


THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING

Notice is hereby given of a Special Council Meeting of
THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL
to be held in the Offices of
The West Coast Regional {Council Chambers), 388 Main South Road, Greymouth,
Friday, 21 June 2019, commencing at 10.30 a.m,

A.J. Robb R. Beal
CHAIRMAN ACTING CHIEF EXECUTIVE
SUBMITTERS WISHING TO BE HEARD
Submission Page | Name of Submitter Issue
Number
1 1-3 | Keith Rushoime Cne District Plan, Rapahoe
2 4--7 | Rapahoe Reserves Management | Rapahoe
and Residents Committee Inc
§~13 | Peter & Rose Ewen One District Plan, Rapahoe
14 —-17 | Colman Creagh, 2 Anderson One District Plan, Rapahoe,
Street, Rapahoe Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
5 18 — 21 | Colman Creagh, as above
6 22 -25 | Chris Coll Westport 2100 Working Group
7 26-32 | Garry Howard ) Carters Beach
8 33--34 | Carl Horn One District Plan
9 35-36 | Paul Berry One District Plan,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge
10 37 Paul Finfay One District Plan,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge
11 38 -4C | Federated Farmers of NZ One District Plan,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge
12 41 - 48 | Community and Public Heaith Wes] Various
Coast
13 49 — 57 | Bulier District Councii One District Plan
14 58 — 65 | Bruce Walsh, 14 Cook Street, One District Pian, Carters Beach
Carters Beach + 86 signatures in support of the
66 - 68 | Bruce Walsh, 57A Marine Parade, | submission by Mr Waish
Carters 8each Carters Beach
SUBMITTERS NOT WISHING TQ BE HEARD
15 69 Westland District Council One District Plan
16 7072 | isobel Gempton Cne District Plan,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
17 73 Helen Reij Climate Change
18 74 —-75 | lenny Sturgess One District Pian
19 7678 | Lynne Higgins One District Plan
20 7981 | Active West Coast Various
21 a2 Liz Carrington One District Plan
22 83 Graham Ford One District Plan
23 8485 | Graeme Neylon One District Plan,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
24 86—88 Fiona Swift One OBistrict Plan, Carters Beach, Transfer
of Powers — Navigation Safety




25 89-91 Gavin Harris One District Plan, Carters Beach, Dafry
Farm inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
26 92 -94 Dehorah Kirkwood One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge
27 85-97 Barry Roche One District Plan, Carters Beach
28 98 - 160 Terence Amies One District Plan, Carters Beach, Dairy
Farm inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
29 101-102 | Christian & Janice George One District Plan, Carters Beach
30 103 — 105 | Tania Shadholt One District Plan, Carters Beach, Dairy
Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
31 106 - 108 | John Salisbury Carters Beach
32 108 - 111 | Diane Eckersley Carters Beach
33 112 - 114 | Jonathon Harris Carters Beach
34 115-117 | Claire & David Hart Carters Beach
35 118~ 120 | Veronica de Friez One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm inspection Charge
36 121-123 | Ronald Eckersiey Carters Beach
37 124125 | Pere, Chris & Pip Hawes Carters Beach
38 126-128 | Margaret Lilley One District Plan, Carters Beach, Dairy
Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
39 129-131 | Don Spicer One District Plan, Carters Beach
40 132-134 | Leanne Frewin One District Plan, Carters Beach
41 135-137 | Norma Barker One District Plan, Carters Beach
42 138-140 | Susan Syron One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge
43 141-143 | Ron Wichman One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
44 144 - 146 | Graham Donaldson One District Plan, Carters Beach
45 147 -149 | Mary Thomas {Thomas Family One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Trust) Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
46 150151 | Mark Stephens Carters Beach
47 152 - 154 | Heather Marshal] One District Plan, Carters Beach
{Sallmarsh Trust)
43 155 - 157 | Wendy Williams Carters Beach
49 158~ 160 | David & Vicki Mitchell One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
50 161 ~ 163 | Heather Marshall One District Plan, Carters Beach
{second property)
51 164 - 166 | Peter Burgess Cne District Plan, Carters Beach
52 167 - 169 | Nick & Sue Norgart One District Plan, Carters Beach
53 170172 | John Smith One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety
54 173 -175 | Reg Sangster One District Plan, Carters Beach




55 176 =178 | Albert Mokomuoko One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

56 176 - 181 | Heather & Jake Kerr Carters Beach

57 182 — 184 | Boug Killick One District Plan, Carters Beach

58 185-187 | Norman Guthrie One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

59 188 -190 | Erwin Greiter One District Plan, Carters Beach

60 121-1923 | Alan Thamas One District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safefy

61 194 -196 | Joe Peters One District Plan, Carters Beach

62 187 Paul Scanlon One District Plan, Carters Beach

63 198 Shayne Barry One District Plan, Carters Beach

64 199 - 201 | Stephen & Skye Bell Carters Beach,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

65 202 - 204 | Edwin Myer One District Plan, Carters Beach

66 205 -207 | Garry & Heather Bull Carters Beach

67 208 - Richard Dellaca One District Plan, Carters Beach210

68 211-213 | Robin Wotherspoon One District Plan, Carters Beach

6% 214 =217 | Brian McFarlane Carters Beach

70 218 - 220 | Genevive Bryson One Bistrict Plan, Carters Beach

71 221-223 | Terrence & Beverley Sweeney Carters Beach

72 224 -226 | Neville Ranger One District Plan, Carters Beach, Dairy
Farm Inspection Charge, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

73 227 -229 | Sue Walsh QOne District Pfan, Carters Beach

74 230-232 | Graham Pye Carters Beach

75 233-235 | Paul Coles One District Plan, Carters Beach

76 236-238 | Ross & Martene Burrow Carters Beach

77 239 —~241 | Peter Slade Carters Beach

78 242 - 244 | Rodney Dickson One District Pian, Carters Beach

79 245 - 247 | Efizabeth Lester Carters Beach

(NZ Railways Staff Welfare Trust)

20 248 - 249 | Jodine Wooding Carters Beach

81 250- 251 | Lyn & Roslyn McKeown Cne District Plan, Carters Beach

82 252 - 254 | Kevin & Patricia Lockett One District Plan, Carters Beach

83 255-257 | Graeme Keoghan & Lorraine Elley | One District Plan, Carters Beach

34 258 - 260 | Bruce Middleton & Rachel One District Plan, Carters Beach

Townrow

85 261-263 | Nigel Gray Cne District Plan, Carters Beach,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

86 264 - 266 | Judith Stopforth One District Plan, Karamea

87 267 -270 | R.Rose One District Plan, Karamea,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

83 271-274 | Buller Electricity Ltd Karamea

89 275 - 277 | Kent Vickerman One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

90 278 - 280 | Hamish Macbeth One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm

inspection Charge




91 281-283 | Allwyn Gouriey One District Plan, Karamea,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge

92 284 -286 | Maria Miedema Karamea, Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transter of Powers — Navigation Safety

93 287 -28% | Anthony Baird One District Plan, Karamea

94 280-292 | Cleveland McKay One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

85 293 — 297 | Tracey Herrick One District Plan, Karamea

96 298 - 300 | Nathan Simpson One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers -
Navigation Safety

97 301 - 303 | lennifer & David Roumieu Cne District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspectien Charge,

98 304 -306 | Glen & Catherine Keleher Karamea

99 307 —309 | George & Lynnette Robertson One District Plan, Karamea

100 310-312 | Chris & Erica Cooper One District Pian, Carters Beach

101 313 -317 | Peter Gibson One District Pian, Karamea

102 318 - 320 | Angela Hamson One District Plan, Karamea

103 321323 | Bridge Street Trust One Bistrict Plan, Karamea, Dafry Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

104 324 -326 | Sandy Currie & Tony Thorne Cne District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

105 327 - 329 | Shirley Lineham One District Plan, Karamea

106 330-332 | Phil Murrell One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

107 333 -334 | Brian Jones One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge

108 335-337 | Gilfian Reedy Karamea

109 338 - 340 | Michael Reedy Karamea

110 341 -343 | Kenneth & Betty Neil Karamea

111 344 -346 | Audrey Rees Karamea, Dairy Farm Inspection Charge

112 347 -349 | Glenny Johnson One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge

113 350-352 | Ken Kees One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge

114 353 - 355 | Steven Beestan One District Plan, Karamea

115 356 - 358 | Justin Tavinor One District Plan, Karamea, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge

116 359 -361 | loseph Gibbons Karamea, Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

117 362 - 364 | Willlam Craig Karamea

1i8 365-367 | Willow Alber One Dijstrict Plan, Karamea,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge

119 368 —369 | Lynetie Sopp One District Plan, Punakaiki

120 370-372 | Trevor & Lynne Simms Punakaiki

121 373 -375 | Anne Kennedy Punakaiki, Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

122 376 —378 | Ken Ririe QOne District Plan, Punakaiki

123 379-381 | Jeanette Ashby QOne District Plan, Punakatki

124 382 -384 ; Andrae Beynon One District Plan, Punakaiki, Transfer of

Powers — Navigation Safety




125 385-386 ! Anne Chapman Punakaiki
{Helen Cowan Estate)

126 387 - 388 | Paul Marshall Punakaiki, Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers - Navigation Safety

127 389 -391 | John Lightfoot One District Plan, Punakaiki

128 392-393 | Ingrid Mesman Cne District Pfan, Punakaiki, Dairy Farm
Inspection Chatge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

12% 394 -395 | Carol Marshal} Punakaiki

130 396 - 398 | Andrew Palmer One District Plan, Punakaiki, Dairy Farm
inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Mavigation Safety

131 395 -400 | Susanna tye Punakaiki

132 401 - 403 | Morag Godfrey One District Plan, Punakaiki, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge, Transfer of Powers —
Navigation Safety

133 404 - 405 | Lorraine Ryder One District Plan, Punakaiki, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

134 406 - 407 | Graeme & Helen O'Dea Punakaiki

135 408 - 410 | Ellenor & Des Bartlett One District Plan, Punakaiki, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

136 411 -412 | Kathryn Cannan One District Plan, Punakaiki, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety, Climate
Change

137 413 Punakaiki Beachfront Moteis Cne District Plan, Punakaiki

138 414 - 416 | Frances & Michael Keating One District Plan, Punakaiki,
Bairy Farm Inspection Charge, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

139 417 —418 | lames Costello One District Plan, Punakaiki,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

140 419~ 421 | ian Ryder {Punakaiki Tavern} One District Plan, Punakaiki

141 422 - 424 | Kay Pidgeon Rapahoe

142 425 - 427 | Wendy Stuart One District Plan, Rapahoe,
Dairy Farm inspection Charge, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

143 428 —430 ! John Ewen {(Mcleod St, Rapahoe) | One District Plan, Rapahoe

431-433 | john Ewen (Boliard St, Rapahoe]

144 434 -436 | Aaron Gillesple & Adele Reweti Rapahoe,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

145 437 —-438 | Karlene Herdman Rapahoe

146 439 —-441 | Judy Forbes One District Plan, Rapahoe,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge

147 442 - 444 | Robert Mathewson One District Plan, Rapahoe,
Dairy Farm Inspection Charge, Transfer of
Powers — Navigation Safety

148 445 -446 | Douglas Burt Rapahoe

149 447 - 449 | lan Stewart One District Plan, Rapahoe,
Dairy Farm {nspection Charge

150 450 Birchfield Coal Mines Ltd One District Plan, Rapahoe

151 451 —-452 | lan Young Rapahoe

152 453 — 455 | Judith Hay Rapahoe

153 456 - 463 | Ken & Irene Tiller One District Plan, Rapahoe




154 464 — 466 | Elizabeth Caird One District Plan, Rapahoe

155 467 - 468 | Chelsea Ellis Rapahoe

156 470 - 472 | Bruce Annabeill One District Plan, Rapahoe

157 473 - 480 | Sharel & Brett Kokshoorn One District Plan, Rapahoe

158 481 —483 | Slade Tiller One District Plan, Rapahoe, Dairy Farm
Inspection Charge

159 484 — 486 | Bid Johnson Karamea, Dairy Farm Inspection Charge,
Transfer of Powers — Navigation Safety

160 487 - 488 : Garry Johnson Karamea, Dairy Farm tnspection Charge,

Transfer of Powers - Navigation Safety
















e That all ratepayers would be levied at the same level.
e That ratepayers not directly affected by the coastal erosion would
be levied for a lesser amount.

