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Application for resource consent  

Or Associated Consent Pursuant to the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)) (If applying for a Resource Consent 
pursuant to Section 87AAC or 88 of the RMA, this form can be used to satisfy the requirements of  Form 9). 
Prior to, and during, completion of this application form, please refer to Resource Consent Guidance Notes and 
Schedule of Fees and Charges — both available on the Council’s web page.

1. Pre-Lodgement discussion
Have you met with a council Resource Consent representative to discuss this application prior to lodgement?  
  Yes    No    N/A
Have you consulted Council’s Infrastructure Officer regarding infrastructure capacity to service the development?
  Yes    No    N/A
Have you consulted the Roading Officer regarding any road to vest or departure from District Plan /  
Engineering standards?  
  Yes    No    N/A

*Contact details of who and how to engage in pre lodgement discussions  
can be found on the Resource Consent pages of the FNDC website.

2. Type of consent being applied for 
(more than one circle can be ticked):

 Land Use	  Discharge: Total voume =  m³  

 Fast Track (Land Use - Controlled Activity)	 Note; volumes >3m³ requires NRC Consent 3m³

 Change of Consent Notice (s.221(3))	  Subdivision

 Certificate of Compliance (s.139)	  Existing Use Certificate (s.139A)

 Extension of time (s.125)	  Consent under National Environmental Standard 

	 (e.g. Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil)

 Other (please specify)     

3. Would you like to opt out of the fast track process? 

  Yes    No
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15. Draft conditions:

Do you wish to see the draft conditions prior to the release of the resource consent decision?   Yes     No  

If yes, please be advised that the timeframe will be suspended as per s107G of the RMA to enable consideration 
for the draft conditions.

13. Natural hazards (National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards 2025)

Is the site subject to known or potential natural hazards (for example, flooding, coastal inundation, erosion, or 
unstable land), as contemplated by the National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards 2025?    Yes     No  

If yes, please identify the relevant natural hazard(s) by ticking the applicable box(es) below:

 Flooding

 Landslips

 Coastal Erosion

 Coastal Inundation

 Active Faults

 Liquefaction

 Tsunami

Please ensure all relevant technical reports are submitted with the application.

11. Other consent required/being applied for under different legislation
(more than one circle can be ticked):

 Building Consent    Enter BC ref # here (if known) 

 Regional Council Consent (ref # if known)    Ref # here (if known) 

 National Environmental Standard Consent    Consent here (if known) 

 Other (please specify)    Specify ‘other’ here 

12. National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants
in Soil to Protect Human Health:

The site and proposal may be subject to the above NES. In order to determine whether regard needs to be had to 
the NES please answer the following:

Is the piece of land currently being used or has it historically ever been used for an activity or industry on the 
Hazardous Industries and Activities List (HAIL)?    Yes     No     Don’t know

Is the proposed activity an activity covered by the NES? Please tick if any of the following apply to your  
proposal, as the NESCS may apply as a result?       Yes     No     Don’t know 

 Subdividing land  

 Changing the use of a piece of land 

 Disturbing, removing or sampling soil

 Removing or replacing a fuel storage system 

14. Assessment of environmental effects:

Every application for resource consent must be accompanied by an Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE). This is a 
requirement of Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act 1991 and an application can be rejected if an adequate AEE is 
not provided. The information in an AEE must be specified in sufficient detail to satisfy the purpose for which it is required. 
Your AEE may include additional information such as written approvals from adjoining property owners, or affected parties.

Your AEE is attached to this application  Yes  
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Checklist of your information
Please tick if information is provided

 Payment (cheques payable to Far North District Council)

 A current Certificate of Title (Search Copy not more than 6 months old)

 Details of your consultation with Iwi and hapū 

 Copies of any listed encumbrances, easements and/or consent notices relevant to the application

 Applicant / agent / property owner / bill payer details provided

 Location of property and description of proposal

 Assessment of Environmental Effects

 Written approvals / correspondence from consulted parties

 Reports from technical experts (if required)

 Copies of other relevant consents associated with this application

 Location and site plans (land use) AND/OR

 Location and scheme plan (subdivision)

 Elevations / floor plans

 Topographical / contour plans

Please refer to Chapter 4 of the District Plan for details of the information that must be provided with an application. 
Please also refer to the RC Checklist available on the Council’s website. This contains more  

helpful hints as to what information needs to be shown on plans
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2.0 PROPOSAL  
 

The applicants, Clinton and Alison Brown, propose to construct a new 99.5 m² pole shed (for storage 
purposes) on their property at 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay. The proposed shed will replace the 
existing garage located near the south-eastern corner of the site and will occupy a larger building 
footprint.  The subject site and proposed building location is shown in Figure 1 below. 

