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My submission: I object strongly to the variation hazard mapping being proposed for 

the entire West Coast. Firstly, the prohibitive cost: a budget of 

$5,000,000, of which around $3,214,866 has already been spent. 

(Source: TTPP Plan Committee Meeting 29 April, 2024) 

Darryl Lew, CEO of the WCRC, is "comfortable" with this budget, 

but recognises that there are still quite a few hearings to get 

through, and there are likely to be costs for environment court, or 

high court appeals. 

Also, that these costs are "enough of a rates burden as it is". That 

is certainly an understatement! This type of spending is 

unnecessary and bordering on reckless. 

The communication for this variation mapping has been very poor. 

A letter sent out to affected properties did not contain sufficient 

information for the property owner to understand the implications for 

their property. 

Feedback from the community included: 

*Almost all people opposed the Variation Mapping plan 

*People felt that coastal protection works are needed and should be 

supported 

*Concern about transition and managed relocation options 

*Concern about effects on property values and insurance costs 

*Opposition to a regulatory approach 

I would agree with this general community feedback, and my own 

concerns are the following: 

The effects of this planning, if it passes into legislation are far 

reaching. 

If a future law envisages the managed retreat from private property, 
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then the science of projecting the likelihood of future events 

becomes acutely critical. 

In the NZCPS Policy 24 report, it states regulators are to assess the 

LIKELY effects of climate change over the next 100 years, not the 

UNLIKELY events. The IPCC has recently made the assessment 

that an RCP/ SSP of 8.5 is implausible. So why is this RCP 8.5 

worst case scenario being used in the planning? 

An SSP of 5 - 8.5 is factoring in " intensive fossil fuel development". 

Why not go middle the road with an SSP of 2 - 4.5? 

In fact, the NZ Sea Rise program recommends councils to use "low 

confidence" scenarios to further stress test infrastructure, 

subdivision or managed retreat. Unbelievably, they are going 

against the guidelines of the IPCC! 

For the purposes of planning - especially when the RMA requires 

that the District Plans are reviewed every 10 years - it makes no 

sense to restrict land use now, force higher costs on construction, 

or give insurance companies - who write one year policies - a 

reason to increase premiums relating to a 100 year out projection 

based on worst case scenarios. That is just madness. 

A much more cautious and realistic approach would be to limit the 

projections to a more manageable 25 years. The sea level could be 

measured with accurate satellite data, and tide gauges, every 2 or 5 

years, and let's see where it's going. 

Sea level rise is not a catastrophic event, it is something that 

happens slowly, over time. So, again, I object strongly to my 

property at Carters Beach being classified as in a "hazard coastal 

alert" zone. Why should the use and enjoyment of my property be 

regulated and curtailed with all these rules? But worse than that is 

my property being devalued, the insurance costs going ever higher, 

and the risk of being forced off my property in a "managed retreat" 

scenario. 

While Lois Easton, and Jamie Cleine assure us that everything is 

fine, and this will not affect our day to day use of our property, I - 

and many others - are not convinced. 

I note that there are several reports written on managed retreat, the 

most notable being the 284 page 'Expert Working Group on 

Managed Retreat". Why go to all the expense and trouble of having 

these reports done, if they are not planning to use them? 

I also note that on most Government Agencies reports, they have a 

disclaimer. For example, on the MofE's "Coastal Hazard and 

Climate Change Guidance", it is stated " Disclaimer: The Ministry 

does not accept any responsibility or liability whatsoever whether in 

contract, tort, equity, 

as a result of any action taken as a result of reliance placed on this 

publication" 

So, who does take responsibility? Not the TTPP, not the WCRC, 

and not the councils. So this leaves all the property and business 

owners in a very vulnerable situation. WE will be the losers in this, if 

these planning maps are proven to be erroneous, or misleading. 

There needs to be room for uncertainty. NZ's own NIWA states: 



"there is considerable complexity and inherent uncertainty" in 

making projections into the future. So, on that note, why is NZ Sea 

Rise releasing maps with location specific sea level rise projections 

out to the year 2300 for every 2 kms of the coast of NZ! 

Unbelievable! Nearly 300 years ahead! This is absolute madness! 

