
Submission:  Proposal to Invest in the Ruataniwha Dam 
 

Submitter:  Larry Dallimore 
 

Postal address:  P O Box 12 085,  Ahuriri,  Napier  4144 
Property address: 4 Charles Street,  Westshore,  Napier  4110 
 

Contact Details: Tel:  835 5532 -  Mob: 021 136 9932 - Email: larryd@xtra.co.nz 
 

HBRC Hearing: I wish to present my submission in person. 
 

My position: I support water storage schemes but oppose any project that has 
an ongoing detrimental effect on the environment. The proposed 
dam will make a significant contribution to the degradation of 
gravel beaches from Clive to Tangoio.  

 

1. The dam will block the Makaroro River which transports sediment from 42% of the 
total erodible catchment area for the Tukituki River. (see expert evidence page 4)  

 

2. During severe seasonal storm events, the natural movement of this significant 
resource of gravel should not be impeded. Any interruption to the supply of gravel 
and manipulation of the flood flows will accelerate coastal erosion. The entire 
beach from Clive to Bluff Hill was in a state of constant accretion until around the 
1990's. (see photos page 5&6) The absence of major river flooding since and over 
extraction in the Tukituki, Ngaruroro and Tutaekuri rivers may account for this. 
 

3. Annual gravel supplies to the coast since 1993 have been minimal and substantially 
less than 30,400 m3 annual losses by abrasion (see page 7) without considering the 
70,000 to 85,000 m3 removed by machinery. (see page 27) Annual extraction from 
the Tukituki River system (based on royalty returns?) since 1993 has averaged 
187,030 m3. (see page 8) Therefore, during the last 20 years of near zero coastal 
input, extraction controlled by HBRC has deprived the coast of 5,000,000 m3 when 
the bulk is vital for maintaining beaches in accretion, or at least in equilibrium. 

 

4. The last two major flood events in 1988 and 1992 supplied the HB coast with 
477,000 m3 of gravel over three years up to 1993. (see page 9) The absence of such 
events over the last 20 years has contributed to growing deficits of sand and gravel 
within beach systems which would account for continuing erosion on the coast. 

 

5. Environmental Effects Report - May 2013 notes "sedimentation in the Reservoir at 
260,000 m3 per year is a conservative estimate". (see page 12) However, HBRC 
data sediment transport rate at the dam is 55,600 m3 per year 1980-2009, (see 
page 16) with a 40% "maybe missing" adjustment to 77,850 m3 per year, (see page 
16) then HBRC 2012 changes the rate to 134,230m3 per year. (see page 19)  
 

6. The average 260,000 m3 of sediment, currently passing the proposed dam site 
each year, will be blocked and fill the reservoir when the dam is built. However, 
HBRC calculate 127,328 m3 of sediment will transport beyond the dam. In this case, 
HBRC detail is inaccurate because the life of the dam would be doubled. (page 19) 
 

7. The HBRC accepts the proposed dam will reduce gravel input to the coast by 1,688 
m3. This calculation includes an exceptional period of over extraction and includes 
the extraordinary period without significant floods. This minimises the effect of the 
dam. Most recent major events occurred  in 1975, 1988 & 1992. (see page 19)  
   



2 
 

8. The dam will reduce flood flows necessary to transport sand and stone to the 
coast. Sedimentation Assessment Report - May 2013 quote: "mean annual flood 
flows will reduce by 47%". (see  page 20) 

 

9. Water flow volumes in the Makaroro River represent 14.5% of average volumes at 
Red Bridge, near the river mouth. During the cyclone season (most likely major 
flood events) reduced flow volumes will exponentially reduce sediment movement 
downstream. Degrading flood flows between Dec and Apr (also peak period for 
irrigation), will substantially reduce movement of gravel to the coast. (see page 21) 
 

10. HB's gravel beaches are totally dependent on natural uninterrupted supplies of 
sediment. Gravel from the Tukituki River is the sole source of replenishment for 
beaches between Clive and Tangoio. (see #10 page 23) 
 

11. Professor Paul Komar, commissioned by the HBRC, validates my concerns with a 
clear warning in his report "the extraction of gravel from the Tukituki River is 
having negative consequences to HB's gravel beaches which is causing shoreline 
erosion and the inundation of low lying backshore properties". (see #11 page 23)  
 

12. HBRC should address over extraction of gravel in the rivers and on the beach plus 
the constant trapping of sand in a regularly deepened shipping channel at the Port. 
The dam is another man-made impediment to the natural movement of gravel. 

 

13. Statement of Proposal - p13 understates disadvantages under 4.2.1 Environmental 
Impacts. Quote "the mitigation programme is very comprehensive" is an over 
statement in relation to the effects on the coastal environment. (see page 25) 

 

14. Statement of Proposal p13 quote: "the comprehensive nature of the mitigation 
programme should ensure very little, if any, adverse environmental impact occurs 
as a result of the RWSS". (see page 25) This statement will prove to be misleading. 
 

15. My Submission No.136 was submitted to the EPA in July 2013 and presented to the 
Board of Inquiry in December 2013. It was rejected because the BOI, for unknown 
reasons, determined any interference to gravel from the Makaroro River was 
insignificant to the amount of gravel reaching the coast. (see pages 26-28) 
 

16. HBRC Chief Engineer, Mr Ayde was asked to consider the sustainability of 
extracting up to 18,000m3 of gravel from Pacific Beach when Prof Komar 
determined no more than 6,000m3 is replaced by the natural coastal sediment drift 
each year. Disregarding the obvious degradation at the Marine Parade beach, the 
engineer found there were no problems or need for investigation. (see page 31) 
 

17. My submission was presented to the Hearing without the prior benefit of 
engineers refuting my assessment or expert engineering consultants producing 
rebuttal evidence. The HBRC brief was "issues beyond the river mouth are not to 
be considered". (page 33) HBRC Senior Engineer, Mr Glode did respond by email 
on 23 January 2014 but was of little use, 35 days after the Hearing. (see page 34) 
 

18. The HBRC intends to place 1,700 m3 north of the river mouth where erosion will 
impact and 1,700 m3 south where it will have no benefit because this placement 
will move rapidly in the northerly drift towards Clive during the next SE swell. This 
is a meagre quantity to compensate gravel blocked by the dam, even with HBRC 
doubling their amount of 1,688, deemed necessary to mitigate loss. (#15 page 35) 
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19. The excavation of 3,400 m3 within the same river system then trucked to the river 
mouth in close proximity would simply speed up deposits to the coast with no net 
benefit to mitigate erosion. The next moderate flood would make this expensive 
"Peter pay Paul" operation a pointless exercise. (see page 35) 
 

20. Information and comment provided by the HBRC following the EPA Hearing 
required further explanation and clarification. My courteous request for further 
detail dated 7 April 2014, is attached. (see pages 37-39) 
 

21. HB's gravel beaches need a series of major storms similar to Cyclone Allison (1975) 
and Cyclone Bola (1988). Providing gravel is not impeded by man-made structures 
or extracted by machinery, the resultant flood flows of river gravel to the coast will 
restore damaged beaches and any pre-existing erosion will be reversed. 
 

22. My submission on the LTP in 2012 was to be my last. HBRC staff refused to explain 
the Councils resolution - "Beach nourishment is the best long term solution for 
Westshore". After agreeing to pay full costs and the Ombudsman directing HBRC 
to respond, the outcome of my submission remains "an unexplained statement". 
The solution controlled by the HBRC since 1987 has been a dismal failure. The 
same unsatisfactory outcome is expected for this presentation however, the 
purpose of this second submission is to place my concerns on record so future 
generations can reference genuine efforts made on their behalf. (pages 40-41) 

 

I seek the following: 
 

1. The HBRC should not proceed with any project that reduces or limits floodwater 
flows in the Tukituki River which alter the movement of sediment to the coast. The 
dam will exacerbate pre-existing erosion at beaches between Clive and Tangoio. 

 

2. The HBRC should cease all shingle extraction on the Marine Parade Beach after 
Paul Komar confirmed my assessment, presented to NCC in 2010 and HBRC in 
2012, that the practice is unsustainable. (see page 30-31) The HBRC who has full 
control of the project, should immediately terminate the permit and be 
accountable for any further degradation along the Marine Parade coastline.  

 

3. The HBRC should take responsibility for activity at the Napier Port where 20,000m3 
of sand is trapped in the shipping channel each year. (see page 42) According to 
coastal experts, this sand would otherwise transport in the coastal sediment drift 
and replenish Westshore Beach. The huge inshore deficit and damage to the 
barrier ridge, due to inadequate and incompatible nourishment, should be 
addressed with urgency. Waiting several years for HBRC, HDC and NCC to consider 
a Coastal Strategy will be an unacceptable delay and high risk option. (page 43) 

 

Conclusion: 
 

 The Proposal to Invest in the RWSS has been promoted without consideration for 
the long term negative effects on the HB coastline. As a stakeholder in HBRIC 
which controls the huge reserve of excess revenues, I believe the investment risks 
are unacceptable and the inevitable harm to the environment will be a tragedy. 

 
L W Dallimore                                                                                         Date:  3rd June 2014 
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of scaling the sediment yield by the ratio of erodible surface ratio to catchment area to estimate 
the coarse sediment yield in an adjacent catchment.   

For this study satellite imagery from 2007 was used to measure areas of eroded rock that are 
thought to be contributing erodible material to the river system.  

Typically these eroded rock areas were landslips that started high on the ridge lines and 
descended to the stream in the valley floor.  GIS software was used to map the landslips within 
the catchments.  A snap shot of a typical valley in the upper Makaroro and the measured erodible 
surface area is shown in Figure 4.3. 

 
Figure 4.3: Typical valley in the upper Makaroro and the measured erodible surface area

The erodible areas, catchments and ratios are summarised in Table 4.2.  The erodible areas were 
the basis of translating the Folger’s Lake sedimentation estimates to the Dam and for 
apportioning the bed material between the Makaroro and the Waipawa in the sediment budget. 

