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CLIFTON TO TANGOIO COASTAL HAZARDS STRATEGY JOINT COMMITTEE
Tuesday 28 February 2017

Subject: CONFIRM THE REMUNERATION OF PANEL MEMBERS

Reason for Report

1. The approved Terms of Reference for the Assessment Cell Evaluation Panels provide
for an honorarium to be paid to full voting members of the panels, where they are not
employees attending on behalf of their employer.

2. The relevant section of the Terms of Reference is reproduced below:

2.1. 6.1(c) - Unless a Panel member is otherwise remunerated for their attendance at
panel meetings (i.e. because they are attending as an employee of the
organisation they are there to represent), or opts out, all full voting members shall
receive an honorarium per meeting attended. The value of the honorarium (and
any subsequent adjustments as may be required) shall be determined by the Joint
Committee. No additional reimbursement shall be given for mileage or travel to
attend workshops.

3. This report seeks approval from the Joint Committee for an honorarium to the value of
$120 to be issued to panel members in accordance with the provisions of the approved
Terms of Reference.

Financial and Resource Implications

4. The Technical Advisory Group have factored this honorarium in to the overall project
budget. An allocation for $120 per full voting member with an assumed 100%
attendance rate is provided for.

Recommendations
That the Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy Joint Committee:
1. Receives and notes the Confirm the Remuneration of Panel Members report.

2. Approves an honorarium to the value of $120 per meeting attended to be issued to full
voting members, in accordance with and subject to the provisions of the approved
Terms of Reference for the Assessment Cell Evaluation Panels.

Authored by:

Simon Bendall
PROJECT MANAGER
Approved by:

Mike Adye
GROUP MANAGER ASSET
MANAGEMENT

Attachment/s

There are no attachments for this report.
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CLIFTON TO TANGOIO COASTAL HAZARDS STRATEGY JOINT COMMITTEE
Tuesday 28 February 2017

Subject: STAGE TWO: DECISION MAKING FRAMEWORK

Reason for Report

1. This report presents a final Stage 2 Decision Making Framework prepared by Stephen
Daysh from Mitchell Daysh.

Discussion

2. Attachment 1 has been prepared as part of Stage Two work, as a proposed process to
turn what we now know about coastal hazards risks (as confirmed in Stage 1) into
actionable responses.

3. The report has been held in draft since the August 2016 Joint Committee meeting and
has undergone some refinements over that time, principally to incorporate:

3.1. Feedback from the Joint Committee;
3.2. Input from the Living at the Edge research team; and

3.3.  Vulnerability Assessment, Adaptive Pathways Planning and Real Options Analysis
met hodol ogies, to align with Mi nidanteroy
coastal hazards and climate change responses.

4. It is noted that the delayed MfE national guidance document has not, at the time of
writing this report, been made publicly available. However, the Technical Advisory
Group (ATAGO) hagwitlekeycentributons to thke guidance (from Living at
the Edge) and MfE to ensure that the proposed decision-making framework has a high
degree of consistency.

5. On that basis, TAG consider that the Stage 2 Decision Making Framework report should
now be finalised.

Recommendations
That the Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy Joint Committee:
1. Receives and notes the Stage Two: Decision Making Framework report.

2. Adopts the Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framework as final.

Authored by:

Simon Bendall
PROJECT MANAGER
Approved by:

Mike Adye
GROUP MANAGER ASSET
MANAGEMENT

Attachment/s

1 Stage 2 Report - Decision Making Framework
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Stage 2 Report - Decision Making Framework Attachment 1

REPORT INFORMATION

Report Status Final

Our Reference 3033N

Author Stephen Daysh
Review By Simon Bendall

© Mitchell Daysh Limited (2017).

This document and its contents are the property of Mitchell Daysh Limited.
Any unauthorised employment or reproduction, in full or in part, is forbidden.