 

 
Figure 1: Map showing subject site and locaion of proposed pole shed  
(marked red - PDP Maps) 
 
A small portion of the proposed shed will be located in the Coastal Erosion (Zone 3: 100 Year + Rapid 
Sea Level Rise Scenario), triggering resource consent under the following rule: 
 
Proposed District Plan (PDP): 

• CE-R10 New buildinigs or structures and relocated buildings 
 
 
It should be noted that this application has been prepared in response to a Form 4 Letter issued in 
relation to EBC/2026-39-0, dated 21 August 2026 and attached as Appendix C. The Form 4 Letter 
identified several additional rule infringements. However, the building and site plans have since 
been amended to address the majority of these matters and achieve compliance with the relevant 
standards. 
 
The following Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) has been prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of Section 88 of and Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) and is 
intended to provide the information necessary for a full understanding of the activity for which 
consent is sought and any actual or potential effects the proposal may have on the environment. 
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3.0 SITE CONTEXT 
 
The subject site is located at 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay and is legally described as Lot 1 DP 69168.    
A copy of the relevant Certificate of Title (CT) is attached as Appendix B.   
 

 
Figure 2: Map showing subject site (Premise) 
 
In terms of existing built development, the subject site currently contains an existing dwelling in the 
center of the site, and a small garage located near the southen boundary of the site.  This garage will 
be removed as part of the proposed development, and replaced with the proposed pole shed.  
 
The immediate surrounding environment is largely characterised by coastal-residential 
development.   
 
There are no significant areas of indigenous vegetation or habitats of indigenous fauna.   
 
Access to the subject site is achieved via an existing vehicle crossing off Marlin Drive.  
 
Access to the subject site is currently provided via two existing vehicle crossings off SH1. Given the 
use of the site will remain unchanged, it is considered that no upgrades to the existing vehicle 
crossing are necessary in this instance.  
 
 

4.0 OPERATIVE FAR NORTH DISTRICT PLAN (ODP) ASSESSMENT 
 
Table 2 – ODP Assessment Coastal Residential Zone and District-Wide provisions 

Coastal Residential Zone Permitted Standards Compliance 

Rule 10.6.5.1.1 RELOCATED 
BUILDINGS 

Permitted provided that they 
comply with all the standards for 
permitted activities in the Plan, 
and further provided that where 
the building is a relocated 
building all work required to 

n/a 
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Coastal Residential Zone Permitted Standards Compliance 

reinstate the exterior including 
painting and repair of joinery 
shall be completed within six 
months of the building being 
delivered to the site. 
Reinstatement work is to include 
connections to all infrastructure 
services and closing in and 
ventilation of the foundations. 

Rule 10.6.5.1.2 RESIDENTIAL 
INTENSITY 

Sewered sites: one unit per 
800m²  
Unsewered sites: one unit per 
3,000m²  
 

The site contains one existing dwelling as per 
previous Council approvals.  No additional 
dwellings are proposed as part of this 
application.  
 
Permitted 

Rule 10.6.5.1.3 SCALE OF 
ACTIVITIES 

The total number of people 
engaged at any one period of 
time in activities on a site, 
including employees and persons 
making use of any facilities, but 
excluding people who normally 
reside on the site or are 
members of the household shall 
not exceed: 
 
2 persons per 800m² (sewered)  
 
2 persons per 3,000m² 
(unsewered)  
 
Provided that:  
(a) this number may be exceeded 
for a period totalling not more 
than 60 days in any 12 month 
period where the increased 
number of persons is a direct 
result of activities ancillary to the 
primary activity on the site; and  
 
(b) this number may be 
exceeded where persons are 
engaged in constructing or 
establishing an activity (including 
environmental enhancement) on 
the site; and  
 
(c) this number may be exceeded 
where persons are visiting 

n/a – the proposal is for a residential activity 
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Coastal Residential Zone Permitted Standards Compliance 

marae. In determining the total 
number of people engaged at 
any one period to time, the 
Council will consider the 
maximum capacity of the facility 
(for instance, the number of 
beds in visitors accommodation, 
the number of seats in a 
restaurant or theatre), the 
number of staff needed to cater 
for the maximum number of 
guests, and the number and 
nature of the vehicles that are to 
be accommodated on site to 
cater for those engaged in the 
activity. 