® That status quo be maintained.
After the last meeting between the council representative and the
commmittee [ received a phone call from the council representative
stating that councit had decided to have the option of ratepayers on the
west side of state highway 6 cover the full cost of the project including
ongoing maintenance costs included for consultation.

The option 1 is absolutely unacceptable to those ratepayers who
attended the AGM.

. As previously discussed with you we are concerned at the apparent
conflict of interest not being declared by the relevant councillors and
who fully participated in discussions and decision-making processes
regarding Rapahoe beach erosion protection. We find this fact to be a
failure on the part of the Council Chairman to maintain proper protoco!
in a democratic process.

. At the last Domain committee meeting with the council representative
the cost to some ratepayers was identified. However, the document
provides costings that are approximately 300% greater than originally
identified, the identified costings at our committee meetings were read
from a spreadsheet.

. When discussing some of the concerns with the council representative [
was told your costings were based on value of improvements not Capital
Value as stated int the council document. That does reduce the estimated
cost by a small amount but it is still at an unacceptabie level for the
proposed scope of work.

. The financial information (prepared December 2018 by council) given o
us states that the work will go from Coates Terrace to Statham Street a
distance of 220m at a cost of 5161k, the accompanying documents
confirm this, The problem is that our understanding was that the
intention was to provide protection along the whole beach (from Coates
terrace to Holland street but excluding the camp frontage), an estimated
distance of 600m plus. This would increase the proposed cost:
significantly. The current document proposal is only going to protect the

o



Beach road and has no protection, value/benefit for those properties

most likely to be affected by erosion and storm damage.

Although I have been reassured by a council representative that the
proposal does cover the beach to Morpeth street the supporting
documentation does not support this reassurance. The submission
document should be updated to reflect the actual situation.

9. The last sentence on page 3 would commit us to covering future costs,
given that we do not know future costs this is unacceptable to us.

10.We want to know how much the Grey District council is contributing to
the protection, our current rates are there to cover the cost of providing
drainage among other things, It is stated in the document that the cost
of the work to correct the drains and provide proper cuiverts is included
in the $161k. The break down of the proposed costs we have clearly
does not support that statement .

11.1f the information is found to be inaccurate, the council must rewrite the
proposals so that they are accurate. We also request the following: -

s Why the verbal discussion that has been held between the council
representatives and the committee is not reflected in the document?
The protection options are in fact incorrect in that the protection
options extend only to Statham Street, rather than further north to
Morpeth street and affected properties up to Holland Street.

e That the council advise all Rapahoe residents that an extension be
given for submissions, due to council releasing formal public
information that needs to he corrected.

e That the timeframe for the extension be a minimum 4 weeks from
the time of release of a new and accurate document from the
Regional Council.

o That the council notify ratepayers that any current submissions will
be deemed as invalid because they are bhased on incarrect public
information.

i and members of our committee are happy to meet with you to discuss cur
concerns and hopefully find a path forward that is an acceptable sofution to

alf parties.

Yours sincerely’



Keith Rusholme

President. Rapahoe Reserves Management and Residents Committee
Incorporated,

1049 Stewart Street
Rapahoe
Greymouth

Phone {03)7627805. Cell 0274463120
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submission en WCRC annual plan (2019-2020)

1. Bapahoe seawall proposal:

For deficient reasoning or explanation, with no reference to past accepted community of interest rating
district boundaries nor consultation on flagging the change that I am aware of, such changes, in my opinion,
were imade by management for no other reason than to perhaps ‘orchestrate’ an outconte,

The perception is 1t was done to get something over the line that has been rejected munerous times. What
then possibly was the logic to change the boundary without consulting on it if those that did it. actually
looked into the reason why it has always been that way historically? If staff thought 1t was sensible to do

so given a so-cailed petition. I don't accept that view. It's arrant nonsense. As one of the longest residing
residents in Rapahoe. | was never asked. nor were others who have been here even longer.

7
e

2. In relation to the new capiure zone. council management included properties within the boundary
decided on with little or no regard to status. Any reference to the mapping niust have been perfunctory in
nature as some are rural and not even part of the gazette Rapahoe township, yet they were included in the
township, while other rural adjacent lots in the same situation, were not included within the zone. This is
an unacceptable inconsistency. The reasoning is illogical and clearly the background homework was not
undertaken.

3. Fartunately. State Highway 6 is the highest status 'in situ' protection any properties east of the highway
could wish for, yet council determined at Carter's Beach, in clearly a double standard to what is a similar
sttuation to Rapahoe, to not include those residing to the east. be that just a mere local body road heading

to Cape Foulwind, That has a far lower status that a State Highway. Why - because of fears locals would
kick up. That has been stated as the reasoning. I asked the question. What is consistent with Carter's Beach
and Rapahoe and the reasoning behind the two and the different standards? One is a full State Highway, the
other a local body road. That is pure and simply. flawed logic. A good council is a consistent one - there's
little consistent but inconsistency about this situation. Measured as a KPI. it would be a fail.

4. Acceptance of a petition of just over 30 names that were not vetted, is astounding. Many would say,
unprofessional. That should be 101 for any organization presented with any petition, and the first exercise
those in receipt of a petition should do. so to verify the aunthenticity of the signees. On inguiring myselfio
see if such a cross-reference, basic check was undertaken to ensure the integrity of that presented, it was
confirmed that was not. It may have been briefiy looked at after [ asked. but that's too late and as an indicator
of no value then. No party should state they were aware of some of the signees” circumstances before |
asked, because they weren't.

Renters and therefore non-ratepaying pariies signed. and council gave weight to this. Some names are not
tamiliar to several of us, and one suspects they were probably coerced/encouraged, perhaps at the local, o
sign without fully being in receipt of the facts. Without such an elementary check againsi the rating roll by
management who have such information at their fingertips, an accepted first up response to such a petition
was unfortunately absent. Measured as a KPP, that would be & fail.

Council seeks and wants partnerships, warnts comnrunity buyv-in. It will continue to fail on both counts, if it
coutinues with amateur decision making.

Would council management set up and include a tick-box reply pull oot page next vear. and follow the
result/outcome should I eoflect with an on-line petition any number of signatures, certainly more than 30
odd, of ratepayers whose money was spent, and requesi council poll ratepayers in the next annual plan
consultation round 1o see if there is a desire to sell off its Rolleston interest? Me tiinks not, but 1t could
actually be forced to, as signatures would fiow in. I'd bet on it

5. I'm sure some property owners south of Seven Mile Creelc, as in the past. will provide informative
commentary for council about not being consuited nov included in the discussion because what's proposed
would affect their property holdings. If management listened and the generational history was referved 1o
by staff new to the issue who were essentially still at school when this particular issue first kicked off, the
reasoning wity a wider caichment of interested parties was included in previous community of interesi



boundaries over the last 40 years, much angst would have been avoided. But, unfortunately, little such L9

thought was given fo this by some who should have known betlter. For every action there's a downstream one
and the paper trail of where we have been, apparently wasn't considered. Facts don't cease to exist because
one 1gnores them, and some did just that, as did the promoters of the said petition. If parties contend they did
consider if, please point, prove and show to me the precise documented detail in response to this submission.
Counctl went on its merry way and put torward an unrealistic and essentially mickey-mouse scheine (ie no
filter cloth), that because of huge and ongoing costs, was never going to secure the degree of support needed,
as has happened once. twice. three times, i the past. right back to the Westland Catchment Board days.

6. A significant number of properties, and the owners of rented residences within Rapahoe were not
approached. contacted nor presented with this petition. I was one, my son was another, and three near
neighbours were others. How many more are there? | imagine a significant number considering 120 odd

live in or have property interests within the Rapahoe environs. We have iwo adjoining, but separately titled
freehold sections within Rapahoe - do we get two votes? The promoters of the said petition certainly do not
represent all parties with property infevests at Rapahoe - far from it, and I doubt they ever will.

Proposers of the petition deliberately cherry-picked who was approached, but being very recent arrivals

in town, essentially they possessed but a scant idea of the history, or simply chose to dismiss it. One
spokesperson at a meeting didn't want to listen to facts on the seawall subject, stating he ‘wasn't interested in
what has happened in the past. I'm only concerned about going forward' he said. That's fine, but simplistic.
Now some know the best guess cost to them, the figures were not plucked out of thin air by myself, And
every Rapahoe household were recently made aware of thent. And that would not be the final figure one can
be sure of that.

No one else is going to pay for a grandiose wall, there's no free handout from Govt. nor councils. If some
persist and still desire sea protection - then they put their hand in their pockets and pay for it, for they
directly receive the benefit of protecting their capital asset that they willingly purchased and moved into.
They should not expect unaiiected parties, to contribuie thousands, if not ten of thousands of dollars in sorae
cases, over the life of anty projected loan. as they receive no such henefit whatsoever. Most have their assets
far removed from any threat [ikely this century and the next. that's the reality.

Under no situation would we now entertain contributing one cent after the way some have addressed the
issue given injudicious correspondence and e-mails that are circulating, that essentially question people's
motives and integrity.

Over many years when the conmmunity was on the same page - bettermem for all - several ratepayers 1ot
affected in any way be sea erosion. contributed literally hundreds of dollars individually. to assist those who
were in ihe direct firing line. WE were one such party. Not now, not after the iHi-considered comment seen -
some can bat for their own interesis now. There will be no turning back. Some should have thought about the
consequences.

7. A number of Rapahoe ratepayers/residents receive separate rale assessments from the WCRC for different
property interests within the township, yet why were these parties not forwarded additional letters and
informed that they had additional votes? They pay two assessments. so they have two votes, or whatever the
case may be. That avoidance of information is most unfortunate, and should not have happened - again it
should have beer 101 tor any local body, or was it by design done that way to perhaps secure a voting result
to sult a management plan. Some do know now and will vote accordingly, but those that don't know won't,
and their additional views/votes will therefore be uncounted/discounted because of another procedural gaffe.
Or perhaps it was down fo cost being additional in sending outr ancther envelope to the same ratepayer?
Counctl prints out and forwards separate rate assessments, it should have semm out in a simifar fashion the
detail and voting paper costings/options, on this dual assessment issue.

8. Additivnal matters: One District Plan

I do not support whatsocever the extra burden put o ratepayers for the one district plan cost, and whar [ call
the civil defence empire building.

Both are unjustified. and with regards the one district plan. no benefit will resuit for anyone presently alive,
ot the next generation and the next. on the West Coast. It would be nearly 300 vears before ore projected



$5.7m cost of the one district plan would be recovered,with the reported projected fiscal savings of only

a few thousand a year for each council after being completed, despite the commissioner for the Local
Government Commission stating that "benefits will result in the long run" for West Coasters.

The "long run" referred to by Commissioner Annear, may as well be light years away, Such a statement is
factually false - do the maths, crunch the numbers yourselves.

Accepting $5000 each year is eventually saved by each council with one district plan, as recently reported
and not denied - to wipe out the $5,7m establishmeut cost, it would take 285 years to pay back that sum at
such a rate. If that figure is incorrect. with any new revised one (it too would still be millions), it would still
be decades and decades before that cost was offet. The figure is ridicufous given the West Coast’s low social
and economic standing. Households and ratepayers are being hamimered.

All West Coast council representatives, if they collectively had the bottle. would be better off rejecting it,
and let Government make the next move, If it was to be a commissioner for the region - so be it.