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120
Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framewaork 1
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= 1. INTRODUCTION
Hawke's Bay Regional Council (HBRC) Hastings District Council (HCC) and Napier City
Council (NCC) alongside three iwi Groups (He Toa Takatini, Mana Ahuriri Incorporated and
Maungaharuru Tangitu Trust Incorporated) have formed a Joint Committee responsible for
the development of the Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazard Strategy 2120. The strategy
development is being supported a Technical Advisory Group, specialist consultants and by
the Resilience National Science Challenge- The Living Edge expert team.
The Strategy is being developed in four stages:
Stage One:  Define the Problem
Stage Two:  Framework for Decisions

= Stage Three: Develop Responses

9]

3 Stage Four: Respond

o1 Stage One work undertaken by Tonkin and Taylor has been completed. It includes an

assessment of coastal erosion, storm surge inundation and tsunami risks under a range of
difference climate change scenarios for each distinct part of the Clifton to Tangoio
coastline,

Stage Two is in two parts; the first is the development of a decision-making framework
which is the subject of this report.

A decision-making framework is required to turn what was learned about hazards risks in
Stage One into a management strategy for each part of the coast. This strategy will likely
involve one or more (over time) of the fallowing adaptation approaches:

?  Status quo — e.g. do nothing / monitor / private owner's responsibility;

?  Hold the line — defend / manage natural processes with protection works (potentially
through the use of both hard structures and soft engineering responses such as
beach re-nourishment, wetland buffers or created wetlands); and

? Managed retreat - a staged retreat in the face of an increasing or changing coastal
hazard risk, such as withdrawing, relocation, or abandonment.

For decisions to be made between these options pathways, a structured decision-making
framework is required. This includes the identification of a suitable process for economic
assessment of social impacts arising from the risk management strategies and a way of
valuing the pathways options over long time frames of at least 100 years (in this case to
2120).

The second part of Stage Two is the development of funding guidelines to determine how
the costs of protection work, relocation or other strategies might be funded and allocated
between beneficiaries. The guidelines will include the identification and evaluation of
alternative forms of funding taking into account the long-term nature of the Strategy. This
is the subject of a companion report prepared by Maven Consulting.

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120 L
Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framework |
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Stage 2 Report - Decision Making Framework Attachment 1

Stage Three will involve the application of the decision-making framework through two
“Cell Assessment Working Panels” whose members will have the task of evaluating and
selecting practicable adaptation options and future pathways that respond to the identified
coastal hazards risks in the various identified cells, using the decision-making framework
outlined in this Report.

Finally, Stage Four will implement the selected adaptation option(s) pathways in a
coordinated and planned manner that will provide the best overall outcome for the
Hawke's Bay community now and in the future as the risk profiles change.

11 DEVELOPMENT OF THIS REPORT

This report was prepared initially by Mitchell Daysh Limited and Maven Consulting for the
Joint Committee in 2016 and has subsequently been further developed in collaboration
with members from Living at the Edge.

“Living at the Edge” is a component of the Resilience to Nature’s Challenges National
Science Challenge and includes members from New Zealand Universities and Crown
Research institutes with experience in climate change and adaptation and who are
available to provide ongoing advice on the development of the strategy as part of their on-
going research programme.

1.2 NATIONAL GUIDANCE PENDING AND TO BE APPLIED

The Ministry for the Environment is currently producing a revised National Guidance
Document on Coastal Hazards and Climate Change (due for release at the end of
February). The guidance is being structured around an iterative 10-step decision
framework. It is made up of elements to secure and implement a long-term strategic
planning and decision-making framework for coastal areas potentially, or already, affected
by coastal hazards and climate-change effects, such as sea-level rise. The 10-step decision
cycle below is structured around five key questions:

A. What is happening?
Step 1: Preparation and context
Step 2: Hazard and sea-level rise assessments
B. What matters most?
Step 3: Values and objectives
Step 4: Vulnerability and risk assessments
C. What can we do about it?
Step 5: Identify options and pathways
Step 6: Option evaluation
D. How can we implement the strategy?

Step 7: Adaptive planning strategy (with triggers)

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120 L
Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framework 2 =
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E. How is it working?
Step 9: Monitoring
Step 10: Review and adjust
On a similar timeline as the revised MfE coastal guidance, the Department of Conservation
is also releasing implementation guidance for the hazards policies (24-27) and Objective 5
of the NZ Coastal Policy Statement 2010.
This document will cover more detailed information and guidance on implementing the
specific policies and alignment with Objective 5 — particularly around not increasing
coastal-hazard risk and discouraging hard engineering responses due to their
_ unsustainability when addressing sea level rise for decisions that have a long life time (e.g.
8 public and private assets at the coast).
3 The Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy Decision Framework was first developed
ol and ratified by the Joint Committee through 2016 and is well advanced. However, through

the input from Living at The Edge and discussions with MfE staff, the intention is to make
the approach as consistent with the MfE Coastal Guidance process and the NZCPS as
possible.