Table 4.2: Summary of erodible material mapping

Catchment Name Catchment Area 
(km2) 

Erodible Area 
(km2) 

Ratio of Erodible to 
Catchment Areas 

Upper Tukituki (to Folger’s Lake) 77 1.51 0.020 

Makaroro (to the Dam) 111 2.61 0.024 

Makaroro (to Waipawa confluence) 122 2.61 0.021 

Waipawa (to Makaroro confluence) 127 2.13 0.017 
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Sources ("Credits")   
Tukituki River 28,000  
Cape Kidnappers 

Erosion 
18,000  

Total 46,000  
   
Losses ("Debits")   

Awatoto Extraction -47,800  
Pacific Beach 

Extraction 
-12,800  

Gravel Abrasion -30,400  
Total -91,000  

   
Net Balance of Beach 

Sediment Volumes 
              -45,000  

   

 
It is seen that the debits are substantially greater than the credits, with their difference yielding a net 
balance of -45,000 cubic metres per year; the budget is seriously “in the red”, so we can expect that 
over the length of the beach within the Haumoana Littoral Cell there would be problems with beach 
erosion, locally threatening shore-front properties.  This net balance for the volumes of beach 
sediments contained within this littoral cell was actually determined directly from the beach monitoring 
program, with its repeated surveys of profiles over the years having shown that there has been a net 
loss of 45,000 cubic metres per year of beach sediment in the cell as a whole.  The importance in 
having developed this sediment budget is therefore not in its having determined the net balance from 
the evaluated credits and debits, but instead that it provides evidence as to why this budget is 
significantly in the red.  An examination of the credits and debits in Table 1 immediately reveals the 
significance of the commercial extraction at Awatoto, which alone removes all of the beach sediment 
that on average is being supplied to the beach by the Tukituki River and erosion of Cape Kidnappers.  It 
was in large part because of this evidence that a decision was made to gradually phase out the 
commercial extraction of beach sediment at Awatoto, with its eventual cessation bringing the budget 
close to being balanced.  However, as will be discussed below, even when the sediment budget for the 
Haumoana Littoral Cell becomes balanced in the future, it will not halt the problems with beach and 
property erosion that have been experienced along this shore, specifically those that have occurred in 
its southern half, in the communities of South Haumoana, Te Awanga and Clifton.  The erosion there is 
due to the occurrence of a net longshore transport of the beach sediment to the north, caused by the 
prevailing waves that arrive from the southeast, carrying the beach sediment from the southern half of 
this shore to its northern half.  The analyses of the beach profiles acquired in the monitoring program in 
fact show an average net loss of -48,800 cubic metres of sediment per year along the shore south of 
the mouth of the Tukituki River (and of the groyne that has been constructed just south of its mouth), 
while there has been a small net accretion of the beaches to the north with the monitoring profiles 
yielding an average value of +3,800 cubic metres per year; together these values yield a net balance of 
-45,000 cubic metres per year for the cell as a whole, the value that is listed in Table 1 for the sediment 
budget. 
 
The budget of beach sediments for the Bay View Littoral Cell is much simpler as seen in Table 2, due to 
the limited natural supply of gravel to this beach and with its loss to abrasion being the only debit.  At 
present, the one natural source of gravel is the Esk River, but several studies have found that it 
amounts to a mere 2,000 cubic metres per year of pea-size gravel.  Its contribution again would have 
been somewhat greater in the past, as it is now reduced by sediment extraction from the river’s 
channel.  The beach nourishment program at Westshore is seen in Table 2 to now be the primary 
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Table 3.3: Regional average annual extraction 2005 2009

River Reach Extraction (m3/yr) Percent of Total 

Ngaruroro 291,030 49.15% 

Waipawa 125,596 21.21% 

Lower Tukituki 50,445 8.52% 

Upper Tukituki 48,193 8.14% 

Mohaka 43,119 7.28% 

Tukipo 17,250 2.91% 

Waiau 8,705 1.47% 

Esk 4,400 0.74% 

Middle Tukituki 2,004 0.34% 

Tutaekuri 753 0.13% 

Makaretu 621 0.10% 

Total 592,116 100% 

The extraction in the Tukituki and Waipawa Rivers is shown for Figure 3.7 and includes measures 
for 2012.  There has been a decrease in extraction over the last five years due to reduced demand 
attributed to the global financial crisis.  The average annual sediment extractions over the last ten 
years are summarised in Table 3.4. The average annual extraction has been 97,000 m3/year for 
the Waipawa and 187,000 m3/year for the entire Tukituki River system over the last ten years. 

 
Figure 3.7: Gravel extraction for Tukituki River system 1963 2012 in year periods

Table 3.4: Tukituki River system average annual extraction 2005 2009

River Reach Extraction (m3/year) 

2002 - 2007 2008 - 2012 Decade Average 

Waipawa 120,376 74,485 97,430 

Upper Tukituki 48,523 34,301 41,412 

Middle Tukituki 4,175 1,889 3,032 

Lower Tukituki 62,142 28,170 45,156 

Total 235,216 138,845 187,030 

page 8
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3.6 Coastal sediment
The coastline of Hawke’s Bay from Clifton to Port of Napier (refer Figure 3.1) consists of gravel 
beaches. The beaches within this littoral cell are composed of mixed sand and gravel, containing 
pebbles and cobbles derived from the erosion of greywacke rocks found in the mountain range to 
the west of Hawke’s Bay.   

The coastline in the vicinity of the Tukituki River mouth is generally retreating with measured 
trends of erosion of around 0.4 m/year to 0.6 m/year from the mid 1970’s to the present 
(T&T, February 2012a).  Immediately to the north of the Tukituki River mouth the long term trend 
of erosion is higher, with erosion rates of around 1.6 m/year from beach profile data recorded 
from 1989 to the present.  

Three rivers discharge to this sector of the coastline; the Maraetotara, Tukituki and the combined 
outlet of the Ngaruroro and Tutaekuri (refer Figure 3.1).  The Ngaruroro/Tutaekuri do not supply 
gravel to the coast.  The supply from the Maraetotara is unknown, but expected to be small.  The 
Tukituki River does supply gravel to the sea.  Edmondson (1981) estimated the average gravel 
supply to the sea to be 28,000 m3/year based on sediment budgets using comparisons of cross-
sections between 1978 and 2000.  

Actual supply to the coast is more sporadic, with significant movement during floods and very 
little supply during low river flows (refer Table 3.5). This data also shows that while more frequent 
floods increase the supply of gravel to the coast, there appears to be a lag between the floods and 
the time for the sediments to reach the coast.  

Table 3.5: Average supply of gravels to the coast from the Tukituki (from Edmondson,
2001)

Period Average supply during 
period (m3/year) 

No of floods (return 
period <5years) 

No of floods (return 
period 5 - 20 years) 

1978 to 1981 57,830*1 5 0 

1981 to 1987 7,964 4 1 

1987 to 1990 0 3 2*2 

1990 to 1993 158,996 2 1 

1993 to 1996 0 1 0 

1996 to 2000 1,132 2 0 
*1 Cyclone Alison in 1975 had an estimated return period of 7.5 years (Grant, 1982). T&T have recently estimated the 
return period to be approximately 30 years (based on rainfall analysis (Appendix F).  However, flood frequency 
estimates for the Makaroro River indicate a return period in excess of 70 years; it remains the largest flood event 
observed in the Makaroro and Upper Waipawa Rivers since formal observations began. 
*2 Cyclone Bola in March 1988 was the largest flood event recorded at the Burnt Bridge gauge and had an estimated 
return period of 70 years (T&T, 2011). Cyclone Bola may be reason for the increase in sediment supply in the 
subsequent period. 

The T&T UNIBEST model was used to develop an understanding of the shoreline evolution in the 
southern Hawke’s Bay (T&T, 2005).  The UNIBEST model simulates longshore sediment transport 
and shoreline position.  This model required an average annual sediment supply from the Tukituki 
River of 13,000 m3/year to replicate the observed long term longshore sediment transport and 
shoreline position and shape.   However, erosion rates to the north of the river mouth have 
accelerated since this study and more recent modelling to evaluate the potential effects of a 
groyne field constructed at Haumoana (T&T, February 2012a) suggest recent gravel supply to the 
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26 SEDIMENTATION EFFECTS 

A report prepared by Tonkin & Taylor (Sedimentation Assessment -Tonkin &Taylor, May 2013b) 

considers sedimentation effects of the Scheme.   

26.1 Potential Environmental Effects 

Although not specifically listed in the Executive Summary of the report, potential environmental 

effects discussed include: 

• The trapping and filling of the reservoir with sediment resulting in declining efficiency in 

storage capacity for water, restrictions to access, upstream flooding and potential impacts 

on Dam outlets 

• Dust effects at times when the reservoir has low storage 

• Downstream degradation and coarsening of bed sediments 

• Coastal depletion of sediment load.  

26.2 Assessments Undertaken 

The four main aspects of the assessment scope are: 

• Develop a sediment allowance for the Reservoir 

• Assess the effects of the dam on downstream sediments and the coast  

• Review the sediment management options 

• Develop the sediment mitigation plan. 

The methodology utilises the good sources of measured data that exist for the Tukituki/ Waipawa 

River system.  The measured data consists primarily of river cross-sections that are used to develop a 

sediment budget, and the measured accumulation at Folger’s Lake.  Suspended sediment yields were 

estimated using the WRENZ57 model calibrated to the Waipukurau gauge (Tukituki River) and the 

trapping efficiency in the reservoir based on the Brune58 method. 

The changes to the sediment budget due to the Dam are quantified for each reach and the effects 

qualitatively assessed.  A number of reports/papers provide useful information on sedimentation for 

the Tukituki/Waipawa River system, which were used where relevant. 

                                                           
 
57 Water Resources Explorer NZ 
58 The Brune method applies a trap efficiency to the sediment transport of the river to calculate an annual sedimentation in 

the reservoir. It is an internationally accepted methodology for large reservoirs. 
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Assessments of changes to gravel transport capacity and assessments of degradation depths and 

armouring effects are made. 

26.3 Results of Assessment 

The estimate of sedimentation in the Reservoir is 15-26 million m3 over 100 years based on a range 

of estimates.  These sedimentation estimates result in reservoir half full times ranging from 175 to 

287 years and ultimate fill times ranging from 355 to 603 years. 

There remains considerable uncertainty in the bed load estimates, which is inherent with this type of 

exercise.  The report’s authors consider that the lower estimate is non-conservative due to 

unaccounted sediment losses in the sediment budget, and the upper estimate is conservative due to 

the stormier period that was the basis of the Folger’s Lake derived estimate for bed material. 

The suspended sediment estimates are from the WRENZ model based on the unscaled estimate and 

the Waipukurau measured suspended sediment upscaled for the upper Makaroro catchment 

characteristics, which give similar estimates.  

Sediment generation is greatly influenced by extreme events such as extreme floods and/or 

earthquakes and these have the ability to increase the rate of reservoir sedimentation. Similarly, 

prolonged periods of quiescent conditions will reduce sedimentation rates. 

A sediment delta will form within the reservoir.  The physical impacts of sedimentation are loss of 

storage, restrictions to access (in areas where sediment has deposited) and the potential for impacts 

on the Dam outlets.  These impacts can be mitigated by design.  The delta and hydraulic backwater 

effects from the reservoir will eventually cause an increase in flood levels upstream of the reservoir.  