In my opinion, we'd be no worse oft than the present traciectory we're heading with supposedly our ‘own’
people, calling the shots and bowing to what Wellington decrees anyway. And we probably would then, be
genuinely saving ratepayers money. That's what should be happening.

Stand up for the Coast, don’t trample ail over it and boot the heck out of those still here rate-wise.

9. Internal Cost Cutting

Management nave been glacial to cut uninecessary mternal costs. and given the following record if one locks
at it impartially and logically, what benefit has accurred with the PR and communication funding already
allocated. To name but a few. past funding to the communication/PR pot has been of dubious value given
communications on each, in the opinion of many ratepayers who publicly expressed a view at the time, was
abysmal. Assessing it for "value for expenditure’. and measured as a KPI, it would be another flunk - on all

COUnis.

For example:

The John Sturgeon DWC appointment. then sacking fiasco

The fatlure to dismiss the widely held notion and statements that the regional council was to strile a tourism
rate

The silence on Rolleston and the double speak on costs

The mixed messaging on the need for vet a bigger spend on empire Civil Defence

Conununity messaging that the Jacks Road facility is going to be sold, or not. I can see no reference to in
this document. vet street talk and bar whispers says it ts. Councillors, again. appear to be the last to know.
The Franz message from representatives re the stated lack of responding fo e-mails and alike.

That's a few [ meniion, and in my view given the above ongoting failures the aliocation io council's so-called
communication budget. such funding should be the first to be culled.

The WCRC 1s far from being Fletcher Challenge and allocating precious ratepayvers funds for PR. HR,
communications, and afike when we are but a minor entity in the scheme of things, these are luxuries we can
well do without. Thev have previously been the domain of CEOs, that is why they are well remunerated for
the role. Let's not for one minute pretend we are something we most certainly are not.

In closing, there was enthusiastic encouragement irom councit to make a subnussion in the media and letters
to ithe editor.

That message was. in a conununication sense, a clarion call. You have a response (o 1i.

Thanks for the opportunity.

Peter Ewen -

for PR and BaA Fwen (June 13. 2019)
1§ Morpeth Street

Rapahoe ratepayers

since 1976,

a5

I












, : | :
. ) : ‘
f : : i |
I ; i i
r H y i i
: i | |
_ “ ; § !
: | : | ,“ _ | ”, |
_ _ _ i ' : . |
_ : ! | _ _ “ H _
_ : i ! m. | q | |
w m | | e _ ‘
| g :
! { _ : i s . | |
H R H .. | .__
: . : A . | .“
| w : | : :
| _ | “ ﬂ-i i H _.
e T w m ‘
o £ | M m .
d.. ! ‘ = |v_ " __ m
i ! ! i - ” _ _
| ! _ | i _
_ _ J 1 e | |
I | fa.m!u_ .. _,M | .
m i 2 Wk | m,
: “..u.._ﬁ m..ﬂ.ﬂu__ “
4 ; sul VY _ _
P IR _
I ; | o | m
| _ ] _
”, SOl _
H CES 1S3 _
; | _ ._
_ E i n
: B4,
B ,_ u_
: __ : : !
i3 ! A 1 " 4 “ "
W.ﬁ - WL “ Wy J m. m
T R b B ; A . “
S5 O N D ”. 3T : _
AL N . | : 3 .
: £ R B B _
| 2 s B B | m
_ .\ | { T /4. s i
.m ww«: - ; M.z.. ol J,H \m._ m
% ; i B - 3 _
A d N a0 . ] iy ; _
R D g
iy s ! SIS £ |
S IS BN wod ¢ _
. i : J‘Wm._ £ .
/M” o = - L.PT_.. ~i H i
2 = - . ) _ _
H ol i j
il ; _ _,
o] : _.. m
i BT |
W . \.
; 3 m
o ' M.‘Clu w
o . _\
| .h,.u ; . ”.
: e A%Y: .m | |
§ % m : , -w 3 i _. _.
| aath _Hi- “ _ __
3y . 3 . ! .\ _ m
x .ou_. _.r. .. / &6 b zu .....ru)_". ._ __ L
s ..” frw.— . ___tw_ 5 vw..f. “ _m_
i %A .M R AN xﬂw, | |
;. Y | : Lr 3 _
By Mxﬂ - n.u__i,.._ rﬁm . ..W.._. _
e o] _Ef .«.tJ r...J\_ |
_ T Wood : _ _
¥, L ST : __ ”
wfff.__ ..._ ﬂﬂr f ’ J,._:.k w ._.
Ui ; - N - ﬂ |
NV - N L3 __
b it .\‘m_ B g T | .
3 : g wita. T i !
] pwy) o T o ._u. .m | |
: . 9 ® 5 T
-~y ! AR % _ m. H. |
" ‘., _ “ . .\
& S : L S
1 ] L L _ | . -. ’. | _
v i o : : : : .. | |
= S _, T A
o Y T W ! ; | | j | |
: ; i i !
. | _. | . i i
AL i : | ok
w _ ; T
; .“ |
‘ .













: . i : ; ; ” !
. . . | : | i
_ i P : C oo
, i _ : .«/_ i ! ! ! ‘ : ; ! : _ : {
1 - ! i i e Y | i ” . ' i i ! i i i :
S R _. ._ __ G v S S S A L
! [ i m A _ oo ] _ . i ; i _ i |
- 13 ! £ ; ; n.th._ i H Po- ,w_ 1 ; ! : i _ i !
R S m L R I .
o P : I Lo b i oo i ; ; _
N . Lo | m PR R 4 3 4d j Coe .__ _
P S T . PRrd S TN BRI ; A R
P m " it ol ol o B S S i “ i :
. § i ] ! oo N : s - P .s,.._ ) bl 1 ! i P
: ! WA M AT W T e 2 v oy S
| LI S S VE Y B 3 Pl Lo s I T R
: T Ty A o : " LY e j | '
| wmm LSS ok .;,.,u_ Qa_« B ._nw/_r ad - ﬁ, i | !
! I ™ N o 1 A ~ P : _
| ; LS B = ﬂfui AN B ; Tk L o : ! i
: L) s : iow e T o ; ; i _
! e Py sk ER% ,W.y_ Loy h PR i i i m
: de il - Ty T TR i, o 2 ; : i
.M w = e SRR ] T b & L
| PPN S BRI ARV I IR S G o
Y ] i e H H 4= i i 1n
Tl PR b\ln o RO I e ) { o o R
| s | PRGN I Y e N SRR R .
§ __ R S R B B Y L3 B 3 RN ;
15 _n i TE m < n.f/n.wr_". A,.M..nw r.u.u....ﬂ Zing” o . e, e : i »Mwn..ﬂ__m_ i L
N S SN e [ B : 4
_,_,w% N By LTy o pY ,m.w_u WA 1Y i _
.- ! Y i ! 3 P . i
._ .43 S o I R e s _ [ Y s
l L PRI Pl SO L 1>
T LA ooy m x.f G .xm, x;f =i e ‘..u 3% b .
% N AU R AL _ A i oy
w1 e e R JEERYY il ; o : . ; i : i
Pt a0 SR R N I S Y Do i { : !
Faia . o A I I3 2 h N AN v |
4 5% S ol = W E] TEEIN I Ny
S = WG S R WL QY 2oy A " ey i
T o~ /4& e : s TH ¥ TR L kY e i
ﬁ - w1 ONNT AN N | - a3 o — _
.fa._/_ a.,l- R ...M.w .,.,...n f._..w e 2 z.ﬂ.,../.. v ;.J?.._ /.rr N ﬁﬂ ~3 _ oy o u_ _
_ N R R 3N 2N 9 AN &
L th ok ; o N 5 gt .‘...u“ FJ i Pty 5 ! ; K \. ¢ :
o & 5 o m /.lf LA R M/M/ PoAny e .,,.AW /,w S & ! ,/
ey - ¥ N 1 N B i v LY. - H ! K . :
-1 ‘ =33 2 /f\‘ ) / 3 : L ol : : ; i :
./.n i l [RY Y. X i K !.w : e B i H i
i F - J i ﬁ.u)“ t A e} i i
/_i .MEM P g S ot Powy il .Iw o gl _ :
Ay % ) e TS R O : i
ﬂ..lm g S J.r.e o o nwrsa wd g ”
| . A .Muﬁ Q, ...”fm. er ,,.n...v ] _
coh " AL NIE B ol b i
& Vgd W 22473 asd |
RN S o AN R e P O s S T S BN [ _
R N RN e O __
N i L Ty ! e [eus o i ! ! :
o v Wi o1 By : ~ 1 : ﬂwfn T A i |
2 B SR B R Y S VI WAy WS L
23 RO RS R R B ey iy gl N i
m‘.;.q.:__r.\ \\.H. “ {{...o 4~ 5 % r.« L 0 Wi 7! . ' o i ._
U 3o ./_,, W nw SRR 50 ~$ | -aw__ N
_ T = 5oy [ ey = T N !
IR = Nyt L T P w Ry SRR T i { |
L O SRS N R o Wiy i ;
b o f..,.L/a TN b ok p - i A [ RS \ L E -~ !
- o d ﬂpfl o h L = ] t t !
SRR A R B SRS RO E S NN W & |
/T RS v + ¥ E Y W e | . |
2 W A N I IS O I i gl ;!
kN G S B L ! g i e i w b ey < ; i
i S E A R B R AR Wy v DA ¥ N P
< SR < pum P > N A 3 w ol P
oo ow R L U= S B oy 3wy h A
._m N,u ﬂ,r..ﬁ«‘,_m 5 VRN fw». { ,.W A _.w __.rww 7t . L - “ 3 = |
e S e s N - LW R i a.,.n.‘. ﬂ 3 ot S i |
gt & i _ R ~4 N Pk ar o L , P ;
[y ¥ - 5 W CF —t . o " i X by . ! :
LY ,.,fr_r ! iy e pr. —k . L il : o /Mf.ww t i H
L w2y /.,Vw o fr/ T ) i f/!rr i ; n.t...m - ! i i
bV s I SR B~ I 4 B S BIRY)  w S |
oot i ! i ; i o W _” _. i i “. "
I ] H : H N H ' ) T H H 1 H
! ,. T : ' i o, ! : | 1 : !
i ™ : .\}.W/ ) W i ! ¢ dvm_..r : f i :
: Y i i Bt T i ; ' i - i :
e LU : R ; ¢ _
i ! !




SUBNHSSION TO 2019-2020 WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL DRAFT ANNUA)L PLAN
Name: Westport 2100 Working Group

Contact Person: Chris Coll — Chairman

Address: 19 Brougham Street, Westport

Phone: 03 789 8425 E-mail: chris@cjc.co.nz

This submission is & request for funding to be allocated to the Westport 2100 Working Group {The Group) for the
establishment of a Dynamic Adaptive Pathway Plan (DAPP) for dealing with natural hazard events in the area
identified in the Terms of Reference of The Group {as attached),

The Group has been established to engage with the Westport community and work together with Council staff to
identify a pathway forward for the town for the benefit of future generations. This project has a long term focus
and will result in recommendations to the Bulier District Council {BDC) and West Coast Regional Council (WCRC)
for future work programmes for civil defence, hydrology and operations and how this work could be funded and

resourced.

The Group held its first meeting on 13 March 2019 and have had two subseqguent meetings faocussing on
identifying the natural hazard events considered to have the greatest risk to our community. We are now in the
phase of gathering information on all natural hazard events. While there is a plethora of information and reports
already available to The Group, some of this information requires updating or further advice provided by experts.

For exampie, there was a flocd event in the Buller River in early June 2018 at which point aerjal and ground
obligue photographs were taken. The Group would like these photos sent onto Matt Gardiner — Consuitant River
Engineer for the WCRC for his views and suggestions. This will of course come at a cost. The Group would like to
ensure that this work is carried out in a timely manner in order to assist them in their recommendations. The
Group will provide further information regarding the impact on the Buller River at the submission hearings on 21
June 2018.