Rule 10.6.5.1.4 BUILDING 
HEIGHT 

The maximum height of any 
building shall be 8m. 

All existing and proposed development have 
a maximum building height of less than 8m.   
 
Permitted 

Rule 10.6.5.1.5 SUNLIGHT 2m + 45-degree recession plane No part of all existing and proposed buildings 
will encroach the recession plane. 
 
Permitted 

Rule 10.6.5.1.6 STORMWATER 
MANAGEMENT 

The maximum proportion or 
amount of the gross site area 
covered by buildings and other 
impermeable surfaces shall be 
50% or 1,000m², whichever is the 
lesser. 

Total impermeable surfaces total area of 
784m2 (20.9%) which is well within the 
permitted threshold.  
 
Permitted 
 

Rule 10.6.5.1.7 SETBACK FROM 
BOUNDARIES 

(a) the minimum building 
setback from road boundaries 
shall be 3m; and  
 
(b) the minimum setback from 
any boundary apart from a road 
boundary is 1.2m except that no 
set-back is required for a 
maximum total length of 10m 
along any one such boundary; 
and  
 
(c) not less than 50% of that part 
of the site between the road 
boundary and a parallel line 2m 
therefrom shall be landscaped. 

The proposed shed will be setback 1.5m from 
the nearest boundary. 
 
Permitted   
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Coastal Residential Zone Permitted Standards Compliance 

Rule 10.6.5.1.8 SCREENING 
FOR NEIGHBOURS NON-
RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES 

n/a n/a 

10.8.5.1.9 OUTDOOR 
ACTIVITIES 

n/a n/a 

10.8.5.1.10 TRANSPORTATION TIF = 20 TIF = 10 (residential activity) 
 
Permitted 

10.8.5.1.11 SITE INTENSITY - 
NON RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES 

n/a n/a 

10.8.5.1.12 HOURS OF 
OPERATION - NON-
RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES 

n/a n/a 

10.8.5.1.14 NOISE n/a n/a 

10.8.5.1.16 BUILDING 
COVERAGE 

Any new building or 
alteration/addition to an existing 
building is a permitted activity if 
the total Building Coverage of a 
site does not exceed 45% or 
900m2, whichever is the lesser, 
of the gross site area. 

Total building coverage equates to 784m2 
(20.9%) which falls within the permitted 
threshold.  
 
Permitted 

 
 
Overall, the proposal requires resource consent as a Permitted Activity under the operative Far 
North District Plan.   
 
 

5.0 PROPOSED FAR NORTH DISTRICT PLAN DECISIONS VERSION (PDP-DV) 
ASSESSMENT 
 
Table 2 – PDP Assessment Settlement Zone and District-Wide provisions 

Provisions Requirement Assessment Compliance / Activity Status 
RSZ-R1  New buildings 
or structures, relocated 
buildings, or 
extensions/alterations 

Permitted where the building 
accommodates a permitted, 
controlled or restricted 
discretionary activity and 
complies with RSZ-S1–S8 as 
applicable. 

Plans have been amended 
to show compliance with 
RSZ-S2 HIRB and RSZ-S3 
Setback.    

Permitted 

RSZ-R2 Impermeable 
surface coverage 

Maximum 35% of the site or 
600m², whichever is the lesser. 

Total impermeable 
surfaces total area of 
784m2 (20.9%) which is 
well within the permitted 
threshold.   

Permitted 

RSZ-R3 – RSZ-R8  n/a n/a n/a 
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Provisions Requirement Assessment Compliance / Activity Status 
RSZ-R8 Commercial 
activity 

n/a n/a n/a 

RSZ-R9 – RSZ-R15  n/a n/a n/a 
RSZ-S1 Maximum height Maximum building/structure 

height of 8m. 
All existing and proposed 
buildings are less than 8m 
in height.  