There are no existing bridges or river management infrastructure upstream of the reservoir that will 

be affected.  

When the reservoir is drawn down there is the potential for dust generation.  The Dam site is remote 

with few surrounding dwellings.  Therefore, the potential for affecting the general public appears to 

be low.   

The interruption of sediment from the Dam will have greatest effect on the 12 km reach of the 

Makaroro River between the dam and the confluence with the Waipawa River.  The likely effects are 

degradation and coarsening of the bed sediment.   

These effects will be mitigated to some extent by the reduction in sediment transport due to the 

armouring and the reduction in flood flows.  However, the reduction in flood flows will reduce the 
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ability of the flows to erode vegetation.  The encroachment of vegetation will likely reduce the 

channel width and form.  The river will trend towards fewer channels. 

There is no river management infrastructure on this reach.  Therefore, changes to the channel form 

and levels will have no effect on river management infrastructure.  Burnt Bridge (Makaroro River) 

and to a lesser extent the Wakarara Road Bridge (Waipawa River) have the potential to be affected 

by lowering of bed level.  These should be monitored as part of the draft sediment management 

plan. 

The interruption of sediment from the Dam will have a lesser effect on the rivers downstream of the 

confluence of the Makaroro and Waipawa, as there will still be a surplus of gravel for these reaches 

from other rivers.  The interruption of sediment supply from the Makaroro River will result in less 

aggradation (currently occurs) and can be accommodated by less extraction (if required).  A 

reduction in sediment transport capacity is predicted at the upstream water intake, which may result 

in local aggradation. 

An additional effect is the reduction in gravel transport capacity to the coast of 1,700 cubic metres 

/year.  Mitigation by coastal nourishment is proposed so that existing coastal erosion that is 

occurring in the vicinity of the mouth of the Tukituki River is not worsened.  

There will be a net long term reduction in the gravel resource for extraction and construction 

industry purposes from the Waipawa and Tukituki.  Although gravel will become available at the 

Reservoir, this is further away from markets (i.e. the Dam and reservoir location is more remote than 

the current extraction locations). 

The ecological effects that result from the change in river morphology are described in ecology 

assessments that form part of the suite of reports accompanying this Application.  

26.4 Suggested Approach for Effects Identified 

Sediment management options have been assessed and the preferred suggested options are 

included in the draft Sediment Management Plan in the Sedimentation Assessment report (Tonkin & 

Taylor, May 2013b).  A summary is provided below. 
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Location/ 
issue 

Monitoring Management 

Reservoir 
 

Cross-section/bathymetry 
survey to monitor 
sedimentation and delta 
development. Frequency 
3 years. 
Flow gauging of releases from 
the Dam. 

Design 
Include sedimentation allowances in the volume 
requirement of the Dam. 
Design of outlet structures for sedimentation. 
The location of recreation areas and access points to 
the reservoir to consider sedimentation.  
Land management measures including sediment 
management practices for forestry areas and fire 
protection programmes for the Ruahine Forest Park 
and the commercial forestry.   
Medium to long-term (not included in the Application 
Design)  
Extraction of gravel for construction industry e.g. 
roading aggregate  
Hydraulic flushing of fine sediments via low outlets 
(would need to be provided for at the detailed design 
stage).  
Sediment focussing by in-reservoir works to manage 
sediment storage within the reservoir. These can 
consist of training banks and similar structures to 
enhance flushing of sediment from live storage to 
dead storage, and for access up-river. 
Closure (not included in the Application Design)  
Dam removal is an option to consider at the end of 
the operating life if required.   
Restrictions to access (in areas where sediment has 
deposited) and the potential for impacts on the Dam 
outlets.   

Reservoir 
dust 

Dust generation should be 
monitored with inhabitants 
provided a contact number of 
the Dam operator if they wish 
to make complaints.  The 
operator should keep a register 
of complaints consistent or 
similar with Appendix 2 of Good 
Practice Guide for Assessing 
and Managing the 
Environmental Effects of Dust 
Emissions (MfE 2001).  Copies 
of the register should be 
forwarded to HBRC for their 
consideration of whether 
further preventative action is 
appropriate. 
 

Should a dust issue arise then consideration to 
planting shelter belts.   
An additional contingency measure may be to raise 
the minimum operating water level to cover the 
bottomset sediments.  This would require careful 
consideration of secondary effects of this action 
including irrigation supply and residual flows. 
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Makaroro 
River 
downstream 
of the Dam 

Cross-section survey at 3 year 
frequency to match existing 
HBRC monitoring programme.  
Maximum spacing to match 
existing HBRC monitoring 
programme of 500 m and to 
include Burnt Bridge. 
Measure particle size 
distribution of bed surface 
particle-size distribution at 
three year frequency at 
representative and accessible 
locations to monitor armour 
development.  

Respond to degradation of channel at Burnt Bridge (if 
required). Options include grade control (rock weir) or 
underpinning of piers.  
 

Waipawa 
River 
between 
Makaroro 
confluence 
and SH50 

Cross-section survey at 3 year 
frequency which is a 
continuation of existing HBRC 
river monitoring.  Additional 
cross-sections to be included 
for Waipawa upstream of the  
Waipawa/Makaroro confluence 
including Wakarara Road Bridge 
and Pendle Hill Bridge (1 km 
upstream) with maximum 
spacing of 500 m. Additional 
cross-section for the Upstream 
Water Intake.  

Respond to degradation of channel at Wakarara Road 
Bridge (if required). Options include grade control 
(rock weir) or underpinning of piers.  
The long term reduction in extraction (if required) 
based on monitoring in accordance with current HBRC 
flood and sediment management practices. 
Extraction of excess gravel at the irrigation intake and 
elsewhere in accordance with HBRC river 
management practices.    
Optional spraying and raking of gravel beds to 
increase the supply of gravel (if required). Significant 
accumulation of gravel has occurred in this reach. 

Waipawa/ 
Tukituki 
Rivers 
downstream 
of SH50 

Cross-section survey at existing 
cross-section locations at 3 year 
frequency, which is a 
continuation of existing HBRC 
river monitoring. 

Normal river management practises undertaken by 
HBRC. 
The long term reduction in extraction (if required) 
based on monitoring in accordance with current HBRC 
flood and sediment management practices, refer to 
Section 3.5 for details. 
 

Coast Cross-section surveys at existing 
cross-section locations, which is 
a continuation of existing 
location and frequency of HBRC 
coastline monitoring. 

Beach nourishment of 3,400 cubic metres /year 
comprising of 1700 cubic metres /year of river 
sediment placed within the Coastal Marine Area 
directly along the barrier beach between Richmond 
Road and School Road extension and an additional 
1,700 cubic metres /year to the south along the spit.   
Review the beach nourishment requirements based 
on updated assessments of reduction in capacity (and 
renourishment needs) due to the Scheme using the 
consented reservoir operating regime.  Review to be 
based on monitoring and modelling at year 3 and at 
subsequently at nine year intervals.  Changes in beach 
nourishment to be approved by HBRC manager. 

Tukituki 
River basin 

Cross-section monitoring (as 
above), selected PSD sampling, 
sediment and flow gauging. 

Morphological model be developed for the Tukituki 
River basin including Waipawa and Makaroro Rivers. 
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There are some temporal changes that are lost in the averaging, which are clearer in the 
extraction trends (refer Figure 3.7).  For the lower Tukituki there has been a reduction in 
extraction since 1996 - 1998 where it exceeded 100,000 m3/year to be now approximately 
30,000 m3 in 2008 - 2009.  Conversely there has been an increase in extraction from the Waipawa 
since 2003 to in excess of 100,000 m3/year. 

Figure 5.5 shows the sediment transport (defined as sediment supply into reach, refer to 
Section 4.5.1).  A reduction of transport with distance downstream (negative slope) represents 
areas where there is sediment surplus, which manifests itself as aggradation and increases in bed 
levels unless these are controlled by extraction.  This is the general trend for the entire Tukituki/ 
Waipawa River system. 

An increase in transport with distance downstream (positive slope) represents areas where there 
is degradation.  This is evident at two locations, the first for Waipawa chainage 85 - 90 km, which 
is immediately upstream of an area where over-extraction is deliberately occurring.  This may 
result from local increase in slope to adjust to this downstream disturbance. 

The other reach where there is a slight negative slope is from Tukituki chainage 10 - 58 km.  
Correspondingly, in this reach the sediment transport is negative, which is not possible as the 
minimum sediment transport is zero.  The negative slope and the negative transport indicate that 
there is some sediment missing from the sediment budget.  It was identified in Section 4.5.3 that 
up to 40% may be missing from the budget due to sediment trapped in the flood berms.   

Other reasons for missing sediment volume may be the loss of bed material to the suspended 
sediment fraction by abrasion and other breakdown process, reliability of extraction data and 
uncertainty in the gravel outflow to the coast.  Given these issues with the sediment budget it is 
considered that estimates for bed material based on the sediment budget are non-conservative 
(actual sediment supply is likely to be higher).  

Table 5.1 summarises the average annual sediment transport rates from the sediment budget. 

Table 5.1: Summary of average annual sediment transport rates (1980 2009)

Location Chainage (km) Sediment transport 
(m3/year) 

Tukituki River – Coast 0.00 10,000 

Tukituki River – Red Bridge 14.87 14,300 

Tukituki River – d/s Waipawa confluence 62.45 3,700 

Tukituki River – u/s survey reach 102.39 49,000 

Waipawa River – Waipawa (SH2) 68.41 5,200 

Waipawa River – SH50 85.21 58,700 

Waipawa River – d/s Makaroro confluence 98.34 101,000 

Waipawa River – u/s Makaroro confluence 101.90 48,700 

Makaroro River – u/s Waipawa confluence 99.47 55,600 
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 Watering the ground to suppress the dust.  This would require either the use of water carts 
or construction of an irrigation system.  An irrigation system would be expensive to 
construct (for a large Reservoir such as this) so we do not consider this to be viable.  The 
use of water carts is likely to be impractical given the access needed to varying elevations of 
the terraces and river channel 

 Vegetation of exposed areas.  This is not considered possible because of the regular 
inundation 

 Raise the minimum operating water level to cover the bottomset sediments.  This approach 
is not favoured as there would be a significant impact on the ability to supply irrigation and 
environmental flows from the reservoir at a time when the demand for such is likely to be 
critical  

 A 20 m zone of buffer planting around the periphery of the reservoir is proposed as part of 
mitigation works offsetting the impact of vegetation removal within the reservoir area. This 
planting will have the dual effect of managing effects of any dust generated  

 Shelter belt planting in areas close to dwellings at the head of the Reservoir to limit visibility 
of the dust and also to limit wind generation. 