The aim of The Group is to provide recommendations to both the BDC and WCRC by December 2019. This is an
extremely tight time frame and in order to achieve this aim we must avoid delays in receiving up to date data and
advice.

We {The Group) therefore recommend and regquest that the WCRC ensures sufficient funding is included within
the budget, to enable the council to undertake adequate work to reduce, eliminate or remediate adverse effects
such as investigating and undertaking such work e.g. the removai of the build-up of gravel in the Buller River
opposite the Harbour Master's office.

We would fike to speak to our submission at the WCRC Annual Plan hearings to enable us to justifying a budget
request of this level,

.
7
i,

A

< i
y -
: wid

i

f!?.f—f: ST
'd:’;;r Yf.{’(

Lo

Chiris Coll
Chairman
Westport 2100 Working Group



Westport 2100 Working Group
Terms of Reference

Purpose and function

The purpose of the Westport 2100 Working Group is to engage with the Westport community and work together,
with Council staff, to identify a pathway forward for the town for the benefit of future generations. This project
has a iong term focus and wilf result in recommendations to the Buller District Council and West Coast Regional
Council for future work programmes for civit defence, hydrology and operations.

The West Coast Regicnal Council, while working closely with the Bulier District Council, will be the lead
organisation for this project,

Group objectives

The Westport 2100 Working Group wilf engage with the community and work together, with Council staff, to
identify:

- the work required to enhance the resilience, and protect, the Westport community

- prioritise the projects within the work programme to deliver on this

- how this work could be funded and resourced.

All recommendations must take into account current statutory requirements including the New Zeafand Coastal
Policy Statement focus on planning for a 100 year timeframe.

Establishment and status
The Westport 2100 Working Group is established under the Local Government Act 2002. It has the siatus of an

Advisory Committee of the Buller District Council and West Coast Regional Counci! with no decision-making
powers,

Council censideration of Westport 2100 Group recommendations

The Councils will consider the Group’s recommendations. If any recommendations are inconsistent with the
Council’s views or statutory requirements, these elements will be referred back to the Group for further
conslderation. The recommendations will be built into the respective Council work programmes as appropriate.

Group membership

The Westport 2100 Working Group will be appointed by the Buller District Council and will have the following
membership:

= Two members appointed by the Regionai Council, who shall be elected members

= Two members appointed by the Buller District Council, who shall be elected members

= Upto 6 members from the community with a range of backgrounds to ensure a cross section of values,
understanding and perspectives in the community. The Council(s} may approve additional members if it
determines their necessity to ensure appropriate representation of the community.

To be eligible for consideration for appointment to the Westport 2100 Working Group, 3 community applicant
must live in, or be able to demonstrate a close connection with, the Westport area.

Chairperson

The Chairperson has additiona! responsibilities, including ensuring that the Group functions properly, there is full
participation during meetings, all relevant matters are discussed and that effective decisions are made and
carried out in a timely manner as per the Terms of Reference.

West Coast Regionaf Council and Buler District Council staff will provide the chairperson and the group with
administrative support including direction on civil defence, operations, hydrology and
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communications. The Chairperson must provide leadership and ensure that the geals and objectives of the Group
are met. The Chairperson may need to work between meetings to liaise with technical experts, and represent the
Group at external meetings when required.

The Chairperson is to be determined by the full Westport 2100 Group when ali members have been appointed.
The Group will be chaired by a Councilior from the Buller District Ceuncil in the interim.

Quorum

A quorum consists of:

i. Haif of the members if the number of members (including vacancies) is even; or
il. A majority of members If the number of members (including vacancies) is odd.

Proxies or alternates are not permitted to vote or provide input into group detiberations on behalf of a group
member or organisation. The Group wili at all times operate in accordance with the requirements of the Standing
Orders of Council, under the Local Government Act (2002}, and the Local Government Official Information and

Meetings Act.

Reporting
The Group will provide updates to the Buller District Council, West Coast Regional Council and the community via
the Regional Council website, at least quarterly.

Meetings and workshops

The Group will meet monthly, with additional workshops and meetings as required. Meetings will be held in
Westport with meeting times to be set by the Warking Group

Some meetings will be open to the public to attend as observers with an allocated time siot for public questions.
The public can request a speaking opportunity for any meeting but the meeting may go inte committee following
the public session,

Meeting protocols
General meeting protocols are to be agreed upon by the Group.

Duration of the Westport 2100 Working Group

The Westport 2100 Working Group shall exist for the duration of the development, and acceptance of the
recommendations when made, of the Westport 2100 project, and shall cease to exist once this has been
completed,

The Working Group may potentially provide & staged series of recommendations back to the Councils for
imptementation as the work progresses in this space. The final suite of recommendations will be presented to the
Councils by December 2015.

General operating principles

The Group is expected to:

1. Work in a collaborative and co-operative manner using its best endeavours to reach soiutions that take account
of the interests of afl sectors of the community

2, Seek consensus in its decision-making where possible

3. Seek assistance and exhaust all avenues to resolve matters where the Group encounters fundamental
disagreements

4. Report to the Councils the matters where agreement has been achieved and also matters where disagreement
has not been resolved, including whether there is a consensus or majority view on each matter.

Group suppori

The Group will be supported by the Buller District Council and West Coast Regional Council, with the primary
contact being Mark Crowe, Director Emergency Management and Natural Hazards.

A minimum of two Council staff {from either Council) will attend each meeting and wili provide administrative
support, minute taking, technical advice and information. Any additional investigation or data collection
requested by the Group will require Council approval. Staff fram various council departments will be invited to
attend meetings, and provide technical advice and information where appropriate.






V@m detaﬂs

Flrst name: C/#’M,‘/

‘ Sumame /7/0&{7/%@

Postal address: é /Z/(.’;/?//&O’: e
! CARTERS _ BEAH '
WESTAOAT | 7825

gmail: 9ﬂff’ﬁji)’195)0€ é%m{li’dd}m Phone: 022 4 27/

Are you subm1tttng as an individual, or on behalf of an organisation? ftick onel

'Adwldua! _ ! Organisation

5 Orga nisation (if applicable:

Your feedback

One District Plan

The development of the One District Plan is a requirement by legistation and must be undertaken and rated for by the
Regional Coundii.

We are seeking your feedback on the fotlowing:

> Do you support the three year timeframe to complete this project?  ° . iYes - 1/?710

» Do you support the accompanying budget to complete this project? i'_':"_Z:Yas i/,ﬁo

Otherfeedbacki =701y CUFPOmR T SEELTSS OO LBdiiaEA .

| DISTRICT . ottt  CLRREAT.. SROPFAL NOZ

 CORPL AT BT S LR D BUPEET LIOTHNET
| OPROUSA L Or wf:‘sfc‘fwsf L DESTRICT PRt Ot T
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Rapahoe Proposed Rating District
lam a property located within the Proposed Rapahoe Rating District

_'j.Yes {Then answer the question befow) ~ iNo {Do not onswer the question below)

Which of the foltowing Rating District proposals do you support being established? (Please tick your preferred option)
‘ Option 1: One rating classification to fund protection works
i Option 2: Two rating classifications to fund protection warks

. Option 3; Status quo - no protection works undertaken by Council on behalf of community,

Carters Beach Proposed Rating District
am a property located within the Proposed Carters Beach Rating District

i q' Yes (Then answer the guestion below) i ‘Mo (Do not answer the question below)

Which of the following Rating District proposals do vou support being established? Please tick your preferred option
| Construction of a sacrificizl gravel bund (estimated cost of $144,000) and rockfill for ‘Thomas’ Cregk.

i . Mo rating district to be established {this will result in no protection works being undertaken by the Regionat Council),
S E & /5‘»7’?7?6/’/:5.5’_

Punakaiki Rating District Review
i am a property located within the Punakaiki Rating District

_‘___?Yes {Then answer the question befow) :  iNo {Do not onswer the guestion below]

Which of the fellowing three optiens do you support for the way maintenance is to be funded in the future?
(Please tick your preferred option)

E_I:IZOption 1: Status quo
i0ption 2: Merger of the B and C classifications

{ Option 3: Holistic Rating District for maintenance

Karamea Rating District ~ Stopbank Upgrade

i am a property located within the Karamea Rating District

] J Yes (Then answer the question befow) | iNo (Do natanswer the question below)

Do you suppert the proposed upgrade warks to the full length of the stopbank between the Last Resort Bank and Karamea
River Bridge via a $400,000 [oan?

{ es | iNo
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SUBMISSION: ANNUAL PLAN 2019/2020. WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

TOPIC: Special Rating District Proposal. Carters Beach

Given the information available in the Ocel, NIWA and the West Coast Regional Council’s proposal, my
submission to the Annual Plan regarding the Carters Beach Rating proposal is:

Remove the Carters Beach Rating Proposal from the WCRC Annual Plan, because the
process and information provided by the WCRC is flawed and misleading.

The reasons for this submission are summarised below:

The various Reports considered, including the WCRC presentation and correspondence state that the
proposal does not offer residents any protection from erosion and merely prevents wave over-topping on
the Reserve.

The Reports state that the present day coastal erosion risk to private properties in Carters Beach is not
high.

The only beneficiary, under the User Pays Principle, highlighted by the WCRC in their correspondence, is
the Buller District Council and the Crown Land that it administers.

The WCRC and the BDC have failed to identify the actual users/beneficiaries of the Reserve, and therefore
applying a Targeted Rate to only Carters Beach residents is unjust and mayhe legally contestable. More
Woestport residents use the Reserve than the Carters Beach community.

The BDC pays for the upkeep and maintenance of all other Reserves in the Buller District. Their obligations
under the Reserves Act 1977, clearly states that it is their responsibility and not the individual residents to
maintain and manage the Carters Beach Reserve.

The WCRC have not followed the norm for considering the new Rating District. They stated that
traditionally they require 70% support for a proposal to proceed. Survey data is well below this figure.

The survey data also clearly indicates a 2 to 1 preference for a Sand Based Bund at Carters Beach, yet this
option does not appear in the Annual Plan. The WCRC has not acknowledged the wishes of the residents

surveyed.

The manner in which the survey was conducted and the information provided by the WCRC was presented
in a misteading and confusing manner, making many residents unsure how to reply.

The WCRC has not to my knowledge sought any funding for this work from the only beneficiary, the BDC.

Cyclone Fehi, the largest storm in living memory, inundated the Reserve with seawater and heach wood.
It flooded numerous dweilings in Westport. It caused no damage to any dwellings on Marine Parade,
Cariers Beach.

Bruce Walsh
14 Cook Street
Carters Beach.
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SUBMISSION

ANNUAL PLAN 2019/2020. WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL
TOPIC: Special Rating District Proposal. Carters Beach

BACKGRGUND

The Carters Beach Recreational Reserve (62 acres) was first Gazetted in 1938, under the 1928 Reserves and Domain
Act. Although the 1928 Act has been amended over time, the current 1977 Reserves Act is the principle document
by which the Carters Beach Reserve is governed.

Prior to 1989, the administrating body for the Reserve was the Lands & Survey Department and stitbsequently the
Department of Conservation.

In 1989 the Buller District Council came into befng under the Local Government Reorganisation Order 1989, and was
gazetted in that year. Under that order the Assets and Liabilities of the then 11 Reserve/Domain Boards in Buller
became the responsibility of the Buller District Council.

The Carters Beach Reserve, along with the other remaining Reserves in the District are vested in the BDC, subhject to
the conditions set out in the Reserves Act 1977, All of the buildings on those Reserves legally belong to BDC,

[n 2005/2006 the Carters Beach Reserve experienced the first sign of erosion. The erosion was not specific to Carters
Beach and the West Coast. Other exposed coastal areas throughout New Zealand also experienced the same
oroblem.

in 2006, the BDC commissioned a report on the erosion at Carters Beach. This repart, {Oce! Consuiting New Zealand
Ltd, 2006, Review of Coastal Frosion at Corters Beach) gave an in-depth history of the Carters Beach foreshore from
as early as 1880. It alsa suggested actions that may mitigate some of the problems being experienced.