Permitted Activity 

RSZ-S2 Height in relation 
to boundary 

1. 55 degrees at 2m 
above ground level at 
the 
northern boundary of 
the site; 

2. 45 degrees at 2m 
above ground level at 
the eastern and 
western boundaries of 
the site; and 

3. 35 degrees at 2m 
above ground level at 
the 
southern boundary of 
the site. 

   

As per the site plan, all 
buildings are clear of the 
recession plane.  

Permitted Activity 

RSZ-S3 Setback Minimum 1.2m from site 
boundaries, 3m from a road 
boundary, and 3m from the 
KHR rail designation boundary, 
where relevant. 

As per the site plan, all 
buildings setback at least 
1.5m from the nearest 
boundary. 

Permitted Activity 

RSZ-S4  Outdoor living 
space 

n/a n/a n/a 

RSZ-S5 Outdoor storage n/a n/a n/a 
RSZ-S6 -RSZ-S8  n/a n/a n/a 
CE-R1 New buildings, 
structures, relocated 
buildings 

PER-R2 Permitted if it complies 
with CE-S1, CE-S2 and CE-S4 

Maximum building height 
is 4.15m.   
 
The external cladding will 
be Coloursteel in 
Sandstone Grey (LRV 
27%).  
 
The shed will be setback 
at least 33m from MHWS.  

Permitted Activity 

CE-R10 New buildings or 
structures and relcated 
buildings 

PER-1 Permitted where the 
building or structure is one of 
the following: 

1. Above ground 
buildings and 
structures with a GFA 
or footprint of 10m2 
or less and are not 
used for a vulnerable 
activity.  

2. Decks less than 30m2 
and less than 1m in 
height.  

With a proposed GFA of 
99.5m2, and a portion of 
the building being located 
in the Coastal Erosion 
Zone 3,  the proposal is 
unable to comply with 
this rule.  
 
A Coastal Hazards Report 
has been prepared in 
support of the proposed 
development. See 
Appendix D.  

Restricted Discretionary Activity 

 

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/2368490/124/0/0/0/95
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Overall, the proposal has been assessed as a Restricted Discretionary Activity under the proposed 
Far North District Plan. 
 

 6.0 NES CONTAMINATED SOILS (NESCS) 
 
All applications that involve subdivision, or an activity that changes the use of a piece of land, or 
earthworks are subject to the provisions of the NES Contaminated Soils.  The regulation sets out the 
requirements for considering the potential for soil contamination, based on the HAIL (Hazardous 
Activities and Industries List) and the risk that this may pose to human health as a result of the 
proposed land use. 

A review of Council’s records has been undertaken, with no evidence identified to indicate that any 
HAIL activities have occurred on the subject site. Accordingly, the NESCS is not considered to apply 
to the proposal. 

 

7.0 NES FRESHWATER (NESFW) 
 
A review of aerial images, including NRC’s wetland maps, reveal no evidence to suggest that there are 
any wet areas that may be subject to the NES Freshwater provisions.  Therefore, no further assessment 
is required under the NES Freshwater.  
 

8.0 NPS INDIGENOUS BIODIVERSITY (NPS-IB) 
 
As discussed earlier in the report, the subject site does not contain any significant areas of 
indigenous vegetation or habitats of indigenous fauna.   
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9.0 NOTIFICATION 
 
Public Notification 
Section 95A specifies the steps the council is to follow to determine whether an application is to be 
publicly notified. These are addressed in statutory order below. 
 
Step 1: Mandatory public notification is required in certain circumstances 
Under Section 95A(3) an application must be publicly notified if: 

a) the applicant has requested that the application be publicly notified; 
b) public notification is required under Section 95C. 

The applicant is not requesting public notification under clause (a).  Clause (b) provisions relate to 
where an applicant does not provide further information formally requested under Section 92, 
which is not applicable in this case. 
Public notification is not required and therefore Step 2 must be considered. 
 
 
Step 2: If not required by Step 1, public notification precluded in certain circumstances 
Under Section 95A (4) an application must not be publicly notified if: 

a) the application is for a resource consent for 1 or more activities, and each activity is subject 
to a rule or national environmental standard that precludes public notification; 

b) the application is for a resource consent for 1 or more of the following, but no other, 
activities: 

i. a controlled activity; 
ii. a restricted discretionary, discretionary, or non-complying activity, but only if the 

activity is a boundary activity: 
None of the above criteria apply, therefore public notification is not precluded in this instance. Step 
3 must be considered.   
 