To assist with Steps 3 (Values and Objectives) and 4 (Vulnerability and Risk), Maven
Consulting is undertaking a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) in four of the most vulnerable
coastal units (Westshore, Clive / East Clive, Haumoana/Te Awanga and Clifton). Living at
the Edge has provided input on these aspects and Mitchell Daysh will augment this work
with further vulnerabhility assessment information about changing population and the
degrees of vulnerability in the local communities.

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120 L
Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framework 3 9
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2. DECISION MAKING FRAMEWORK METHODOLOGY

A range of well-established techniques are proposed for use in a Community-led decision
making process that has been agreed by the Joint Committee. These include Multi-
Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA), Dynamic Adaptive Pathways Planning (DAPP), Benefit
Cost Assessment (BCA) and Real Options Analysis (ROV), as discussed below.

21 MULTI-CRITERIA DECISION ANALYSIS (MCDA)

There is a considerable amount of international literature and experience associated with
the use of multi-criteria decision analysis (“MCDA”) as a tool for assisting with decision
making. For example, the UK Government developed a manual entitled “Multi-criteria
analysis: g manual, Department of Communities and Local Government, 2009" (the UK
Manual”) which is key UK central government guidance on the application of multi-criteria
analysis techniques. A well-known MCDA technigue in New Zealand is the “Area,
Corridor, Route, Easement or ACRE" process applied by Transpower in selecting new
electricity transmission alignments.

Environmental Management Services Limited (now Mitchell Daysh) has successfully
applied MCDA as an option development / assessment tool for a wide range of projects in
New Zealand, including in recent years the Te Ohaaki Marae Relocation Study, a Nuhaka
to Opoutama Coastal Road Options assessment for Wairoa District Council, and in
assisting Hastings District Council define the Whakatu Arterial Route.

The UK Manual summarises the MCDA approach as follows:

“MCDA is both an approach and o set of techniques, with the goal of providing an
overall ordering of options, from the mast preferred to the least preferred option.
The options may differ in the extent to which they achieve several objectives, and
no one option will be obviously best in achieving all objectives. In addition, some
conflict or trade-off is usually evident amongst the objectives; options that are more
beneficial are also usually more costly.

MCDA is a way at looking at complex problems that are characterised by any
mixture of monetary and non-monetary objectives, of breaking the problem into
more manageable pieces to allow data and judgements to be brought fo bear on
the pieces, and then of reassembling the pieces to present a coherent overall
picture to decision makers. The purpose is to serve as an aid fo thinking and
decision making, but not to take the decision.”

In the context of Coastal Hazards, an MCDA approach was applied in 2012 as a Pilot
Project for the Coastal Hazard Strategy for Townsville City Council in North Queensland,
Australia. The Townsville Pilot Study was a collaborative exercise involving the Australian
Government Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, the Queensland
Government, Griffith University, City of Townsville and the Local Government Association
of Queensland, with GHD as consultants. This study provides a useful example relevant to
developing a coastal hazard strategy for the Clifton to Tangoio coastline in Hawke's Bay.

' This is a UK government document which focuses on an approach to suppert public expenditure for public
works projects,

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120 L
Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framework 4 =
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Attachment 1 Stage 2 Report - Decision Making Framework

The Townsville study report? includes a useful table which summaries the generic MCDA
process as Table 1below:

Table 1: MCDA Process

Process Description

Decision Criteria Develop a set of social, environmental and
economic criteria to score potential adaptation
options

Scoring Assess the expected performance of each
option against the criteria, Then assess the
values associated with the consequences of
each option for each criterion.

Weighting Assign weights for each of the criterion to
reflect their relative importance to the decision.

Weighted Scoring Combine the weights and scores for each
option to derive an overall value

Sensitivity Analysis Conduct as sensitivity analysis: do other

preferences or weights affect the overall
ordering of the options?

