamilton 3240 (Attention of B Sheppard).
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