This report stated:

That there was no obvious cause for erosion at Carters Beach.

Erasion is likely to be part of a process estoblishing an equilibrium following the long term development of the Buller
River breakwuaters.

Hard protection work would be expensive and hard to justify.
Other suggestions supported the natural dune development with fow cost options.

In 2008, the Carters Beach Reserve Board sought to undertake a trial on a section of the foreshore to address the
increasing erosion. The trial was reviewed by Doug Ramsey [NfWA} and after considering this report, the Board
decided not to proceed with the trial.

The recommendations from this report were simifar to the Ocel report.

This trial needs to aim to provide short-term protection, to affow the natural dune buffer to develop.

Severe storm conditions will still cause further erosion and loss of the Reserve, irrespective of whether coastal
defences are built or not.

This trial needs to aim to provide some short term protection under lesser storm conditions.

fn 2017, the WCRC requested a NIWA review of the Carters Beach erosion. (Managing ond Adapting to Coastal
Erosion at Carters Beach). This review was approved for release, by the same Doug Ramsey, who was involved in the
process when the erosion first occurred in 2006/2007.

This review highlights many of the recommendations from the previous reports written.
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in the Executive Summary, the following recommendations were presented:

The present coastal erosion risks to private properties in Corters Beach is not high. The nearest private property is ot
least 110 metres from the foreshore, while most are aver 150 metres or more.

The erosion rate has been consistently slowing and appears it will stop before reaching Counci assets.
To intervene to soon could be unnecessarily expensive,
Continue to monitor the coastline and have the results qualified by on experienced Coasta! Engineer.

Create a Sand Bund Dune, buck from the beachfront. This will not halt erosion if this position is reached, but it will
mitigate the overtopping horard experienced at times.

The WCRC first met with the BDC and then tha public, to present their recarnmended solution 1o the wave
overtopping at Carters Beach, following the worst event on record, Cyclone Fehi.

The WCRC preferred design was a Gravel Based Bund, to be constructed the entire length of Carters Beach, from
Golf Links Road to Bradshaws Road,

The existing natural bunds on the undeveloped sections of the Reserve, were not significantly breached during
Cyclone Fehi, and therefore there is no need o create an artificial bund along the fuil tength of the Carters Beach
township.

The cost put forward, including maintenance, for the Grave! Bund is $393 per annum/per ratepayer, for a period of
five years. This is assuming they have a Capital Value of $300,000. There is no mentiaon of maintenance costs

beyond the five year period.

The public meeting gave a clear indication to the WCRC representatives to go away and prepare a survey to alf
residents to identify the support for the options promoted from the floor.

Most of those present believed that the Targeted Rate, to fund the Gravel Bund was not the mast equitable funding
option for the work.

River gravel was suggested by the WCRC as the preferred material to extend the naturat dunes. This option clearly
receivad significant opposition from the public.

The WCRC presentation, in its summary, clearly states that their proposal would not stop erosion, and was anly
designed to stop overtopping onto the Reserve.

in the Both the Ccel Report and the NIWA Review clearly indicate that there is clearly no risk to individual property
owners medium term, 10 — 15 years. The only assets, potentially affected, are the Reserve and the bulidings which

are owned by BOC,

In a letter {dated 11.02.2G19} to residents, the WCRC stated that the cost to fund works must be done so on a user
pay/cost benefit basis. They also stated that they will always seek funding from other sources, however unless those
agencies have assets directly impacted by the hazard, they won't fund the werlks.

I'am not aware if the WCRC sought any direct funding from the BDC, when in fact, they are the only agency who
have any assets under threat by erosion or wave overtopping.

The WCRC carried out a survey of Carters Beach residents 1o gauge the support for the options raised at the public
meeting. The results of that survey have been well documented (see Westport News 24.05.2019).

84 respondents preferred a Sand Based option and 42 opted for the Gravel Based Bund presented by the WCRC.
This result is a clear indication of the Communities preference.

In an earlier News article, the WCRC, stated that traditionally they liked to see 70% support for a proposal, before
creating a Targeted Rating district. Only 40% responded to the survey and approximately one third of those
supported a Gravel Bund option, and this has now led to the Targeted Rate presented in the Annual Plan. Thisis
clear that the WCRC have not reflected the outcome of thelr own survey and the wishes of the residents.

The BDC is the administrator responsible for the management of this Reserve. The BDC must adhere to the Reserve
Act 1977, when cairying out its duties that affect this Reserve. They are the Body that must make the decisions that



affect the Reserve. Although they should conduct meaningful consultation with the usars of the Reserve, any
decision made is thelrs and not the users. {Section 40 {1) of the Reserve Act, states)

The BDC is charged with the duty of administering, monaging and controlling the Reserve in accordonce with the Act.

They also have to ensure the use, enfoyment, development, maintenance, protection and preservation os the case
may require, of the Reserve, for the purpose for which it is classified. Recreation.

| believe that the BDC have fallen well short of their respansibilities under this Act.

The General Rate, paid by alt Buller ratepavyers, cover a range of activities, including amenities and reserves. In the
BDC 2018/2019 Annual Plan, they aliocated $870,000 for Parks & Reserves. This budget is spread across all Reserve
activities within the whole Buller District.

The BDC, in the same Annual Plan, allocated no money from the Reserves budget for any work at the Carters Beach
Reserve, even though they were well aware of the risk to the Reserve and Council assets. This clearly indicaies that
they do not take their responsibility for this Reserve seriously, even though they have clear obligations under the
1977 Act.

Carters Beach residents, through the General Rate, pay for the upkeep of other Reserves in the district, and yet the
BDC has stepped back and let the WCRC try and seek a Targeted Rate from a small number of the users of the
Resarve.

Both the WCRC and the 8DC have failed to identify that the Reserve is predominantly used by the Westport
community and not just Carters Beach residents. Any cost associated with the improvement of the Reserve should
at least be shared across the whole Westport Ward.,

The actions to date, in my opinian, are unjust.
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AnnualPlanSubmission - REF190617655

AnnualPlanSubmission

Annual Plan Consultation Feedback Form

Your Detafls

First name:

Surname:

Postal Address

Select Map Link o foad Google Map site of the selected location
Are you submitting as an individual, or on behalf of an organisation?
Email:

Telephone

Organisation (if applicable):

Do you wish to speak to your submission?

We're consuling on this Annual Plan between 17 May and 17 June 2019,

Cart

Horn

80A Romilly Street, Westport 7825

= Individual
carl.hom.westport@gmail.com
§4-21-2934090

Not answered

No

Note that your submission and any information you supply as part if your submission is considered public information and wilt be made avaitable in
reports and documents relating to this process and may be published an our website.

Your Feedback

One District Plan

The development of the One District Plan is 2 requirement by legislation and must be underiaken and raied for by the Regional Council.

We are sesking your feedback on the following:
Do you support the three year timeframe to complete this project?

Do you support the accompanying budget to complets this project?

QOther Feedback

Rapahoe Proposed Rating District
| am a property located within the Proposed Rapahoe Rating District
Carters Eeach Proposed Rating District

| am a propery tocated within the Proposed Carters Beach Rating
District

Punakalki Rating District Review

I 'am a property located within the Punakaiki Rating District

Na
No

| do NOT support the proposal {o unify the district councits on the West
Coast into only one unified district council. My opinion is that all
decisions should be made at an appropriate lavel depending upon who
is affected by the consequences of that decision. Many current decisions
should be made by only the current district councils. They are the
appropilate level for those decisions. Eliminating a lower layer of
govemance and replacing it by creating a higher leve! of governance,
namely a unified district council covering the entire West Coast {about
the same distance, I'm told, as Auckland to Wellington] will mean than
many decisions will be made at an inappropriate level of governance. As
an extreme example of making decisions at an inappropriate level,
Parfiament should not be making decisions abouf the skate park being
refurbished in Victaria Park in Westport. The rates 'l pay has nothing to
do with my submission. I'm concerned solely with the appropriate levels
of governance. The project should be abandoned immediately and the
status quo should be retained. The West Coast Regional Council should
seek to have any legislation about a unified West Coast district council
rescinded. Respectfully, Carl Horn
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Karamea Rating District — Stopbank Upgrade

| am a property located within the Karamea Rating District
HarameaQ2

Dairy Inspection Charge

Do you support the implementation of a standard $350 + GST dairy
inspection fee, no matter if the dairy farm is operating under a resource
canseni or the permitted activity rule?

Transfer of Powers — Navigational Safety

Do you support the formal transfer of the navigation safety function for
the Port of Greymouth from the West Coast Regional Gouncil to the
Grey District Council?

General comments and feedback:

Mot answered
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West Coast Regional Councii Annual Plan 2019-2020

Federated Farmers (FFNZ} appreciates the opportunity to submit on the West Coast Regional
Councii Annual Plan 2019/2020.

We are particularly keen to ensure that Council delivers first and foremost on the areas that
Council is solely responsible for; the core activities of good quality focal infrastructure, local public
services, and developments and implementation of fit for purpose’ regulatory functions.

One District Plan

While we regard the singie district plan as the right way forward for the West Coast, the proposed
“appropriate” rate for funding the development and maintenance of the plan is certainly not
appropriate or fair.

The proposed rate is based on the capital value of property, which means that larger landowners,
predominantly farmers, will basically foot the hill for the Tai Poutini Plan. This is despite the larger
landowner not being a directly proportional bigger user of the district plan

Using the example provided in the consuliation document, the owner of a $200,000 capital value
home will pay $54.30 + GST over the proposed three years compared to the owner of a $3.5
million dairy farm who will be required to pay $950.25 + GST.

We would be very interested to hear how WCRC thinks this blatantly inappropriate funding
mechanism is striking a fair and reasonable balance across the region.

What makes this proposed method of funding even more unpalatable is the lack of fixed timelines
and process regarding the devetopment and implementation of the One District Plan. Ratepayers
do not want to fund this plan for an undetermined number of years, which is highly likely given the
track record of the other regional plans that WCRC is responsible for.

FFNZ strongly believes that a uniform charge is a fair way for Council to rate for the pfan as it
provides an indistinguishable amount of benefit across ratepayer groups. When this mechanism is
utilised every ratepayer pays the same amount for the publiic good services of council without one
group subsidising another.

There is no correlation between high value rateable farmiand and the ability for farming businesses
to pay the significantly higher costs for the exact same services. In last year's Long Term Plan,
Council deemed that funding of Civii Defence and Emergency Management should be based on
capital value, despite regionat CDEM work providing relatively equal benefit to ali residents. West
Coast ratepayers now have anather large ticket item to pay for and WCRC automaticaily reverts to
using capital value as the way to fund it.

Dairy Farm Inspection Charge

FFNZ supports the flat fee regardless whether dairy effluent is discharged under a permitted
activity rule or a resource consent. This change will provide clarity and certainty for all dairy
farmers.

However, it is unclear if the “administration” charge of $55 +GST will remain, or if this is now
included in the flat fee? The wording in the consultation document indicates that this
administration charge is now included.
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introduction

Community and Public Health West Coast is a regional office of the Community
and Public Health Division of the Canterbury District Health Board and provides a
regional public health service to the West Coast.

The goal of our organisation is that of improving and protecting the health and well-
being of the people of the West Coast. However, while heaith care services are an
important determinant of health, heatth is also influenced by a wide range of factors
beyond the health sector.

Health is increasingly recognised as not just the absence of disease but is seen as a
state of complete physical, mental and social well-being where an individual is able
to identify and realise aspirations, satisfy needs and change or cope with the
environment.

The Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion (WHO 1986} identifies the prerequisites
for health as peace; shelter; education; food; income; a stable eco-system;
sustainable resources; social justice and equity. This implies that health outcomes
are not only the responsibility of the health sector but requires input and
collaboration with other sectors at global, nationa! and local ievels.