Dust generation should be monitored with inhabitants provided a contact number of the Dam 
operator if they wish to make complaints.  The operator should keep a register of complaints 
consistent or similar with Appendix 2 of Good Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing the 
Environmental Effects of Dust Emissions (MfE 2001).  Copies of the register should be forwarded 
to HBRC for their consideration of whether further preventative action is appropriate. 

Should a dust issue arise then consideration could be given to planting shelter banks l. 

7.2.3 Effect upstream of the reservoir

The effects to upstream areas from the formation of the delta are described in Table 7.1.  The bed 
aggradation and hydraulic backwater effects from the reservoir will cause an increase in flood 
levels upstream of the reservoir.  This may affect one farm upstream of the reservoir and 
Department of Conservation land.  The effect from the bed aggradation will be mitigated in this 
circumstance because the delta will form at a lower level due to the operating range (see previous 
comments) and there is potential for future extraction of gravel from the sediment delta. 

There are no bridges or river management infrastructure upstream of the reservoir. 

7.3 Effect on downstream rivers

7.3.1 General

The effects from the RWSS on sediment downstream of the Dam are due to: 

 Interruption of sediment supply (blocking by the Dam)  
 A reduction in transport capacity due to reduced flood peaks due to attenuation within the 

Reservoir. 

The interruption in sediment supply has the potential to cause degradation (channel incision 
along the river reach downstream of the Dam) and associated effects such as coarsening 
(armouring) of surface sediments.  The Reservoir will also moderate the flood peaks, which 
reduces the gravel transport capacity.  In the Makaroro River downstream of the Dam, the 
reduction in gravel transport capacity will offset/slow the degradation and armouring.  Further 
downstream where sediment supply is not limited, the reduction in gravel transport will reduce 
the sediment transported in the river and exported to the coast.  
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The reduction in flood flows, especially the channel forming flows (1 - 2 year return period), also 
causes a change in the width and form of the channel, which can be compounded by 
encroachment of vegetation, which would otherwise be stripped by floods.    

The effects on downstream rivers are most obviously from the disruption to bed load transport.  
The reduction in suspended sediment concentration will cause increased clarity, which is assessed 
in the ecological reports. 

7.3.2 Interruption of sediment supply

The changes in sediment budgets to the downstream reaches due to the interruption in sediment 
supply by the Dam are detailed in Table 7.2.  Note that the “Net after Dam” column refers to the 
situation after all degradation has ceased.  In reality the lower Makaroro reach will continue to 
supply material to the Waipawa until its armour is fully developed. The sediment budget 
estimates are considered to under-predict transport of bed material.  The sediment budgets 
estimates are used to assess the interruption in sediment supply as the change in supply from the 
Makaroro can be compared to other values from the sediment budget.  

The zero supply in the Makaroro downstream of the Dam is obvious.  The sediment transport for 
the Waipawa downstream of the confluence reduces to 63,550 m3/year, which is based on the 
supply from the Waipawa upstream of the confluence.  This supply is well matched by the 
predicted sediment transport capacity for this reach post-dam at 62,628 – 70,835 m3/year (refer 
Table 7.3 below).  

Table 7.2: Changes in sediment budget (bed material) downstream of the Dam

Location Sediment transport (m3/year) *1 

Sediment transport Effect of the Dam Net after Dam 

Makaroro (between dam and 
Waipawa confluence) 

77,850 77,850*2 0 

Waipawa (between Waipawa 
confluence and SH50) 

141,400 77,850 63,550 

*1 From sediment budget based on 1980 to 2009 increased by 40%. 
*2 Alternate estimates are 134,000 m3/year from sediment transport capacity calculations and 180.300 m3/year derived 
from Folger’s Lake.  

The rivers downstream of the Dam and the Makaroro/Waipawa confluence that may be 
potentially affected by the Dam, are the Waipawa, the middle Tukituki and the lower Tukituki, 
excluding the upper Tukituki.  The decadal (2003 – 2012) average annual extraction was 
97,000 m3/year for the Waipawa and 187,000 m3/year for the entire Tukituki River system (refer 
Section 3.5.3).   

Therefore, the change of sediment budget caused by the interruption of sediment supply by the 
Dam (of 78,850 – 180,300 m3/year) can be mitigated by the reduction in extraction as the 
extraction rates are similar in magnitude to interruption in Makaroro sediment supply.  The 
reduction in extraction will be as required and based on monitoring in accordance with current 
HBRC flood and sediment management practices, refer to Section 9 and Section 3.5 for details. 

7.3.3 Change in gravel transport capacity

There is a reduction in gravel transport capacity due to the change in the flow regime as shown in 
Table 7.3 and Figure 7.3.  HBRC estimates a reduction in gravel transport capacity of 5-9% in the 
Makaroro and Waipawa above the UWI due to the flow attenuation of the reservoir.  
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Downstream of the UWI, HBRC estimates that the flow reduction in the river causes a maximum 
reduction in gravel transport capacity of 21.5%. While a change in gravel transport capacity is 
expected, the magnitude of this change between upstream of the intake (5.6%) and downstream 
of the intake (21.5%) may result in part from the analysis technique.  The gravel transport capacity 
calculations may be overestimating the gravel transport in the low-mid flow range as a distributed 
particle size distribution is not used (refer Section 4.7.1).  The gravel transport capacity calculated 
across the intake will be most susceptible to this bias, as the flow changes that occur from the 
operation of the intake occur in the flow range that is most sensitive to this bias (when the river 
flows are within the main braid).      

The reduction in gravel transport decreases with distance downstream and noticeably decreases 
to 8.2% downstream of the confluence with the Tukituki River due to the additional flow.  For the 
lower Tukituki River HBRC estimates a reduction in sediment transport capacity of 6.4-6.8%.  

Table 7.3: Changes gravel transport capacity pre and post dam (HBRC, December
2012)

 Dam Burnt 
Bridge 

Above 
Intake 
(UWI) 

Below 
Intake 
(UWI) 

Waipawa 
@ RDS 

Below 
Waipawa / 

Tukituki 
Confluence 

Red 
Bridge 

Black 
Bridge 

Distance from 
river mouth 
(km) 

115.6 105.2 99 93.4 73.8 66.1 14.4 0.5 

Pre-dam 
Sediment 
Transport 
(m3/year) 

134,230 115,410 75,010 79,789 38,185 75,033 17,734 24,739 

Post-dam 
Sediment 
Transport 
(m3/year) 

127,328 105,675 70,835 62,628 31,022 68,869 16,596 23,051 

Difference 
(m3/year) 

6,902 9,735 4,175 17,161 7,163 6,164 1,138 1,688 

Difference (%) 5.1% 8.4% 5.6% 21.5% 18.8% 8.2% 6.4% 6.8% 
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Figure 2.5: Flow duration curves pre-development (blue curve) and post-development (red curve) at the
Dam (excluding hydropower operation); flows in litres per second on vertical axis, and fraction of time
flow is exceeded on horizontal axis.

2.3.4 Flood flows

The flood flows downstream of the Dam for the pre-development situation and post construction 
of the Dam are summarised in Table 2.1. The flow attenuation modelling assumes the reservoir 
level is at the FSL at the storm onset and flow over the spillways only (no flow via the low level 
outlet works).  If the water level is lower than the FSL then greater attenuation will occur and the 
post-development flood peak will be further reduced. 

The reduction in the mean annual flood event (return period of 2.33 years) will be 47% if the flood 
occurs when the reservoir level is at FSL (RL 469.5 m).  However, for water levels less than 
RL 467.25 m this annual flood event will be stored in the reservoir without any flow over the 
spillways.  The reservoir water level is below this level for approximately 62% of the time.  This is 
based on the mean annual flood event having a 48 hour flow volume of 8.2 million m3 
(T&T, August 2012c).   

Table 2.1: Pre and post-development flood peak flow estimates for the Dam

Return period Peak inflow (m3/s) Peak outflow  (m3/s) 

2.33 year 95 51 

20 year 216 145 

100 year 282 198 
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2.2 NATURE AND SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES 
 

The nature and scope of RWLP’s activities will be to: 

 Own and manage the constructed dam and reservoir together with the land on which they are built, 
the distribution pipelines, pumps and stations carrying water to farm gates and any other supply 
points and all other assets and liabilities necessary to operate the RWSS effectively and profitably; 

 Raise funds for working capital and development as required by selling bonds, mortgages, preference 
shares and other debt instruments; 

 Assist any subsidiary and associated companies to increase shareholder value and regional prosperity 
through growth and investment; 

 Apply best practice governance procedures within the RWLP and any subsidiaries and other 
investments it may have now or in the future; and, 

 Help achieve HBRC’s regional strategic economic development objectives by investing in assets that 
will benefit the Hawke’s Bay region as a whole.  

3. DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL 

3.1 RWSS 
RWSS will consist of an 83 metre high concrete dam on the Makaroro River in the Tukituki Catchment with a 
reservoir having a maximum static storage capacity of approximately 96 million m3, which would be used to 
irrigate up to 25,000 hectares delivered through a mixed and open canal and piped distribution system to 
farmers and other users in Central Hawke’s Bay. The dam and reservoir system will also include an 
approximately 6.5kw hydro-electric power station.  The RWSS stores approximately 7% of the total annual 
average water flowing through the Tukituki catchment as demonstrated in the chart below: 
 

 
As a result of a comprehensive recruitment and selection process, OHL/Hawkins joint venture was 
appointed the preferred design and construction consortium for the RWSS. OHL is a listed Spanish 
construction company with international operations and Hawkins Infrastructure Limited is New Zealand’s 
largest privately owned construction company. 
 
It is intended RWSS will eventually deliver approximately 104 million cubic metres of water each year to five 
zones located across SH2 between Waipukurau in the south and Te Aute in the north.  The following Figure 
1 shows the proposed location of the dam and reservoir for RWSS and production land use areas (Zones A to 
M) that are expected to be able to utilise irrigation water supplied by the Scheme.   
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forests greatly increased with the arrival of Europeans in Hawke’s Bay, many of whom chose to settle 
inland to raise sheep and cattle.  The trees were sometimes harvested as there was a considerable 
demand for timber in the construction of homes for the rapidly expanding population, and also to be 
used in the construction of the hundreds of kilometers of fencing needed to contain their cattle.  In many 
cases fires were set to more rapidly remove the forests, or to clear the land where the trees had been 
cut.  Runaway fires were common during this early period of settlement, with devastating 
consequences.  Particularly disastrous fires occurred in March 1888 in the dense bush at Norsewood

7
: 

 
. . . it was said that the whole countryside was in flames which, driven by a furious gale, 
spread with dreadful rapidity. . . "As the main body of the fire swept on and past 
Norsewood," wrote an eyewitness, "the higher bush, parallel with the road to Ormondville, 
presented the appearance of a vast furnace."  The terror caused by the flames and smoke 
were heightened by the roaring of the wind, which lifted huge tongues of fire skyward, and 
bore before it heavy masses of smoke, lit up by continuous showers of sparks, and flakes 
of burning scrub.  To add to the terror, as the fire swept along, and the daylight began to 
die, a fearful storm of lightening, accompanied by thunder, came rolling along overhead 
from the direction of the Ruahine mountains.   