In summary, for my own property at Carters Beach, the sea is 

actually retreating due to the build up of sand since the addition of 

the tip heads or groins at the mouth of the Buller River. So I 

consider the zoning of Carters Beach as a "coastal hazard alert" is 

an overreach, based on modelling which does not take into account 

ALL of the variables - coastal sand drift, coastal uplift, history of 

coastal events, and lack of clear scientific based evidence of a 1 

metre sea level rise. There have been many wild predictions made 

in the past, e.g. Al Gore in 2008 saying that there would be no ice in 

the Arctic by 2013. (source: AP June 24, 2008). Well, here we are in 

2024, and there's still plenty of ice in the Arctic! And there are plenty 

more such fear mongering predictions that have been made, and 

never happened. 

So when we are dealing with people, their properties and their 

livelihoods, we need to be very, very careful. This is supposedly 

being done for our " safety and well being", but I would feel a lot 

safer, and my well being would be in a much better place, if these 

coastal hazard mapping plans were not put in place. I have no 

worry at all about the possibility of the sea level rising and 

encroaching and swallowing up my property (which is, by the way, 

900mm above the ground ), that is just a fear mongering fantasy, in 

my view. There is no evidence to support the 1 mt sea level rise in 

the next 100 years. 

I also note that affected properties at Carters Beach already have 

"proposed coastal hazard alert" on our LIM reports. This is 

preposterous and flies in the face of democratic procedures. We 

haven't even done our written and oral submissions yet - this plan 

has not been accepted - only proposed. 

Community engagement has been very badly done. originally, the 

submissions were due on the 15th August, and the public meeting 

from the TTPP planners was scheduled for the beginning of 

September. Only under intense community pushback, the 

submission date was deferred until the 30 August, and a proper 

public meeting was held at the NBS theatre on the 30th July. (Note 

that 'drop in' consultations meetings were not, and are not 

acceptable for the community.) 

I consider that this has been rushed through, without any attention 

to detail, or clear information. The links to the maps on the TTPP 

website do not work, and this is just unacceptable. I feel that the 

TTPP are just going through a box ticking exercise, and do not want 

community input or engagement at all. In fact, the CEO stated that 

NO staff members were to attend a community led meeting at 

Carters Beach Hall on the 28th July. This type of attitude is 

extraordinary, and very arrogant. 

Not the right approach at all.  



I would like the 

following decision(s) to 

be made with respect 

to this Variation: 

1). The sea level rise to be based on more moderate RCP/SSP 

scenarios, as advised by the IPCC, not implausible worst case 

scenarios ( e.g. 4.5 rather than 8.5) And regular monitoring of the 

sea level e.g. every 2 or 5 years, for the next 25 years. 

2) For the projected 100 year coastal planning to be reduced to 25 

years ahead for a more manageable and realistic approach. 

3) That each district along the West Coast manages their own risk 

assessments and mitigation plans based on local knowledge and 

input. 

4) For each property owner, or business owner, to be properly and 

individually informed as to what the Variation mapping plan means 

for their specific property. 

5) Stop wasting taxpayers and ratepayers money on reports such 

as the hazard mapping, and spend it instead on infrastructure - 

upgrading sewerage and stormwater for faster and efficient outlet of 

flood water, as an example. 

6) Slow down, and stop panicking people. Managed retreat needs 

to be taken off the table completely, unless a property is under clear 

and present danger. 

7) Individual property owners need to have a much bigger say in 

their own destinies and well being. The approach taken by the 

TTPP is that 

'the state knows best', and flies in the face of democracy. 

8) I would like the 'proposed coastal hazard alert' to be removed 

immediately from my property. This plan is still in the planning 

stages and has not yet come into effect, if ever. 

9) Engagement with the community, and especially with the owners 

of the affected properties has to be much more thorough, 

transparent and very clear - fully informing EACH property owner 

what the implications of his variation hazard mapping means fro 

THEIR property. 

Please indicate if you 

wish to speak to your 

submission: 

I wish to speak to my submission 

If any others making 

similar submissions 

wish to be heard: 

Yes, I would consider presenting a joint case with them 

 




