The Dahlgren and Whitehead 1991 model below illustrates how individuals are
influenced by factors that generally lie outside their control. These factors: often
referred to as the social determinants of heaith and well-being, can be described as
the conditions in which people are born, grow, live, work and age; they are affected
by environmental, social and behavioural factors.

Community & Public Health Submission on WCRC Annual Pian 2019-2020
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Specific topics in the
draft Plan & supporting
documents

Comments

Recommendations

Governance

We support the activities within the Governance section, particularly those regarding
provision of information via newsletters, Counci¥’s web-site, and within its Plans, as this
supporis the democratic process.

We support Council’s continuing involvement of the local runanga in resource
management decision making and the development of plans.

CPH supporis Council’s
continued involvement with
local riinanga in resource
management planning and
decision making

Resource Management

We support the activities listed within the Resource Management section, especially
those relating to enhancing and/or improving the state of the environment including
quality of water, air, land/soil and ecosystems.

Reefton Air Quality

We congratulate Council for having had no exceedances of the NES standard for air
quality in Reefton in the previous two financial years. We note air quality monitoring is
planned to continue for Reefton and that Council intends to replace the monitoring
plant this year.

While Council has indicated it does not intend monitoring other air sheds on the West
Coast, we helieve some limited monitoring would provide a better understanding of air
quality across the region, particularly as coal burning continues to be common practice
here during the winter months. A mobile monitoring station could be used for this
purpose,

CPH encourages Council to

reconsider its previous decision
not to monitor other air sheds

across the West Coast

Community & Public Health Submission on WCRC Annual Plan 2019-2020
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One District Plan

We acknowledge the requirement for Council to strike a rate for the costs of the One
District Plan. While we are aware this is new spending and unforeseen in the Long Term
Plan, we previously submitted our support for the develepment of a comprehensive and
integrated approach to resource management across the entire West Coast and we
supported the proposal for a single District Plan.

Source waters for drinking water supplies

In response 1o our submission to Councit's draft Long Term Plan jast year, CPH was
advised that “with regard to protection of public and community drinking water supplies,
Council will implement changes and recommendations from the various
inquiries/reviews where practical”. It is highly likely that that measures such as source
protection zones will receive more emphasis {and may become mandatory) as a resuit
of the Havelock North Inquiry and the current Government’s response to its findings, as
well as the Department of Internal Affairs Three Waters review. It is thus disappointing
that Council’s position is a reactive ane. While we understand that Council has many
calls on its resources, we remind Council that the National Environmental Standards for
Sources of Human Drinking Water came into effect in 2008 and that currently, there are
no public water supplies on the West Coast which have source protection zones.

We are concerned that this draft Annual Plan does not inciude at least some ptan to
explore the feasibility of putting in place source pratection zones or existing public
drinking water supplies. These are major infrastructure investments for the Districts but
are vulnerable to source water degradation. As we have said in previous submissions,
we support the identification and establishment of ‘source protection zones’ for
established public water supplies and larger private community water supplies. These
zones should be protected from over intensification of land use {including mining,
farming, gravel extraction, infrastructure projects and land engineering (flipping,
humping & hollowing}) that may threaten the drinking water quality. The size of these

CPH looks forward to the
opportunity for engagement in
the process of developing a
single district plan for the West
Coast

CPH asks Council to consider
leading a project to explore the
feasibility of putting in place
protection zones for the
sources of existing public
drinking water supplies, in
conjunction with each of the
District Councils and that this is
included as a project in the

Community & Public Health Submission on WCRC Annual Plan 2019-2020
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zones will depend on the nature of the source, the degree of protection and the
hydrogeology of the area.

Plan and Strategy preparation and review

We believe it makes sense to combine the Regional Policy Statement, the Land and
Water Plan, the Regional Air Quality Plan and the Regional Coastal Plan into one
Regional Natural Resources Plan as all of these resources are interconnected and
interdependent, and each plan shares a similar rationale and introductory sections.
However, while we support this proposed future activity in principte, we are concerned
it will require a huge investment in both staff time and other resources.

draft Annual Plan

CPH supports combining the
Regional Policy Statement, the
Land and Water Plan, the
Regional Air Quality Plan and
the Regional Coastal Plan into
one Regional Natural Resources
Plan

Regional Transport
Planning

We acknowledge and support Council’s activities in coordinating and administering
Regional Transport Planning for the West Coast. The appointment of the Regional
Transport Committee, the maintenance of the Regional Land Transport Strategy and
participation in the regional Road Safety Committee ensures that the West Coast region
has a high tevel of service provision focussed on improving the roading network and
user safety,

We particularly support Council’s continued role in the provision of the Total Mobility
Programme to support the transport disadvantaged on the West Coast.

West Coast Regional Walking and Cycling Strategy

We encourage Council to work with other stakeholders to undertake a review of the
West Coast Regional Walking and Cycling Strategy. This Strategy was developed in
2009, with a lot of change occurring since then to support watking and cycling within the
region. We believe a review would provide an opportunity to build on the progress so
far and help refocus stakeholder action on implementing the Strategy.

CPH encourages Councit to
work with other stakeholders
to undertake a review of the
West Coast Regional Walking
and Cycling Strategy.

Community & Public Health Submission on WCRC Annual Plan 2019-2020




We believe an opportunity also exists to assess the feasibility of formally including
existing Hoodwalt developments into the walking and cycling infrastructure on the West
Coast. For example, the Grey District floodwall is aiready well used by both walkers and
cyclists for both active transport and recreation. There is potential to make these
structures more user-friendly for walking and cycling and a funding opportunity may he
available within the new Government Policy Statement on Land Transport.

Hydrology and Flood
Warning Services

We support the continued provision of flood warning services on the Karamea,
Mohikinui, Buller, Grey, Hokitika and Waiho rivers.

The March 2019 weather event highlighted how necessary flood warning services are
for communities across the West Coast. Additionally, the predicted increase in autumn
rainfall and storm surge frequency as a result of climate change will necessitate further
provision of flood warning services to ensure continued protection of communities at
risk.

Climate change is predicted to increase the frequency and severity of weather events
such as that experienced in March 2019. West Coast communities are vuinerabie to the
effects of flooding and it is important that Council takes this and the effects of climate
change into account in the planning and operation of its flood warning systems.

CPH encourages Council to
consider the potentiaf effects of
climate change on the
frequency and severity of flood
events in the planning and
operation of its flood warning
systems.

Community & Public Health Submission on WCRC Annual Plan 2019-2020





































.”1

West Coast Regional Council
388 Main Souih Road
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GREYMOUTH

SUBRMISSION « Carters Beach Rating Propesal
Dear Sir/Madam

Please find enclosed miy Subrnission on the Cariers Beach Rating Freposal,

Alsa enclosed are over 80 signed forme from Carters Beach preperty owners, who
iy Subntission.

Fhave also forwarded a copy of my Subimission via email.

Raygards

_',,...« c——

\\ 7
cﬁ_..ﬁ"‘”v’
Bruce Walsh
14 Cook Street
Carters Beach

WESTPORT

ate
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SUBMISSION: ANMNUAL PLAN 20L5/2020. WEST COAST REGIOMNAL COUNCIL n g

TOP: Specia! Rating District Propesal. Carters Deach

Given the information available in the Ocel, NIWA and the West Coast Regionai Council’s proposal, my
subrnission to the Annual Plar regarding the Carters Beach Bating proposal is:

Remove the Carters Beach Rating Pronosal from the WCRC Annuat Plan, hecause the
process and inforration provided by the WCRC is flawed ana misleading.

The reasans for this submission ere surnmarised below:

The various Repores considered, including the WCRC presentation and correspondence state that the
propasal does not offer residents any protection from erosion and rmerely prevents wave over-topging on
the Reserve.

The Reports siate that the presant day cozstal erosion risk to private propertles in Carters Beach is noy
high.

The onby beneficlary, under the User Fays Principle, highlighted by the WCRC in their corraspondence, is
the Butler District Councl and the Crowr Land that it administers

The WECRC and the BDC have failed to identify the actuzl users/heneficiaries of the Reserve, and therafore
applying a Targetad Rate to only Carters Beach residenis is uniust and mavbe legally contestable. More
Westport residents use the Reseive than the Carters Beach community.

The BDC pays Tor the upkeep and maintenance of all other Reserves i the Buller District. Their ohﬁigations
under the Reserves Aot 1977, clearly states that it is thelr resgonsibitity and not the thdividual residents
niaintain and manage the Carters Beach Reserve.

The WCREC have not followed the norm Tor considering the new Rating District, They steted thet
tractitionally they require 70% suppaort for a (roposal to procesd. Suivey dats is well bhelow this figure

The survey data also clearty indicates & 2 to 1 preference for a Sand Based Bund at Carters Beach, vet this
opiion does not appear iiv the Annual Plan, The WCRC hias not acknowledged the wishes of the residenis

surveyed.

The manner in which the survey was conducted and the information provided by the WCRC was presanted
irr & misleading and confusing menner, making wnany residents unsure how (o reply.

The WCRC has not to my kacwledge sought any funding for this world from the only beneficiary, the 300

Cyclone Fehli, the fargest stormy in fiving rmemory, inundated the Reserve with seawater and beach wood.
ft flanded numeraus dwellinge in Waestgort, 1t caused no damage to any dwellings o Matine Perade,

Carters Beacn,
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ARNUAL PLAN 2019/ 2020. WEST COAST REGIUMAL COUNOIL
THPI: Spectal Bating Disirict Praposel. Carters Beach

BACHEROUNLD

The Carters Beach Recrestionsl Reserve (62 acres) was first Gazetted in 1935, under the 1928 Reserves and Domain
Act. Alihough the 1922 Act has bheen amended over time, the current 1977 Reserves Act is the principle document
by which the Carters Beach Reserve is governad.

-

Prior to 1289, the administrating body for the Reserve was the Lands & Survey Department and subsecuently the
Depariment of Conservation.

in 1959 the Buller District Council came into being under the Local Government Reorganisation Order 19589, and was
gozettad in that vear, Under that order the Assats and Lighifities of tha then 11 Reserve/Domain Soards in Buller
hecarme the responsibility of the Buller District Council,

The Carters Seach Reserve, along with the other ramaining Raserves in the District are vested in the BDC, subkiect to
the conditions set out i the Regserves Act 1977, Al of the huildings on those Resarves legally belong o BDC.

005/ 2005 the Carters Beach Reserve experienced the first sign of erasion. The erosion was not specific te Carters
Cﬁach and the West Coast. Other exposed coastal areas throughout Mew Zealand alse expetienced the same
problern.,

In 2006, the BDC commissioned & repori on the erosion ot Carters Beach. This repart, {Geef Consulting Mew Zeaiznd
Li‘a‘ 20086, Review GfCr‘:agtm Erosion at Carters Beach} cave an in-depth history of the Carters Beach foreshore fron

s earty as 1880, 1L olso suggested actions that may meitizaie some of the problems being experienced.
T, his report stated:

That there was 0o obvious cause for erosion of Carters Beach.

Erasion is likely to be part of @ process estaldishing an eguilibrivyy following the long ferm development of the Bulfer

River L,fECFA WGEErs.

Hard protection work would be expensive and hard o fustify,
Hard protection work wotdd be expensive and hard fo fustl

Other sugaesvions supported the natured dune developinent with low cost options.

frn 2008, the Cartars Beach Reserve Board sought to underiake & Wizl on a section of the forashore to address the
increasing ercsion. Toe trial was reviewad by Doug Rameey (NMAT and after considering this report, the Board
decldad not to proceed with the trial.

The recomimandations frov this report were simifar 1o the Gesi repert.

Thiz tricl needs fo afim to provide short-term protection, to alfow e notwrdd dune buffer to develop,
Severe storty conditions will still covse forther erosion ond loss of the Reserve, lirespective of whether coasta!
defences cre Bulft or not.