 
Vast tracks of forest were lost during this period of settlement, and with this loss the land was less able 
to absorb the water of heavy rains, leading to increased discharges in the rivers and the flooding of the 
lower watersheds.  Deforestation together with the use of the land for grazing sheep and cattle would 
have resulted in increased rates of soil erosion, and on the steeper slopes the more frequent 
occurrences of landslides.  This would have added greater quantities of sediments to the rivers, mostly 
silt and sand, but also gravel and cobbles from the erosion of the rocks and landslides in the upper 
watersheds. 
 
One response of the settlers to these floods was the construction of levees throughout the Heretaunga 
Plain, to confine the water to the river channels where it would more rapidly flow into the bay, keeping 
the water out of the settlements and pasturelands.  These levees were constructed of gravel and sand 
extracted from the river channels, this practice also having the benefit of deepening those channels so 
they had an improved capacity to contain the river's discharges at times of floods.  It is also likely that 
sand and gravel was mined from the river channels, beginning during the earliest times of settlement, to 
be used in a great many ways such as the filling of marshes and ponds across the Plain to further 
improve the grazing lands, and perhaps even transported to the growing community of Napier to raise 
its land elevations and expand the area of developable land.  We can only guess at the volumes of 
gravel and sand mined from the rivers during this settlement period, as there was essentially no 
regulation of this activity and therefore no monitoring.  At any rate, it undoubtedly was viewed as a 
positive activity, as this sediment extraction from the rivers would have deepened their channels and 
reduced the flooding impacts.  Even today large volumes of gravel and sand are being extracted from 
the rivers, in part to reduce the hazards of floods. 
 
It is apparent from this history that some of our alterations to the environments of the Hawke’s Bay 
watersheds over the centuries have acted to increase the quantities of gravel and sand that reached 
the ocean beaches, while other alterations of the watersheds would have decreased those quantities.  
In balance it is probable that the quantities have decreased, especially in view of the fact that due to the 
diversions of the channels of the Tutaekuri and Ngaruroro Rivers during the 20th century, at present 
they do not even supply the beaches with gravel, and it will be more than a century before they do so.  
Of the rivers, only the Tukituki now supplies significant volumes of gravel and coarse sand to the 
beaches, estimated to average about 28,000 cubic metres per year, but with large variations from year 
to year depending on the occurrences of floods.  If all of the sediment extraction were halted in its 
watershed, this volume potentially could be increased to 75,000 cubic metres per year, but the resulting 
sediment accumulation in the channel would likely lead to increased problems with flooding.  Thus there 
are tradeoffs, with the extraction of the gravel and sand from the rivers continuing to be a positive 
management strategy to reduce flooding, but with this practice having negative consequences to the 
bay's beaches, being one factor in causing shoreline erosion and the inundation of low-lying backshore 
properties under the high tides and waves generated by storms. 
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4.2 DISADVANTAGES 

 
1. Environmental Impacts 
 

A very comprehensive mitigation programme has been developed to offset a range of adverse 
environmental effects that could result from implementation of RWSS unless otherwise addressed.  
These adverse effects relate to terrestrial ecological effects on the land flooded for the proposed 
reservoir and effects on the river environment associated with the establishment and structure of the 
scheme and its ongoing operation.  
 
Although the programme of six projects and implementation of an overall Irrigation Environment 
Management Plan (“IEMP”), which is binding on farmers and their operations, are expected to fully 
offset the projected impacts of RWSS and enable the implementation of Plan Change 6 with minimal 
adverse impact on the regional economy, it is possible the administration or effect of this programme 
may not deliver the full benefits of mitigation all the time. 
 
Nevertheless the comprehensive nature of the mitigation programme and the IEMP should ensure 
very little, if any, adverse environmental impact occurs as a result of RWSS. 

 
2. Social Costs 
 

RWSS could also result in social costs including: 

a. some loss in amenity values in the valley flooded to accommodate the reservoir; 

b. increased health and safety risks from intensified production from dairy and horticulture 

c. increased traffic risks from movement of heavy and other  vehicles on local roads; 

d. increased cost of maintaining local roads; 

e. possible values conflicts between existing members of the communities and new entrants 
attracted by jobs and opportunities; and 

f. short term demand for rental housing during the construction phase may put pressure on rents 
and availability of housing for other renters. 
 

3.  Restricted Access to HBRC’s Investment during its establishment phase 
 

HBRC will be unable to realise its investment in RWSS, should it wish to do so, until it is fully 
established and operating profitably. In effect HBRC’s investment will be “locked away” for at least 10 
years.  

5. WILL IT GO AHEAD? 

In addition to being satisfied with other information including legal reviews of RWSS documents, an 
independent peer review of the business case and advice on alternative investments the following 
Conditions Precedent (refer Glossary) need to be satisfied before the HBRC provides any funding to HBRIC 
Ltd: 
 
1. The EPA granting satisfactory resource consent conditions for RWSS infrastructure and operations, 

which in turn are accepted as being workable by all investors; 
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Name of Submitter:  Larry Dallimore 
 

Postal address:  P.O. Box 12 085,  Ahuriri,  Napier  4144 
Property address: 4 Charles Street,  Westshore,  Napier  4110 
 

Contact Details: Telephone:  06 835 5532    
 Mobile:  021 136 9932 
 Email address:  larryd@xtra.co.nz 
 

My submission relates to:  Ruataniwha Water Storage Scheme 
 

Proposal matters: Tukituki River Catchment - Coastal matters 
 

My position is: I oppose the proposal because the reduction to coastal 
sediment and impact on Napier City beaches has not 
been given due consideration. 

 
 
My comments on the proposal: 
 

The stability and recreational value of Napier City beaches are totally dependent on 
uninterrupted floodwater flows in the Tukituki River. Gravel transported from the 
Ruahine Ranges to the coast should not be impeded. Gravel enters the northerly 
coastal sediment drift at the river mouth and replenishes beaches from Clive to 
Tangoio. Other than the two beaches exposed to man-made erosion, all Napier 
beaches have existed in a constant natural state of accretion. 
 

The proposal to increase minimum water flows by 49% from 3500 to 5200 litres/sec 
will result in reduced maximum water flows. Dam controlled water flows will limit 
and reduce the traditional free movement of greywacke gravel on the riverbed 
during times of flood. The Tukituki River is the sole source of gravel for Napier 
beaches because the Ngaruroro and Tutaekuri rivers will not contribute to beach 
gravels for at least 100 years (Tonkin/Komar).  
 

The Tonkin & Taylor Sedimentation Assessment 2012, includes variations of annual 
gravel supply to the coast between zero and 159,000m3 (refer fig 3.5). The Komar 
Report determined gravel supply to the coast was 28,000m3/year(Edmondson) 
however the Tonkin Report suggested 3,000m3/year was closer. This quantity is 
credible because it has been 25 years since a major flood event (Bola 1988) when 
large amounts of gravel were progressively discharged into the beach system.  
 

Using "averages" to make engineering assumptions is mandatory but using current 
"minimums" to justify a minimal affect is unacceptable, especially when assessments 
fluctuate and the next "Bola" event cannot be predicted (refer section 3.6 and 4.5). 
Gravel supplying the coast will reduce by a mere 1,688m3 (HBRC) may be realistic in 
the short term while upstream gravel reserves lack flood flows. Programming such 
meagre beach nourishment to balance  a minimal reduction to coastal input will 
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simply maintain the huge growing deficit. Without a dam and without a major flood, 
no less than 100,000m3/year is required to balance gravel supplies to the coast. 
 

We cannot agree with the statement in the Key Issues Report, "coastal matters are 
incidental issues for the Dam Proposal". The estimate of sedimentation in the 
Reservoir at 260,000m3/year is stated as conservative and dam construction will 
require huge quantities of gravel for concrete (37,500m3), roading aggregate and 
other infrastructure. The massive quantity of sediment accumulating  in the reservoir 
and the large amount of gravel used to build the project is significant. Reduced water 
flows will reduce the movement of sediment as soon as the dam is in place. 
 

Using average figures supplied by the experts exposes an alarming coastal sediment 
deficit which accounts for serious man-made beach erosion controlled by HBRC. The 
current coastal input from the Tukituki River is 3,000m3 (Tonkin).  Less the Awatoto 
Shingle Plant extraction 47,800m3/yr (Komar), HBRC and NCC removed 17,500m3 
(HBRC) for annual Westshore nourishment, and 20,000m3 is dredged from the Port 
of Napier shipping channel (Port of Napier).  This mechanical removal totals 
85,300m3 which equates to a sediment deficit of -82,300m3. When sediment loss by 
abrasion at 30,400m3 (Komar) is included, the annual net deficit of gravel input to 
the coast beach exceeds 112,000m3.  
 

Cape Coast residents will welcome 1,700m3/year of beach nourishment on the 
Haumoana side of the river mouth because the 18,000m3/year (Komar) of uplifted 
conglomerate gravel eroding from the cliffs of Cape Kidnappers has been a myth for 
many years. However, the other 1700m3/yr (HBRC) to the north side will be 
insignificant unless the annual coastal input exceeds the current supply deficits. 

 

Only the Tukituki River sediment flows can keep HB beaches in a state of accretion or 
"net zero" erosion according to the Komar Report adopted by HBRC. 3,000m3/year 
coast input (T&T Report) plus 3,400m3/year nourishment (HBRC) is inadequate. 
Nourishment sourced south of Black Bridge close to the river mouth and in the same 
river system, is counter-productive. In terms of gravel supply to the coast, this figure 
is feeble and calling this exercise "beach nourishment" is simply "window dressing". 
 

Inadequate coastal management now requires a Cyclone Bola event every two years 
to maintain an equilibrium or balance to sediment budgets. This explains why 
erosion is out of control and why HBRC adopted the low cost and inappropriate 
'managed retreat’ solution for erosion at Te Awanga and Westshore. The HBRC and 
Port of Napier engineers will not accept man-made erosion, hence the accelerated 
destruction of the popular sandy beach and regional amenity at Westshore Beach. 
 