 
Step 3: If not precluded by step 2, public notification required in certain circumstances 
Under Section Under Section 95A(7), public notification is required if: 

a) the application is for a resource consent for 1 or more activities, and any of those activities is 
subject to a rule or national environmental standard that requires public notification: 

b) the consent authority decides, in accordance with section 95D, that the activity will have or is 
likely to have adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor. 

Clause (a) does not apply in this situation.   
An assessment of environmental effects in accordance with s95D has been undertaken in Section 8.0 
below which concludes that any adverse effect arising as a result of the proposed development will 
be less than minor.  Public notification is therefore not required in this instance.  
 
 
Step 4: Public notification in special circumstances 
Section 95A(9) sets out that the council is required to determine whether special circumstances exist 
that warrant it being publicly notified. 
Special circumstances are those that are:  

• exceptional or unusual, but something less than extraordinary; or 

• outside of the common run of applications of this nature; or  

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2416412#DLM2416412
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• circumstances which make notification desirable, notwithstanding the conclusion that the 
adverse effects will be no more than minor.  

There are no special circumstances that apply to the subject site. 

 

Public Notification Conclusion 
Based on the above, it is considered that this application can be processed without public 
notification.   
 
Limited Notification 
Under Section 95B, if an application is not publicly notified, the Council must decide if there are any 
‘affected persons’ and undertake limited notification to those persons.  Under Section 95E(1) a 
person is considered ‘affected’ if the adverse effects of the activity on that person are ‘minor or 
more than minor’.  If the application is not publicly notified, the consent authority must follow the 
following steps to determine whether to give limited notification of an application.  
 
Step 1: Certain affected protected customary rights groups must be notified 
Step 1 requires limited notification where there are any affected protected customary rights groups 
or customary marine title groups, or affected persons under a statutory acknowledgement affecting 
the land. 
The above does not apply to this land. 
 
Step 2: If not required by step 1, limited notification precluded in certain circumstances 
Step 2 describes that limited notification is precluded where all applicable rules and NES preclude 
limited notification; or the application is for a controlled activity (other than the subdivision of land) 
or a prescribed activity under section 360H(1)(a)(ii). 
None of the above apply in this instance.  
 
Step 3: if not precluded by step 2, certain other affected persons must be notified 
In the case of a boundary activity, Council shall determine in accordance with section 95E whether 
an owner of an allotment with an infringed boundary is an affected person. 
In the case of any other activity, Council shall determine whether a person is an affected person in 
accordance with section 95E. 

If yes to any of the above, Council shall notify each affected person identified under subsections (7) 
and (8) of the application. 

 
As concluded in the the assessment of effects, it is considered that any adverse effects will be less 
than minor.  Further, written approval has been provided by NZTA.    
 
 
Step 4: Further notification in special circumstances 
In addition to the findings of the previous steps, the council is also required to determine whether 
special circumstances exist in relation to the application that warrant notification of the application 
to any other persons not already determined as eligible for limited notification. 
As previously discussed, special circumstances are not considered to apply to this proposal. 
 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2416413#DLM2416413
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2416413#DLM2416413
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Limited Notification Conclusion 
Having undertaken the s95B limited notification tests, it is considered that this application can be 
processed without limited notification.   
 

10.0 ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  
 
In accordance with Section 88(2)(b) of the Act and Clause 1(d) of Schedule 4, this assessment of 
environmental effects of the proposed activity has been prepared in such detail as corresponds with 
the scale and significance of the effects it may have on the environment. 
 
Coastal Hazards 

Haigh Workman Limited has undertaken a Coastal Hazard Assessment for the proposed replacement 
shed at 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay. The assessment confirms that the proposed development is not 
affected by river flooding, coastal flooding, or the CEHZ2 coastal erosion hazard; however, the north-
eastern corner of the proposed shed footprint is located within the long-term CEHZ3 (100-year rapid 
sea level rise) coastal erosion hazard area. The report concludes that this erosion risk is progressive 
and can be appropriately managed through building design and future adaptability, including 
constructing the shed in a manner that allows for adaptation, dismantling or relocation should 
coastal erosion progress toward the building platform. The proposed development is not expected 
to accelerate or worsen natural hazards or transfer risk to adjoining properties and does not rely on 
hard coastal protection works. Haigh Workman considers that the proposal satisfies the relevant 
restricted discretionary matters under CE-R12 of the PDP-AV and that adequate provision can be 
made under s71(2)(a) of the Building Act 2004. A copy of the full Coastal Hazard Assessment is 
attached as Appendix D. 