This trial neecs to afiv to provide some shork teom protection under lesser storm conditions.

in 2017, the WORC requested a NIWA review of the Caiters Beech ercston. (Monaging and Adapting to Coostol
Erosfon of Coriers Beoch), This review was aonroved for relesse, by the sarae Doug Rarasey, who was involved in the
process when the grosion first occurred In 2006/2007,

This review Fighlights many of the recomimendations frem the previous regorts writien.

in the Executive Suriraary, the foilowing recomimendations were presented:
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The gresent coustal erosion risks to pifvate properties fiv Carters Beach is not figh, The nearest private property is o
feast 1180 metres from the foreshore, white miost cre over 150 meires or more,

7 Fn_ erasion rote has been consistently sfowing and cppears it will stop before reaching Council assets,
To imtervene 1o soon coufld be unnecessaify expensive.
Contitiue to monitor the coastline ong have the resulic quolified by an experfenced Coostal Engineer.

Create o Sand Bund Dune, back from the beochfront. This will not halt erosion if this position is reached, bt it will
mitigaie the overicpping hazard experienced ot times.

The WCRC first met with the BDC and then the public, to resent thelr recamimeanded solution to the wave
overtapping at Carters Zeach, following the worst event an record, Cyclone Fehil.

The WCRC preferred design was a Gravel Based Bund, to be constructed the entire length of Carters Beach, from
Golf Links Road to Bradshaws Road.

The existing natural bunds on the undeveloped sections of the Reserve, were net significanily breached during
Cyclone Fehl, and therefore there is no nead o create an artificial bund zlong the full fength of the Carters Beach
township.

The cost put forward, including maintenance, for the Gravel Bund is $393 per annurm/per ratepayer, for a period of
five years. Thisis assuming they have a Capital Value of $300,000. There is no mentioh of maintenance costs
heyond the five year pericd.

The pubiic meeting gave a clear inalcation to the WCRC representatives to go away and prepara a survey to ail
residents o identify the support for the options promoted from the floor.

Most of those present believed that the Targeted Rate, to fund the Grave! Bund was not the most equitable funding
option for the worl,

River gravel was suggested by the WCRC as the preferred materfal to extend the natural dunes. This cption clearly
received significant oppositian from the public.

The WCRC presentaiion, in s summary, clearly states that their proposs! would not stog 2rosion, and was only
designed o ston overtonping onto the Reserve.

Bath the Geet Report and the NIWA Review clearly Indicate that there is clearly no risk io individuz! properiy owners
ir the medium terrm, 10 - 15 vears, The only assets, potentizlly affectad, are the Reserve and the buildings which ere
oyeried by BOC.

In & tetier {dated 11.02.2019) 1o restdents, the WORE stated that the cost to fund weorks must he done so o & user
payfcost benefit basiz. They afso qtated that they will alwaye seak funding from oiher sources, however unless thase
agencies have assets directly impacied by the hazard, they wen't fund the works,

Farn not aware I the WORC sought any direct funding from the BDC, wher in fact, they sre the only agency who

kavie any assets undar thraat by erasion of wave sveriopoing.

Thie WCRC caviiad out a survey of Carters Beach residents to gauge the support for the options raised at the public
meeiing. The re‘suﬁ'@ of that sucvey have heen well documented {see Wesiport News 24.0%2.20149),

24 respondents preferred a Sand Based option and 42 aatec for the Grave! Based Bund riked by the WCRG,

This recult is & clear indication of the Commuiitizs preferance.

i an carlier News ardics, the WURC, stated that traditionaily they liked to see 70% support for 2 nroposal, before
creating 2 Targeted Rating district. Only 40% respondead To the survey and apnraximately one third of thoss
<l T}

ported a Gravel Bund option, and this has now led o the Targetad Rate presented in the Annuwal Plan. This is
ar that the WCRC have not reflected the sutcome of thelr own survey and the wishes of the residents.

The BOC is the adidnistraior responsibla for the managemient of this Reserve, The BDC miet adhere to the Reserve
Act 1977, when carrying out Hs duiies that offect this Reserve. They are the Body that must make the declsions thet
atfect the Reserve. Although they shouid conduct meaningful consuitation with the users of the Beserve, any
decision mede is theirs snd not the vgers. {Section 40 {1} of the Resaive Act, stales)
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The BOC is charged with the duty of administering, monaging ond controffing the Reserve in cccordance with the Act.
They also have {e ensure the use, enjoyment, development, maintenance, protection and preservotion os the case
mey recuire, of the Reserve, for the purpese for which & is clossified, Recreation.

| helieve that the BDC have fallen well short of their responsibitities under this Act.

The General Rate, paid by zl Buller ratepavers, cover @ range of activities, inciuding amenities and reserves. In the
BOC 2018/201% Annual Plan, they allocated S876,000 for Parks & Reserves. This budget is spread across all Reserve
activities within the whole Buiter District.

The BDC, in the same Annual Plan, allecated ne maney from the Reservas budget for any work at the Carters Beach
Reserve, even though they were well aware of the sk to the Reserve and Council assets. This clearly indiicates that
they do not take thelr responsibility for this Reserve seriously, even tihough they have clear obligations under the
1977 Act.

Carters Beach resideris, through the Generad Rate, pay for the upkeen of other Reseivas in the gistrict, and vet the
BOC has stepped hack and let the WCRC try and seek a Targeted Rate from a simall number of the users of the
Resarve,

Both the WCRC and the BDC have falled to identify that the Reserve is predominantly used by the Westiport
community ard not just Carters Beach residents. Any cost associated with the improvement of the Reserve shouid
a1 least ne shared across the whole Westport Ward.

The actions to date, in my oninlon, 2re unjust,

Bruce Walsh
14 Cook Strect
Carters Beach
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One District Plan

The development of the One District Plan is a requirement by legislation and must be undertaken
and rated for by the Regional Councit.

We are seeking your feedback on the following:
Do you support the three year timeframe to complete this project? Yes No

WDC supports the proposed One District Plan as we see real benefit for all coasters working under
the same guidelines. Qur belief is that once this process is complete the benefits out way the
negatives. Having a common approach to all aspects of the District Plan across a very long region will
be advantageous to all businesses and households.

The timeframe wilt be challenging as we have some significant challenges and hurdles to overcome
particularly in regards to natural hazards and biodiversity. A lot of proposed regulation coming out of
Central Government will definitely require careful consideration and will likety come up for challenge
through a legislative process. If we can achieve all of this in three years we will be doing extremely
well. Planning to knock this off in three years is required with an emphasis on achieving what is most
important for each district as a priority.

De you support the accompanying budget to complete this project?

The budget put together is based on putting the hest foot forward to ensure success of the project.
If we under invest at the front end the project will drag out beyond 3 vears. Ensuring we have the
right resources on board without putting undue strain on BAU resources is the key as all of our
planning teams on the West Coast are already feeling the pressure of a lack of resources. The budget
cavering consultants is important as we will need to bring in subject matter experts to support some
of the specialist areas as required.
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Annual Plan Cansuliation Feedbacl Form

Your Deiaiis

First name:

Swname:

Pustal Address

Select Map Link to [oad Google Map site of the selested locetion
Arz you submitting as an individual, or an behalf of an organisation?
Emazii:

Telzphone

Crganisation (i applicabia):

Do you wish o speak o your submission?

We're constilling on this Anndal Plan between 17 May and 17 June 2019,

Jenny
Slurgess

28A Disraelt Street, Westpoirt 7225

= Individuat
jenny@bde.govt.nz
64.-3-7682111

Not answered

No

Note that your submission and any information you supply 2s part if your submission is considered public infarmation and wilt be made availabie in
reports and documents relating fo this process and may be published on our websife.

Your Feedback

One Disirct Plan

The develupment of the One Disiriot Plan is a requiremant by legislation and must be under{alen and rated for by the Repional Gouneil.

We are seeking your feegback on the following:
Do you support the three vear timeframe (o complete this projeci?

Do yau support the accompanying budges: fo complets this project?

Other Feedback

Rapahoe Proposed Rsting Disfrict
Fam a property Incated within the Proposad Ranahos Rating District
Carters Beach Proposed Raling Distriat

[ am & properly lecaled within the Proposad Carfers Beach Raiing
District

Punakaili Rating District Review

lam a propeny jocated within the Punakaild Raiing Disirict
PrnaskaikiiRDGz

Karamaa Rating Disiict — Stopbank Upgrade

Fam 2 proparty located within the Karamea Rating District
Karameal?

Dziry Inspection Charge

Do you suppott the implementation of a stendard $350 + GST dalry
inspection fee, no matter if the dairy farm i= oparating undar & resauros
consent of the permitted activity rule?

Transfer of Powers — Navigational Safety

Yes

No

The raies increases WCRC have vorced upon its ratepayers of lats,
despiie the stale of the local eoohoray, is extortichaie. Mesnwhile, back

int the real world, many coasiers are really stuggling to surdve. Jugiin
case WCRGC nead reminding of this .1

Mo



Do you suppor the formal transfer of ihe navigation safely furciion for
ihe Poit of Greymouih from the West Coast Begions! Councll to the
Grey Disirict Council?

General cornments and feecback:

Mot answersd

!"}c'
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Submission to the West Coast Regional
Council’s draft Annual Plan.

One District Plan

A referendum is required before this is signed off by the
Local Government Minister, the Local Government
Commission and the commissioner. A petition of 300
people — just 1 percent of the West Coast’s population of
about 30,000 — was listened to.

A 13.8 percent regional rate rise in Buller to pay for One
District Plan this year 1s unsustainable i a low socio-
economic area. The WCRC has not followed proper
process in setting the One District Plan budget.

Buller people were forced into this debacle. We did not
want it. Buller, Grey and Westland are totally different
areas.

Are we heading into a police state?

Lynne Higgms
131 Queen St
Westport
03789 7149
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Do you wish to speak to your submission?
€2 Yes “yo
We're consulting on this Annual Plan between 17 May and 17 June 2019,

Note that your submission and any information you supply as part if your submission is
sansidered public information and will be made available in reporis and documents relating



to this process and may be published on our website.
78
Your Feedback
One District Plan

The development of the One District Plan is a requirement by legislation and must be
undertaken and rated for by the Regional Council,

We are seeking vour feedback on the following:
Do you suppott the three year timeframe to complete this projeci?

TiVes .{)&’0/

Lo you support the accompanying budget to complete this project?

7 Yes !if»‘fﬁé

Oiher Feedback

Rapahoe Proposed Rafing District

tam a properiy located within the Proposed Rapahoe Rating District

i Yes “fNo

Carters Beach Proposed Rating District

fam a property located within the Proposed Carteis Beach Rating District

tYes :No

Punakaild Raiing District Review

i am 2 property located within the Punakaiki Rating District

*Yes {INo

Karamea Rating Disirict — Stopbank Upgrade






[

Resource Management 0
We agree with the activities within the Resource Management section, especially those
relating to enhancing and /or improving the quality of water, air, land/soil and ecosystems.
These actions will protect the environment and assist in reducing respiratory iliness and the
spread of water-borne diseases within West Coast communities.

Flood and Erosion Protection

The West Coast has recently had a number of weather events that have resulted in
flooding, and coastal and river-bank erosion in many areas. These events have impacted on
land and property and had the potential to put public health at risk.

The impact of climate change is expected to bring higher autumn rainfall and severe
weather events to the West Coast making community safety in these times a high priority.
We are pleased to see Council is committed to working with communities on options with
respect to coastal erosion protection and management.

Regional Transport Planning

AWC acknowledges and supports Council’s activities in coordinating and administering
Regional Transport Planning for the West Coast. The appointment of the Regional Transport
Committee, the maintenance of the Regional Land Transport Strategy and participation in
the regional Road Safety Committee ensures the West Coast region has a high level of
service provision focussed on improving the roading network and user safety.