Napier beaches desperately need a cyclone generated storm event to flush the 
existing build up of sediment, at the upper reaches of Tukituki River, towards the 
coast. Any interruption to the passage of gravel will interfere with natural beach 
replenishment. Any consequential sediment starvation will be devastating for Napier 
beaches and the multi-million dollar investment on the Marine Parade.   
 

PC
Typewritten Text
page 27

PC
Typewritten Text

PC
Highlight

PC
Highlight



3 
 

 
In order to preserve the present form of Clive Beach, Awatoto Beach, and the Marine 
Parade Beach, the natural movement of Tukituki River gravels must be maintained. 
Any impediment causing erosion or interruption to sediment stability will expose 
18kms of Napier's coastline, seaside reserves, and the infrastructure and recreational 
facilities on the Marine Parade to erosion. Future generations will need to build 
extensive solid seawalls if the only supply of beach gravel is permanently reduced. 
 
Decisions sought for the Proposal: 
 

1. The HBRC should not reduce or limit Tukituki River floodwater flows which will 
alter sediment flows to the coast and cause or increase erosion at all beaches 
between Clive and Tangoio. 

2. The HBRC should find the extraction of gravel from the Marine Parade Beach is 
unsustainable and establish an alternative source to nourish Westshore Beach. 

3. The HBRC company (Port of Napier) should account for trapping 20,000m3 of 
sand in the deepened shipping channel which is starving Westshore Beach of 
traditional replenishment. 

 
Requirements to support the Proposal: 
 

1. The HBRC secures a report on how the reduced floodwater flows will affect the 
movement of river sediment and the impact on the coastal transport of sand 
and gravel as traditional replenishment for Napier City beaches. 

2. The HBRC accepts their Port Company has caused permanent erosion at 
Westshore Beach, constructs a seawall as the limited solution and removes the 
need to take unsustainable amounts of gravel from the Marine Parade Beach. 

3. The HBRC ensures Tukituki River sediment flows are unimpeded so the 
20,000m3 of sand continues to accumulate in the shipping channel at the HBRC 
owned Port of Napier. When the HBRC finally accepts the impact of Port 
development, the sand when dredged is returned to Westshore Beach.  

 
I wish to be heard in support of my submission. 
 

I wish to attend any pre-hearing meeting that may be convened. 
 

I will not have expert witnesses at the hearing but highlighted extracts from expert 
reports downloaded from the HBRC website will support the detail in my submission. 
 

I will consider presenting a joint case with others making a similar submission. 
 

 
L W Dallimore                                                                                          Date:  30th July 2013 
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8 October 2012  
  
Mr Mike Adye 
Group Manager Asset Management  
Hawke’s Bay Regional Council  
Napier 4142  
 
 
Dear Mike 
 
 
HBRC Long Term Plan – Request for Information  
 
Following advice from the Ombudsman, I am submitting a new request in response to 
Councils offer to “debate the reasons why beach nourishment is considered the best 
option for mitigation of erosion at Westshore Beach”. 
 
I have read every relevant report that appears on your list of available information but 
not being a registered engineer, I find conflicts of information or an inability to fully 
understand. The questions I have are simple basic questions readily answerable by you 
or your staff with a greater and sound understanding of the written reports. The Council 
has 26 years experience with beach nourishment and has ready access to all the 
information and the ability and facilities to interpret HBRC data and reviews of regular 
on-site inspections. 
 
Please provide answers to the attached questions for presentation to interested groups, 
including members of the Westshore Residents and Development Association. 
 
I sincerely hope your reply will resolve my genuine concerns for Westshore Beach and 
offer an assurance that some sort of recreational asset will be saved for future 
generations. 
 
 
Thank you 
Larry Dallimore 
 

 
 
 
 
Attachment – 15 questions as agreed 
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HBRC – “Beach nourishment is the best option to control erosion at Westshore”. 
  

 1. Is the Marine Parade upper beach material, used to renourish or replenish 
Westshore Beach, a suitable or compatible substitute for the fine/coarse sand lost 
by erosion? 

 2. If in any event, the Marine Parade resource was found to be unsustainable or 
unsuitable, where or what is the alternative source of nourishment for Westshore 
Beach? 

 3. Has nourishment with loose stones from an exposed Marine Parade beach in a 
constant state of accretion contributed to or increased erosion on a sheltered 
Westshore beach in a permanent state of erosion? 

 4. Why has rock protection between Whakarire Ave and Kiwi Beach not been 
maintained after erosion and restored to counter regular rock/rubble removal by 
the public? 

 5. Why is annual damage to a large section of beachhead where it is the only 
protection not being repaired or strengthened to ensure the backshore is 
protected from extreme or severe swells? 

 6. What position or distance will the south end beach be allowed to retreat into the 
backshore or swale before erosion is totally controlled or an alternative solution 
has to be considered? 

 7. Which profiles, south of Westshore Surf Club that includes survey data seaward of 
the embankment crest, show the 1986 erosion line is being maintained? 

 8. Can the increased volume of annual nourishment to slow down beach retreatment 
and limit beachhead damage be placed to widen the embankment seaward rather 
than raise the height to hinder the outlook for beachfront residents? 

 9. Is the principle purpose of backshore re-profiling to provide added protection or a 
backstop in event of loss or failure of the current shingle embankment? 

10. Does any gravel or sand from Marine Parade or the Haumoana littoral cell, 
transport along and around the Port breakwater and get trapped in the Port of 
Napier shipping channel? 

11. Is there any evidence that dumped dredge material has benefited eroded areas of 
beach south of Fenwick Street and the Westshore Surf Club? 

12. What is the estimated quantity of greywacke stone material that erodes from the 
cliffs of Cape Kidnappers and deposits on Hawkes Bay beaches each year? 

13. What path did shingle take to form the original Ahuriri Spit, Hardinge Road Beach 
and East Pier (Perfume Point) Beach, the original Meeanee Spit, Westshore Beach 
and Bayview Beach? 

14. Can satisfactory and reliable beach access be maintained with fixed steel handrails 
without steps while Marine Parade loose pebble material is used as nourishment? 

15. Why is Marine Parade nourishment mixed with silt or dirt which after high seas, 
forms a vertical seaward face on the embankment to make beach access difficult 
or impossible? 
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Sainsbury Logan & Williams    Ref:  Lara J Blomfield 
Solicitors      Fax: 06-835 6746 
Cnr Tennyson Street and Cathedral Lane  Phone: 06-835 3069 
PO Box 41 
Napier 

 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF INQUIRY 
 
 
 

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 
 

AND 
 

 

IN THE MATTER 
 

of the Tukituki Catchment Proposal  
 

 

 

 

 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF  
Timothy Simon Richmond FISHER  
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loads, the analysis shows that similar gravel transport will occur for the 

Waipawa and Tukituki Rivers, and I consider that gravel extraction will continue 

to be required to manage the flood capacity of the river. 

11.4 Incision of the river is predicted for the Makaroro River downstream of the Dam, 

which has the potentially to lower groundwater levels along this reach of the 

river, but not further downstream in the principal horticultural region of the 

catchment.  The Makaroro River is in a valley and/or gorge and the pastoral 

farming adjacent to the river is at a higher level than the river.  Therefore, I 

consider the incision of the river and lowering of the river water levels and 

adjacent groundwater levels to have little impact on the access of root zones to 

water.  I expect the impacts on surface water / groundwater interactions due to 

morphological changes to be negligible downstream of the Makaroro because 

the predicted changes to the river morphology are minor for these reaches.  

11.5 Effects on the coastal sediment have been approached by estimating the 

change in sediment transported to the coast from the Tukituki as a result of the 

RWSS and mitigating for this change by beach nourishment.  The pre-existing 

situation for the coastline is for severe erosion with an erosion rate of around 

1.6 m/year for the area to the north of the Tukituki River mouth.  My 

assessment has sought to determine the potential change to the existing 

situation, and to mitigate for that change, not to address the pre-existing 

situation.  The estimated reduction in gravel transport capacity to the coast is 

considered to be conservative39 and has been doubled for the mitigation plan, 

so the beach nourishment is likely to over compensate for the loss of sediment 

from the Tukituki River and partially offset the existing sediment deficit due to 

other causes and benefit the coast.   

11.6 Horticulture New Zealand (#384, page 4, 1.4) would like to see more frequent 

monitoring and consider that three year intervals may not be appropriate.  The 

three year frequency is what is used by HBRC for gravel management of all 

their rivers and works well.  I do not consider there is a need to change this.  

Consistency in the timing and frequency with the HBRC survey is important as it 

allows for the collective data set to be used to update sediment budgets in the 

future. 

                                                   
39 Sedimentation Assessment (T&T, 2013b) Appendix J NIWA letter 4 April 2013, page 2, 
paragraph and NIWA letter 15 March 2013, page 4, paragraph 1. 
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From: Gary Clode [mailto:Garyc@hbrc.govt.nz]  

Sent: Thursday, 23 January 2014 3:53 p.m. 
To: larryd@xtra.co.nz 

Subject: Ruataniwha Water Storage Scheme submission. 

 

Dear Larry 
I apologise that this has not been sent to you before now. I completed it on 29 
November 2013 and thought I had sent it at the time. I was surprised to read recently in 
your evidence to the Ruataniwha water storage hearing that you said you had received 
no comment from HBRC on your submission, so I went looking to see when I sent it. I am 
most embarrassed to find that it was still in my draft folder waiting to be sent. So, 
although it won’t help at all now, I still wish for you to receive it as I did promise it. It is 
enclosed below 
Kind Regards 
Gary 
 
As requested I have read your submission and offer the following comments. Please 
note that these comments are my own and do not in anyway represent any regulatory 
function of HBRC. They are based on my knowledge and experience including work that I 
carried out as part of the sediment transport analysis for the proposed dam. They are 
provided for your interest to help understand this difficult area of the effects of the 
proposed dam on the coast. 
 

1. The connection of the proposed dam with increased erosion at the Westshore 
beach is a ‘very long bow to draw’ especially given the mitigation that is 
proposed as part of the design and will be included in any consent if the proposal 
is accepted by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). There are a number of 
sentiments expressed in your submission that I would not agree with (at face 
value) however I will not make further comment on these and instead restrict my 
comments to the technical matters and the decisions sought. 
 

2. The statement “The proposal to increase minimum water flows by 49% from 3500 
to 5200 litres/sec will result in reduced maximum water flows.” I think there may 
be some confusion here. Minimum flows in this context are a regulatory device 
to control stream depleting irrigation during drought conditions when there is 
low flow in the river. There is no direct link with the operation of the dam. 
Although only a very small amount of total sediment is transported at low flow, 
restricting irrigation so that the minimum flow does not go below 5200 litres/sec 
is actually a very small benefit as far as sediment transport is concerned. In 
reality, field measurements of sediment transport during such conditions would 
yield small amounts of small sized particles. In my view the minimum flows are 
irrelevant to Westshore coastal processes. 
 