 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the above, it is considered that any adverse effects as a result of the proposal will be less 
than minor.   
 

11.0 SECTION 104 ASSESSMENT 
 
Assessment of Effects 
Section 104(1)(a) requires consideration of any actual and potential effects on the environment 
of allowing the activity. This has been carried out in the assessment above. The conclusion 
reached overall is that the adverse effects of granting consent to the proposal are less than minor. 
Some positive effects will arise from the development, including: 

The proposal will result in the following positive effects: 

• Replacement of the existing garage with a modern, purpose-built structure, improving the 
functionality and usability of the site. 

• Increased secure and weatherproof storage for vehicles, equipment and other household 
items. 
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• Improved visual amenity through the removal of the existing older garage and replacement 
with a new structure. 

• Social and economic wellbeing benefits for the applicants by enabling them to provide for 
their current and future storage needs and make efficient use of their property. 

Therefore, the effects are considered acceptable in the receiving environment. 
 
National and Regional Planning Documents 
 
Other than those discussed earlier, there are no other national or regional planning documents 
directly relevant to this application. 
 
Operative District Plan - Objectives and Policies Assesment  
 
The proposal is considered to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the 
Operative District Plan (ODP). In particular, the proposal represents a relatively small-scale and 
anticipated form of development within an established residential property. 
 
Importantly, the proposed pole shed is a permitted activity under the ODP, demonstrating that 
development of this nature, scale and location is generally anticipated and acceptable within the 
applicable planning framework. The proposal will replace an existing garage and will not 
fundamentally alter the existing residential use, character or intensity of development on the site. 
Overall, the proposal will continue to provide for the social and economic wellbeing of the applicants 
through the efficient use and development of their property, while avoiding, remedying or mitigating 
any potential adverse effects on the surrounding environment. The proposal is therefore considered 
consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the ODP. 
 
Proposed District Plan – Appeals Version – Objectives and Policies Assessment 
 
The proposal is also considered to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the 
Proposed District Plan – Appeals Version (PDP-AV). 
 
While resource consent is required under the PDP-AV, the proposal is classified as a restricted 
discretionary activity. This activity status indicates that development of this nature is contemplated 
by the PDP, subject to assessment of the specific matters over which Council has reserved its 
discretion. 
 
As demonstrated by the assessment of environmental effects contained within this application, the 
identified infringements are limited in nature and any associated adverse effects can be 
appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. The proposal involves the replacement of an existing 
garage with a new pole shed within an already developed residential site and will maintain the 
established use and overall character of the property. 
 
Overall, the proposal is considered consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of both the 
ODP and PDP-AV. This conclusion is further supported by the proposal being permitted under the 
ODP and restricted discretionary under the PDP-AV, confirming that the nature of the proposed 
development is generally anticipated under both planning frameworks. 
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District Plan Weighting Summary 

In accordance with section 104(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), regard has been 
had to the relevant provisions of both the Far North Operative District Plan (ODP) and the Far North 
Proposed District Plan (PDP) Decisions Version. 

The ODP remains the operative district plan. However, following the public notification of Council's 
decisions on submissions, all rules within the PDP Decisions Version have legal effect pursuant to 
section 86B(1) of the RMA. The PDP nevertheless remains subject to the statutory appeal process 
and will not become fully operative until those appeals have been resolved. Accordingly, both 
planning documents are relevant considerations for the purposes of section 104(1)(b). 

In determining the appropriate weight to afford each planning document, consideration has been 
given to the advanced stage reached by the PDP through the Schedule 1 process, the extent to which 
the relevant provisions have been tested through submissions and hearings, whether the provisions 
remain subject to appeal, and the extent to which they give effect to higher-order statutory planning 
instruments. 

The relevant PDP provisions have progressed through submissions, hearings and Council decisions, 
and therefore represent the Council's most recent policy position. Consequently, they are 
considered to attract significant weight in this assessment. However, as the relevant provisions 
remain capable of amendment through the appeal process, they are not considered determinative. 
The ODP continues to carry considerable weight as the operative district plan, particularly where 
corresponding PDP provisions remain subject to appeal. 