We particularly support Council’s role in the continued provision of the Total Mobility
Programme to support the transport disadvantaged on the West Coast.

Walking and Cycling

We have previously requested that Council, via its oversight of the Regional Transport
Committee, undertake a review of the West Coast Regional Walking and Cycling Strategy.
We understand the Regional Transport Committee has responsibility for overseeing three
yearly reviews of the Strategy, however we are not aware that any have been undertaken
since the Strategy’s adoption in 2009. In the decade since the Strategy’s adoption there has
been a lot of investment in walking and cycling infrastructure on the West Coast and the
region is becoming a magnet for cycle tourism. We believe it is time to undertake a review
of the Strategy to assess how its implementation has impacted on walking and cycling
across the region and to determine further activities to progress the goal of ‘More Walking,
More Cycling, More Often’. We offer our assistance with the review process.

In previous submissions we have afso asked Council to include, where appropriate, the
floodwall systems as part of the Region’s cycle trails. While we understand the main use of
these structures is to prevent flooding, they are often used by the public as a means of
active transport. Additionally parts of the Greymouth Floodwall system link directly to the
Wilderness Trail so there is potential to formally increase the cycle trail network while stil!
mitigating flood risk.
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Annual Plan Consuliation Feadback Form
Your Defails

First name:

Surname:

Postal Address

Select Map Link to load Google Map site of the selected location

Are you submitting as an individual, or on behalf of an organisation?
Email:

Telephone

Qrganisation (if applicable):

{)o you wish to speak fo your submission?

We're consulting on this Annual Plan between 17 May and 17 June 2018.

- REF190619068

Graeme
Naylon

410 Maimai Reoad, RD 1, Reefton 7895

+ Individual
Graememaimai@xtra.ca.nz
+64-3-7328382

Not answered

Yes

Note that your submission and any information you supply as part if your submission is considered public information and will be made availabte in
reports and documents relating to this process and may be published on aur website.

Yaur Feedback

One District Plan

The development of the One District Flan is a requirement by legislation and must be undertaken and rated for by the Regional Council.

We are seeking your feedback on the following:
Do you support the three year timeframe to complete this project?

Do you support the accompanying budget to complete this project?

Other Feedback

Rapahoe Proposed Rating District

| am a property located within the Proposed Rapahoe Rating District

Na
No

The Local Government Regrganisation final proposal transfers the
obligations of the three West Coast councils regarding their District
Plans to the West Coast Regional Council but has then determinec that
the Waest Coast Regional Council must then delegate those obligations
to the West Coast District Plan Committee. The West Coast Regional
Council is one of the members of the West Coast Disfrict Plan
Cemmittee but is unable to act unilaterally in any matters concerned with
One District Plan as there s no mandate to do this under the
Reorganisation process. The West Coast Regional Council is reguired to
sef and collect 2 region wide rate to fund the work required for the
preparation, notification and adoption of the new new district ptan but
has no mandate to set the amount required to fund this work, only the
West Coast District Plan Commiftee can determine this amount as all
obligations regarding the One District Plan are to be delegated to this
committee. The Transition Board agreed on a budget of 250-300k and
the Waest Coast District Plan Committee has not subsequently met
informally to alter this amount. In my view the West Coast Regional
Councit has no mandate to draft a budget of 900k without the prior
approval of the West Coast District Plan Committee, nor does it have a
mandate to engage in any work on the One District Plan that has not
been approved by the West Coast District Plan Committee which is
unable to meet formally untfl the Order in Councll has been signed. | am
currently out of NZ and due back on the marning 26 June. if this is too
late to be heard then | would like to submit further written submissions to
be tabled on my behalf on the hearing day. Regards Graeme Neylon

Mo

)

i
Wi



Carters Beach Proposed Rating District

I am a property located within the Proposed Carfers Beach Rating
District

Punakaiki Rating Disfrict Review

| am & property located within the Punakaiki Rating District
PunakaikiRDQ2

Karamea Rating District - Siopbank Upgrade

Fam a property located within the Karamea Rating District
KarameaQ2

Dairy (nspection Charge

Do you support the implementation of a standard $350 + GST dairy
inspection fee, no matter if the dairy farm is operating under a resource
consant or the permitied activity rute? :

Transfer of Powers — Navigational Safety

Do you support the formal transfer of the navigation safety function for
the Port of Greymouth from the West Coast Regional Council fo the
Grey District Council?

General commenis and feedback:

No

Na

Na

Yes

Mot answerad

D
iy}






































































































































































































Do you support the formal transfer of the navigation safety function for
the Porf of Greymouth from the West Coasi Regional Council to the
Grey District Council?

General comments and feedback:

b

o
L4

t woutld liks the construction and mainfenance of the bund to be a
partnership between WCRC, BDG and ihe community. We heed the
experiise and resources of WCRG. This project is about the ong term
stitvival of our community; | am concerned that local commaercial
interests and petly politics have the potential fo negatively impact on the
build process and end resuit. Wiy not a steel, one-way, swinging sluice
gate sel in a concrate abutment for 'Thomas creel’? ltwould be cheaper
and does not rely on a person with a digger to be there whan a storm
surge hits and then to dig it out afterwards - it works on gravity? If
Carters Beach and its infrastructure are lost, the airport will also be lost,
which is a vital assat for our town. Therefore, proteciion of Carters
Beach is also benefiting the entire town and the cost should be shared.
Can we please be allowed to organise the constriction of (preferably)
native plant gardens on the remainder of the domain, The sooner we
begin planting and encoutaging vegetation growth, the mare fime it will
have to become established and provide another line of defense for our
commihity.










































































































































RE Carters Beach sacrificial bund:
| believe there should be no rating district until the process is stopped and revisited.

The process to date has been poor with littfe options offered with no clear detail. The message from
WCRC has been poorly communicated and therefore many residents are confused. There were other
options requested at the public meeting held in November 2018, Pubiic requests at this meeting
have not been addressed in terms of options, detail and timelines.

Why do you have $28k pa for maintenance for something that is sacrificial? Where is the working
schedule, fixed budget and timelines?

Why are you still aliowing the {and that is in question to still be grazed and mowed?

| believe the people of Carters Beach do want something but as the process has been poorly
prepared and presented then it should be stopped and re done starting with proper consultation.
if you go ahead with your current proposal then that will add more reputational damage to WCRC.

RE One District plan: The costs are toc high and seems to be unjustifiable,

Paul Scanlon.

13 Cook 5t,

Carters Beach.

fararsy

g
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RE Carters Beach sacrifictal bund:
| believe there should be no rating district until the process is stopped and revisited.

The process to date has been poor with little options offered with no clear detail. The message from
WCRC has been poorly communicated and therefore many residents are confused. There were other
options requested at the public meeting held in November 2018. Public requests at this meeting
have not been addressed in terms of options, detail and timelines.

Why do you have $28k pa for maintenance for something that is sacrificial? Where is the working
schedule, fixed budget and timelines?

Why are you stilf allowing the [and thatis in question to stilt be grazed and mowed?

| believe the people of Carters Beach do want something but as the process has been poorly
prepared and presented then it should be stopped and re done starting with proper consultation.
If you go ahead with your current proposal then that will add more reputational damage to WCRC.

RE One District pian: The costs are too high and seems tc be unjustifiable.

Shayne Barry,

13 Cook St,

Carters Beach.
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Annual Plan Consuitation Feedback Form

Your Detalls

First name:

Surname:

Postal Address

Select Map Link to load Google Map site of the selected location
Are you submitting as an individual, or on behalf of an organisation?
Ermail:

Telephane

Qrganisation (if applicable):

Do you wish to speak to your submission?

We're consulting on this Annual Plan between 17 May and 17 June 2019.

- REF190619669

%0

Jading

Wooding

22 Cook Street, Carters Beach, Westport 7825

= Individual

fandjmurray1 1@gmail.com

MNof answered

No

Note that your submission and any information you supply as part if your submission is considered public information and will be made avaltabfe in
reports and documents relating to this process and may be published on aur website.

Your Feedback

One District Plan

The developmant of the One District Plan is a requirement by legislation and must be undertaken and rated for by the Regional Council.

We are seeking your feedback on the following:

Do you support the three year timeframe to complete this project?
Do you support the accompanying budget {o complete this project?
Other Feedback

Rapahoe Proposed Rating District

i am a property located within the Proposed Rapahoe Rating District
Carters Beach Proposed Rafing District

I am a property iocated within the Proposed Carters Beach Rating
District

Carters

Which of the following Rating District proposals do you support being
established?

Punakaiki Rating Disfrict Review

1 am a property located within the Punakaiki Rating District
FunakatkiRDOZ2

Karamea Rating District —~ Stepbank Upgrade

! arn a property located within the aramea Rating District
KarameaQ2

Bairy tnspection Charge

Do you suppart the implementation of a standard $350 + GST dairy

inspection fee, no matter if the dairy farm is operating under a resource

consent or the permitted activity rule?

Transfer of Powers — Navigational Safety

Mot answered

Na

Yes

Na rating district {o be estabiished (this will result in no protection works
being undertaken by the Regional Council).

No

Hik



Do you support the formal transfer of the navigation safety function for
the Part of Greymaouth from the West Coast Regional Council to the
Grey District Council?

General comments and feedback:

MNot answered

Fah

M3

15
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Annual Plan Consuitation Feedback Form

Your Details

First name:

Surname:

Postal Address

Select Map Link to load Google Map site of the selected iocation
Are you submitting as an individual, or on behalf of an organisation?
Email:

Telephone

Organisation {if applicable):

Do you wish to speak to your submission?

We're consulting on this Annual Plan between 17 May and 17 June 2019.

| a9

~ REF190618545

Lyn and Roslyn

McKeown

8 Roeske Street, Richmond 7020

= {ndividual
lyn@silkweb.net.nz
064-274-381 703
Not answered

Mo

Note that your submission and any information you supply as part if your submission is considered public information and will be made available in
reports and documents relating to this process and may be published on our website.

Your Feedback

One District Plan

The development of the One District Plan is a requirement by legislation and must be undertaken and rated for by the Regional Council.

We are seeking your feedback on the following:

Do you support the three year timeframe {o complete this project?
Do you support the aceempanying budget to complete this project?
Other Feedback

Rapahoe Proposed Rafing District

i atr a property located within the Proposed Rapahoe Rating District
Carters Beach Proposed Rating District

{am a property located within the Proposed Carters Beach Rating
Disfrict

Carters

Which of the following Rating District proposals do you support being
established?

Punakaiki Rating Disfrict Review

| am a property located within the Punakaiki Rating District
PunakaikiRDQ2

Karatmea Rating District - Stopbank Upgrade

| am a propenty tocated within the Karamea Rating District
KarameaQ2

Dairy Inspection Charge

Do you suppott the implementation of a standard $350 + GST dairy

inspection fee, no matter if the dairy farm is operating under a resource

consent or the permifted activity rute?

Transfer of Powers - Navigational Safety

Mo
No

MNot answered

No

Yes

No rating district to be established (this will result in no pratection works
being undertaken by the Regionatl Council).

No

No

i

e



Do you suppoart the formal transfer of the navigatian safety function for
the Port of Greymouth from the West Coast Regional Goungil to the
Grey District Councii?

General comments and feedback:

Mo

Why do Carters Beach Residents need to form a new Carters Beach
Rating District to pay for a proposed Sacrifisial Bund which will not
protect their properties from erosion? The owners of the Domalin should
responsible for protecting the Domain, not the ratepayer. The proposed
bund has been designed to protect the Domain from sterm ovarspill and
driftwood polluting the Domain. Thus proposed sacrificial bund is purely
cosmetic and has nol been desighned for residential property protection.
was under the impression that residents are prepared to do their part by
helping to extend the sand bund {erected by the community shortly afier
Fehi Storm} to Golf Links Road. This eption is not offered in this
submission Farm. Please confirm you have received this submission.
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