3. The statement “dam controlled water flows will limit and reduce the traditional 
free movement of greywacke gravel…during times of flood.”  needs to be put into 
context for the meaning to be clear. The catchment above the dam is 111 km2 
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compared to the whole Tukituki catchment at the coast of 2496 km2 (4.4%). This 
is something that appears to get overlooked in discussion around the effects of 
the dam. It is important to understand that there are two main effects from the 
dam on the supply of gravel to the downstream watercourses and ultimately the 
coast. 

a. The blocking effect of the dam. Sediment retention estimates have been 
carried out for the 100 year life of the dam for a worst case scenario. This 
is done to ensure sufficient capacity in the dam reservoir  and to 
determine the downstream effects. Currently there is an over supply of 
gravel to the upper reaches (and middle reaches) in the Waipawa River 
(Makaroro is a tributary of the Waipawa) and at times HBRC struggles to 
maintain adequate channel capacity in the flood protection scheme areas. 
It is therefore not too difficult to mitigate the effects of loss of sediment 
due to the blocking effect of the dam (4.4% of catchment) by adjusting 
gravel extraction amounts. There is a small benefit in less sediment being 
transported to the Waipawa as it means there is less to be removed 
through extraction. Commercial extraction of gravel in the Waipawa is not 
as attractive as other areas due to the longer transport and higher costs 
involved. 

b. The second effect is due to the changed flow regime. The purpose of the 
dam is to capture the large floods and this alters the flow regime and 
gravel transport to the coast. To determine how much the transport rate 
is affected a detailed sediment transport analysis was carried out at key 
locations. This involves field investigation to measure the range of 
sediment sizes (grading curves) and 40 years of flow data. The flow data is 
the hourly measurements of all historical flows in the period at the key 
locations. This includes Cyclone Bola and the larger 1992 floods. Modelling 
indicated that on average, 1688 m3/year would be lost to the coast as a 
result of the change in flow regime. To mitigate this beach nourishment is 
proposed to the amount of 3400 m3/year half on each side of the Tukituki 
River mouth. This amount is more than required, however it is not known 
for sure how much of the river sediments heads north up the beach and 
how much finds its way south to Haumoana. To avoid any argument, 
equal amounts each side of the mouth are proposed.  
 

4. On the matter of the sediment budget and the amount of supply to the coast 
from the Tukituki the amounts have varied over different studies with T&T 
models using 28,000m3/year, 13,000m3/year and lately 3,000m3/year. Note that 
the 3,000m3/year is only the amount of sediment deposited in the active 
transport zone and it excludes that deposited offshore. In other words the 
sediment transport rate in the river at the coast is higher than that estimated for 
the on-shore gravel balance.  This is a difficult area and different methods will 
arrive at different amounts. Regardless, modelling or calculation can 
demonstrate the effects with any of the assessments and still arrive at valid 
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conclusions. The actual quantum may become more certain once more data is 
available along with improved understanding of the processes. 
   

5. The submission includes discussion on the sediment balance for the coast. I 
consider that Komar covers this point in his 2005 report and again more recently 
in the report to be released early next year. In my view I don’t think it relevant to 
the dam discussion as the whole concept has been carefully designed to ensure 
that the effects on the coast from the dam are adequately mitigated. It is not the 
responsibility of the dam project to provide a solution for coastal erosion, it only 
has to ensure that the project does not exacerbate the situation. 
 

6. There are a number of other statements made in the submission that are 
arguable, but the essence of the issue has been explained above. Regarding the 
decisions sought, in my opinion point 1 has been allowed for (explained above), 
point 2 has nothing to do with the hearing and the EPA would have no 
jurisdiction to order this and likewise point 3. The points may be valid in another 
context or hearing but completely out of order here. The requirements to 
support the proposal are more or less re-stating the decisions sought. 

 
Larry, I hope this isn’t too devastating a reply, but these are the facts of the matter. You 
are of course free to pursue with the submission, I firmly believe however that in terms 
of the effects on the coast, mitigation is possible, it will be included in the consent 
conditions and importantly for you, Westshore beach will not be affected by the 
proposal. To reassure you, my team has a big interest in ensuring this proposal is right as 
we have to deal directly with all the issues facing the coast and we do not want to add to 
these. 
 
Regards 
Gary 
 
Mr Gary Clode 
Manager Engineering 
Hawke's Bay Regional Council 
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7 April 2014 
 

Manager Engineering 
HB Regional Council 
Napier 
 
 

Dear Gary 
 

RWSS Submission - Tukituki River Gravel to the Coast 
 

According to HBRC comments in the media, the Ruataniwha Dam project is a "done deal" 
and the EPA Inquiry process was simply ensuring compliance with Resource Consents. 
My writing a submission to the HBRC and presenting it to the Board of Inquiry was a waste 
of time. The Councils disregard for my submission, the absence of rebuttal evidence and 
receiving HBRC comment five weeks after the Hearing was disappointing. 
 

The HBRC consultant assessed sediment movement from just 29 years of data (see Evidence 
5.5 attached) and any effects beyond the Tukituki River mouth were not assessed. The HBRC 
brief for Engineering Evidence was to "not address the pre-existing situation [coastal 
erosion]" (see attached 11.5). This fully explains why my submission was not addressed. 
 

Your summary, "it won't help at all now" was certainly the case however I would appreciate 
clarification of your "cannot agree with" list of points, emailed on 23 January (see attached).  
 

1. Refer to 1 - My submission is confined to the effects the Dam will have on the coastal 
environment. We agree, the dam will reduce the amount of sand and gravel entering 
the coast and the dam will reduce flood flows which transport the sand and gravel to 
the coast. Connecting the dam with Westshore erosion was not the substance of my 
submission however it is not or will not be a "very long bow to draw" in the future. The 
dam will contribute to starvation of beach replenishment which will cause erosion on all 
Napier beaches, not only Westshore. 

 

2. Refer to 2 - You wrote "I think there is some confusion" over how the dam controls 
water flows to increase minimum flows (during drought) and reduce maximum flows 
(during floods).  When the bulk of gravel movement is dependent on the pressure of 
flood flows, your statement "there is no direct link with the operation of the dam" is 
inconsistent with HBRC documents. Refer to T&T Sedimentation Assessment, cl 7.3.1 
"The Reservoir will moderate flood peaks which reduces the gravel transport capacity". 

 

3. Refer to 2 - Any reduction to maximum (flood) flows will have a major impact on gravel 
reaching the coast. In terms of beach replenishment, I agree with your view "the 
minimum flows are irrelevant to Westshore coastal processes" because most engineers 
agree, the processes at this beach are not natural erosion. However, maximum flows 
are relevant for the entire coast and the suggestion that my concerns are confined to 
Westshore is misleading and inaccurate. 

 

4. Refer to 3 - You quote "the catchment of dam is 111 km2 or 4.4% of the whole Tukituki 
catchment at 2,496 km2" and these figures "get overlooked for effects of the dam". If 
rainfall in the Ranges was similar to rainfall near the coast then these figures would be 
relevant to water flows but not to gravel supplies. I cannot reconcile the relevance. 

 

5. Refer to 3 - You point out "it is important to understand how the dam effects the supply 
of gravel to downstream watercourses and the coast". T&T Sedimentation Assessment 
(page 27 attached) determined the total erodible catchment area of 6.25 km2 included 
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2.61 km2 for the dam. I cannot reconcile your "overlooked" 4.4% total water catchment 
area with the more relevant 42% total erodible catchment area (see table attached) and 
14.5% water flow volumes (see HBRC pie chart attached). There is a 90% difference 
between water catchment and gravel catchment for the same source and supply of 
sediment for the coast. 

 

6. Refer to 3 (a) - You explain "It is not difficult to mitigate the effects of loss of sediment 
due to the blocking effect of the dam (4.4% of catchment) by adjusting gravel extraction 
rates". Extraction at the lower reaches lowers the river gradient and increases gravel 
storage capacity. Regardless of river management or flood control, this process must 
have a limiting effect on the amount of gravel transported to the coast during flood 
events. 

 

7. Refer to 3 (b) - "The purpose of the dam is to capture the large floods and this alters the 
flow regime and gravel to the coast". Besides the impediment to gravel flows from 42% 
of the erodible catchment, the capture of flood flows and alteration to the gravel flows 
to the coast is a major concern for the ongoing health of beaches from Clive to Tangoio. 
Less gravel for the coast means less beach replenishment which means permanent 
uncontrolled erosion which means eventual loss of the barrier ridge which protects 
Napier. 

 

8. Refer to 3 (b) - "Modelling (40 years of data) indicated that on average 1,688 m3/year 
would be lost to the coast as a result of the change in flow regime due to the dam". 
Referring to Sedimentation Assessment clause 3.6 - average gravel to the coast 1990 to 
1993 was 159,000 m3/year means the dam would reduce input to the coast by just 1%. 
During the next 6 years to 2000, the average input to the coast was 566 m3/year means 
a reduction of 298%. Using a mere 40 year window of data to extrapolate reliable gravel 
input amounts to the coast, where three gravel spits have formed and remained in a 
state of accretion until recent years, is a "very long bow to draw" (using your phrase).  

 

9. Refer to 3 (b) - "Beach nourishment at 1,700 m3/year is proposed for each side of the 
Tukituki River mouth". I am sure we agree NE swells account for near zero erosion to 
the south and the dominant SE swells account for most erosion to the north, due to the 
northerly coastal sediment drift. The amount to be deposited to the south may 
contribute to minimal gravel input from Cape Kidnappers and appease some 
stakeholders who believe gravel from the Tukituki River benefits Te Awanga and 
Haumoana. This 'robbing Peter to pay Paul' exercise would have merit if gravel was 
sourced from another river system or extracted upstream of the dam. Trucking such a 
meagre amount of gravel to the river mouth is simply interfering with a natural process 
or it is a fruitless exercise to satisfy local residents south of the problematic groyne. 

 

10. Refer to 4 - Listing amounts of gravel supplied to coast with variances between 3,000 
m3/year to 28,000 m3/year. You state "this is a difficult area and different methods will 
arrive at different amounts". Also "any assessment arrives at valid conclusions" and 
these "may become more certain once more data is available along with improved 
understanding of the processes". This is a frightening revelation before the dam is built 
and to fast track construction with so much uncertainly for the 'lifeblood' gravel to 
maintain Napier's beaches, seems to be somewhat reckless. 