One of the key points the UK Manual makes is the analysis can be framed in different
ways, some more directly supporting the eventual decision, and some less so. The MCDA
might be structured to:

Show the decision maker the best way forward
Identify the areas of greater and lesser opportunity

Prioritise the options

WOW NV W

Clarify the differences between the options
Help the key players to understand the situation better
Indicate the best allocation of resources to achieve the goals

Facilitate the generation of new and better options

W W W

Improve communication between parts of the organisation that are isolated (e.q.
finance, engineering, environmental); or

?»  Any combination of the above.

2.2 DYNAMIC ADAPTIVE PATHWAYS PLANNING (DAPP)

Itis understood that a dynamic adaptive pathways planning approach (DAPP) will be
recommended in the MfE Guidance Document.

?  Coastal Hazard Strategy for Townsville City Council: Economic Analysis, GHD Report 41/24609/03, October
2012

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120
Stage Two Report: Decision Making Framework 5
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One example of adaptive pathways planning developed in the Netherlands is called
Dynamic Adaptive Policy Pathways planning.

Dynamic Adaptive Policy Pathways (DAPP) planning (Haasnoot et al., 2012) has particular
utility for making decisions in the coastal context where there are dynamic characteristics
leading to ever-changing risk profiles, and there is uncertainty around rates and magnitude
of changes, especially over the long term.

DAPP focuses on making transparent, the path dependency between actions and whether
they will result in lock-in of existing risk or create future exposure to hazard risk, while
keeping multiple pathway options open for the future. This helps to reduce the risk of
irreversible decisions (Kwakkel et al., 2016).

Importantly, DAPP does not prescribe a single solution that is embedded up-front. Future
options are left for future decisions, provided that they lead to the achievement of the
stated objective. This means there is some certainty for the community about what the
future possible pathways entails. (Kwakkel et al., 2016).

DAPP has been successfully applied in New Zealand as part of a 2015 study of long term
options for managing flood risks in the Hutt Valley. Figure 1 below sets out a pathways
map for a range of options over time developed for that Study (Greater Wellington
Regional Council, 2015 ).

Option 1 O H

Option 4

Existing situation
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Low Emissions (2deg)

Median 2015 2050 =2115

o Transfer station tonew  policy action
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Figure 1: Pathways Map developed in Hutt Valley Flooding Risk Study
Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120 L
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23

BENEFIT COST ASSESSMENT (BCA)

Given the timeframes involved with the strategy (which is looking ahead to 2120) and the
nature of the uncertainty with climate change and sea level rise projections (it is known
that sea level is rising but not known what the rate and magnitude of the rise will be
beyond the next 30 years), an important element of the Decision Making Framework will
be to assess the economic viability and timing for undertaking the coastal adaptation
strategies recommended in the MCDA process for each of the sixteen Clifton to Tangoio
coastal units. Judy Lawrence (one of the Living at the Edge advisors) explains this as
follows:

“For near-term decisions {e.g. with lifetimes up to 2040-2060) because the
uncertainty range is smaller (sea-level rise range of 0.2-0.4 m), sea level
consideration should not delay initial decision-making processes.

However, such near-term decisions should build in sufficient flexibility to enable
changes of pathways or measures that can accommodate high end sea level over
longer timeframes, and including the impact of more frequent extreme storm events
and severe erosion in the shorter term,

Conversely, the flexibility of adaptive management approaches can also cover the
situation where the rate of sea-level rise is somewhat slower than anticipated for the
planning period. In this case, planned response options can be delayed (but the
decision-point threshold remains in place providing ongoing certainty for
stakeholders).

Considering a range of risk exposures is more likely to capture risks from a range of
plausible futures. Understanding the consequences of acting and not acting is an
essential part of evidence-based decision making required of local government
decision makers. This acknowledges that making decisions under uncertain
conditions will always involve subjective evaluations of the available knowledge
base. Widening the range of possible future conditions is more likely to result in
more robust decision making around planned olternate or staged response options
and provide leeway for adjustments over time, depending on how the future
evolves.”

As is discussed in our associated Stage 2 funding model report? , this process is also a key

component in determining a contributory funding approach for capital works required at
an identified future time.

The BCA process such as it might be applied in the Clifton to Tangoio study is
diagrammatically presented in the companion Stage 2 funding model report, and for ease
of reference is reproduced as Figure 2 below,

3 Stage Two — Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120; Hazards Response Funding Model, Maven &
EMS Final Draft July 2016

Clifton to Tangoio Coastal Hazards Strategy 2120 L
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