 

11. Refer to 5 - "the whole concept has been carefully designed to ensure that the effects on 
the coast from the dam are adequately mitigated". We must agree erosion within the 
Haumoana Littoral Cell is due to inadequate beach replenishment and currently all 
beaches north of Clive are totally dependent on sand and gravel being transported via 
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the Tukituki River. The fact remains, any interference to the movement of gravel to the 
coast will exacerbate any current or pre-existing erosion. 
  

12. Refer to 5 - "It is not the responsibility of the dam project to provide a solution for 
coastal erosion" is staggering. The dam will contribute to the reduction of gravel flows 
between the source and the beaches that are totally dependent on continuing supplies. 

 

13. Refer to 6 - "A number of statements in the Submission are arguable" but not 
addressing them is disappointing. Also, point one of my submission "has been allowed 
for and explained", point two "has nothing to do with the hearing" and "likewise point 
three -  is completely out of order" is condescending and suggests my submission, 
focused on downstream effects of the dam, is a load of nonsense to HBRC engineers. 

 

I appreciate your concern that your reply was "not too devastating" however as you are 
aware, prior dealings with the HBRC have been far more frustrating. On this occasion, I 
cannot agree with your final comment "these are the facts of the matter". However, we can 
monitor your concluding assurance "mitigation of the effects on the coast is possible" and 
your guarantee "beaches from Clive to Tangoio will not be affected by the Dam proposal". 
 

Since an agreement with the HBRC CEO and Chair back in March 2012 and a directive from 
the Ombudsman, the HBRC still will not explain "why nourishment with pebbles is the best 
long term solution for Westshore Beach". The Council has had total control of the solution 
since 1987 and not only is the remedy a dismal failure, the once popular beach has suffered 
irreparable damage. NZ Coastal Policy Statement Item 27 1(c) deserves some consideration. 
 

Your letter closes with "importantly for you, Westshore Beach will not be affected by the 
[dam] proposal". Any project or structure that impedes the natural flow of sand or gravel 
which has traditionally replenished HB beaches, will effect Westshore Beach. Even if the 
dam reduces the 20,000m3 of sand that accumulates in the Port shipping channel which 
would otherwise replenish Westshore. One day, this sand will be recovered for the beach.  
 

The dam will be a permanent impediment to the free movement of material which has kept 
Napier's beaches in a natural state of accretion for thousands of years, prior to river gravel 
extraction and coastline structures. The dam will make a significant contribution to 
increasing erosion and force a vast number of Napier residents to choose between a hard 
engineering solution or evacuate with huge capital losses. Maybe one day, the current HBRC 
will be held accountable for the $90 million cost to build two seawalls to protect Napier's 
entire coastline. 
 

I expect the HBRC will refer to another expensive report to address my comments.  Item 8 of 
HBRC Coastal Strategy - March 2014, page 200 includes a statement by Paul Komar "the rise 
in sea levels could act to flood the channel and estuary of the Tukituki River, diminishing and 
possibly cutting off entirely its supply of gravel to the coast". Discounting the ingenuity of 
future engineers and resilience of most Kiwis, the HBRC is likely to declare "Dam or no dam 
- the sole source of gravel supply to the coast is going to get cut off anyway".  
 

My concerns for the coastal environment will soon be put aside because dealing with the 
HBRC had become exhausting and fruitless. In the meantime, I look forward to your 
informed comment. 
 

Kind regards 
Larry Dallimore 
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From: Gary Clode [mailto:Garyc@hbrc.govt.nz]  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 April 2014 8:50 a.m. 
To: LWD 
Subject: RWSS Submission - Tukituki river Gravel to The Coast. 
 
 

Dear Larry 
 
I have read your letter dated 7 April 2014 that was included with your email. 
 
My review of your submission was carried out in good faith to assist you. The review was 
not simply my opinion but factual information based on knowledge, understanding and 
investigation. 
 
It is disappointing that you have chosen to selectively argue particular points out of context, 
ignore what was carefully written to assist you and use your opinion to justify your position. 
 
The points made in my review are correct. Your opinions as you have outlined them are just 
that, opinions and they do not substitute for facts. 
  
There is little to be gained in my responding to the points you have made. We simply 
disagree. 
 
Mr Gary Clode 
Manager Engineering 
Hawke's Bay Regional Council 
 
DDI 06 8338029 
CELL 0272 333 492 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: LWD [mailto:larryd@xtra.co.nz]  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 April 2014 8:58 a.m. 
To: 'Gary Clode' 
Subject: RWSS Submission - Tukituki river Gravel to The Coast. 
 
 

Hi Gary 
 
Thanks for taking time to read and understand the points I have made to your response. 
Is there anybody at the HBRC who will answer questions on unresolved RWSS issues? 
 
Regards and thanks again. 
Larry  
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Garyc@hbrc.govt.nz
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From: Gary Clode [mailto:Garyc@hbrc.govt.nz]  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 April 2014 9:13 a.m. 
To: LWD 
Subject: RE: RWSS Submission - Tukituki river Gravel to The Coast. 

 
Hi again Larry 
 
Must be the wet weather keeping you at the computer. 
 
I’ll forward your request on to Graeme Hansen who is managing the RWSS process.  
 
Note though that it was myself and my team that carried out the investigation on the effects 
of the changed flow regime on sediment supply. I doubt if there is anyone else in HBRC with 
the expertise in this matter. It is fairly specialised work. 
 
Regards 
Gary 
 
 
From: Gary Clode  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 April 2014 9:15 a.m. 
To: Graeme Hansen 
Subject: FW: RWSS Submission - Tukituki river Gravel to The Coast. 
 

Ganz 
 
Larry has a lot of questions about the RWSS and would like to discuss them with somebody. 
Can you get back to him please. 
 
G 
 
 
From: Graeme Hansen [mailto:Ganz@hbrc.govt.nz]  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 April 2014 9:58 a.m. 
To: 'larryd@xtra.co.nz' 
Subject: FW: RWSS Submission - Tukituki river Gravel to The Coast. 
 

Hi Larry,  
 
Gary has asked me to give you my contact details re RWS, as indicated below. 
 
Regards Graeme 
 
Graeme Hansen 
Group Manager - Water Initiatives  
Hawke's Bay Regional Council  
159 Dalton Street | Private Bag 6006 | Taradale | Napier 4142 
P 06 835 9204 | M 0274 555 213 | F 06 835 3601 
ganz@hbrc.govt.nz | www.hbrc.govt.nz 

  

ganz@hbrc.govt.nz
http://www.hbrc.govt.nz/
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beach. Komar also highlights the impact of sediment extraction to the south of the 
Awatoto site. 

26.    The strategy will need to consider each of these issues and how they relate to one 
another, as well as consider other potential issues that may arise along the whole of the 
coast in question.   

Governance Structure 

27.    As this project will involve Napier City, Hastings District and Hawke’s Bay Regional 
councils, and run over several years, it is proposed that a governance structure for the 
project follows the model used for the Heretaunga Plains Urban Development Study 
(HPUDS). 

28.    HPUDS was overseen by a governance group established as a Joint Committee with 
two elected members from each of Hastings District Council, Napier City Council and 
Hawke’s Bay Regional Council and included two Iwi representatives. 

29.    Staff have held initial discussions with representatives from Mana Ahuriri  Inc, He Toa 
Takitini, and Maungaharuru Tangitū Trust regarding this issue.  He Toa Takitini area of 
interest includes the coast south of the Ngaruroro River mouth.  Mana Ahuriri Inc area of 
interest is north of the Ngaruroro River mouth to the mouth of the Pakuratahi and Te 
Ngarue Streams, and Maungharuru Tangitū Trust area of interest is the northern area of 
the coast covered by this strategy.  All parties are interested in being involved.  
Accordingly it is proposed that further discussions be held with each organisation 
seeking their agreement to participate in the strategy development, and to nominate a 
representative from each organisation to sit on the Joint Committee to oversee the 
project. 

30.    The Joint Committee will be supported by a technical advisory group (TAG) of senior 
technical advisors (staff and consultants) throughout the process.  The Joint Committee 
would be administered by HBRC staff. 

31.    It is proposed that the governance group develop and agree terms of reference for 
themselves and the TAG group. 

32.    Briefing papers similar to this will be considered by Napier City Council and Hastings 
District Council during April/May 2014. 

Stakeholder and interest group involvement 

33.    Stakeholders and interest groups must be engaged in the strategy development 
process.  It is recommended that regular meetings be held with stakeholders and 
interest groups.  Stakeholders will include: 

Port of Napier Ltd 

Department of Conservation 

Iwi groups and hapu with an interest in the coast  

Winstone Aggregates 

The Haumoana WoW Group 

Clifton and Te Awanga motor Camps 

The Westshore Residents and Development association. 

Residents of East Clive 

NZTA 

34.    It is proposed that the stakeholder engagement process is considered and agreed 
through the governance group. 

The region and accelerating damage cannot wait for Councils to take several years. 

What about: 
Coastal residents, recreational users and 
the wider community  
as recommended by Tonkin & Taylor. 
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The last severe swell was 30 years ago - when will HB beaches run out of luck? 
 

Erosion damage and backshore inundation is influenced by the direction of storms, 
magnitude of swells, timing with spring tides and the seconds between wave peaks. 
 

Remnants of Cyclone Bune in March 2011 and Cyclone Daphne in April 2012 headed for the 
east coast but both took a sudden path further east and tracked about 400 kms offshore. In 
March 2014, US Navy models predicted the tropical low from Cyclone Lusi would track close 
to NZ's east coast and inflict huge swells and storm surges on the HB coastline. 
 

The models predicted 4m swells and 7m waves would batter the Marine Parade. It was sheer 
good fortune when this weather system defied the world's most reliable forecasters and 
suddenly tracked down the west coast of NZ. When severe weather warnings were 
downgraded two days before the event, the Met Service was criticised for over reacting.  
 

NE swells at Westshore were downgraded from 2.2m to 1.3m and waves were downgraded 
from 3m to 2.1m. Even during neap tides, the high seas still overtopped the raised shingle 
seawall at the south end of Westshore and waves reached the carpark at Pacific Beach.  
 

 

 
The HBRC have formed a Joint Committee to formulate a Coastal Strategy. HBRC has 
controlled extraction of gravel in the rivers, from the beach at Awatoto, from the beach on 
the Marine Parade and as owner, by dredging at the Port and dumping the sand at sea. 
 

The Coastal Strategy is expected to run over several years which in reality means 5 to 10 
years. Beaches are now weaker and each year they are exposed to severe tropical and 
southern storms that more often than not, track as forecast. Unfortunately, these events will 
not wait for the HBRC to decide on a strategy and it's too early to blame climate change. 
 

Options to save land are now limited to the most affordable well proven solution, similar to 
Hardinge Road, so why is the HBRC playing "Russian Roulette" with our environment.  
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