Overall, while both the ODP and PDP have informed this assessment, greater weight has generally 
been afforded to the relevant provisions of the PDP Decisions Version where they represent the 
Council's contemporary planning framework and there is no indication that they are likely to be 
materially altered through the appeal process. 

Other Matters 
 
There are no other matters considered relevant to the proposal. 
 

12.0 PART 2 ASSESSMENT 
 
As per current case law, an assessment of matters under Part 2 is only required where there is 
invalidity, incomplete coverage or uncertainty in the planning provisions. The Operative District 
Plans contain provisions that are relevant to the proposal, and there is no evidence to suggest the 
relevant provisions are invalid, incomplete or present uncertainty in making any decision. No 
assessment of the Part 2 provisions is therefore required. 
 
 
 



 
Land-Use Resource Consent Application: 
C & A Brown – 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay 
 15  

 

13.0 OVERALL CONCLUSION 
 
The applicants, Clinton and Alison Brown, propose to construct a new 99.5 m² pole shed (for storage 
purposes) on their property at 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay. The proposed shed will replace the 
existing garage located near the south-eastern corner of the site and will occupy a larger building 
footprint. Under the Proposed District Plan (PDP), resource consent is required under the following 
provisions: 
 
Proposed District Plan (PDP): 

• CE-R10 New buildinigs or structures and relocated buildings 
 
Overall, the application has been assessed as a Restricted Discretionary activity.   
 
A Coastal Hazards Report has been provided in support of the proposal (Appendix D).   
 
Based on the assessment of effects above, it is concluded that any potential adverse effects on the 
existing environment and potentially affected parties would be no more than minor and can be 
managed in terms of appropriate conditions of consent.   
 
It is therefore concluded that the proposal satisfies all matters the consent authority is required to 
assess, and that the application for resource consent can be granted on a non-notified basis. 
 
 
AUTHOR 

 
Nina Pivac  
Director l BAppSC l PGDipPlan l Assoc. NZPI 
 
Date: 6 October 2026 
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21 August 2026 
 
 
 
Clinton Ray Brown and Alison Elizabeth Brown 
24 Motukaraka Drive 
Beachlands 
Auckland 2018 
 
 
Tēnā koe, 
 
Building consent number: EBC-2027-39/0 
Property ID: 3310274 
Address: 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   0494 
Description: Build a pole shed to store boat and other equipment 

 
Requirement for Resource Consent  
 
PIM Assessment of your application has highlighted the need for Resource Consent that must 
be granted prior to any building works or earthworks commencing. 
 
NB:  As 20th August 2026, the Far North District Council Proposed District Plan – Appeals 

Version took legal effect and compliance with these rules applies to your building 
consent. Please visit our website to see these rules Map - Far North Proposed District 
Plan - Appeals Version 

 
 
The site is zoned Coastal Residential under the Operative District Plan a Resource Consent is 
required for breach of the following: 
 
Rule: 12.7.6.1.1 SETBACK FROM LAKES, RIVERS AND THE COASTAL MARINE 

AREA  
For the purposes of this rule, lakes include the Manuwai and Waingaro 
Reservoirs. Any building and any impermeable surface must be set back from 
the boundary of any lake (where a lakebed has an area of 8ha or more), river 
(where the average width of the riverbed is 3m or more) or the boundary of the 
coastal marine area, except that this rule does not apply to man-made private 
water bodies other than the Manuwai and Waingaro Reservoirs. The setback 
shall be: 
(b) a minimum of 26m in the Residential, Coastal Residential and Russell 
Township Zones; 

Reason: Compliance not shown. 
 
Rule: 10.8.5.1.5 SUNLIGHT  

No part of any building shall project beyond a 45-degree recession plane as 
measured inwards from any point 2m vertically above ground level on any site 
boundary (refer to definition of Recession Plane in Chapter 3 - Definitions) 

Reason: Non-compliance shown. 
 
 
 

https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarnorth.isoplan.co.nz%2Feplan%2Fproperty%2F0%2F0%2F111%3F_fp%3Dtrue&data=05%7C02%7CJudith.Barber%40fndc.govt.nz%7Cd21ab0c643fb441b825f08defe6284e4%7Cab54057b72af4f95a4cdb8f19cc71db7%7C0%7C0%7C639227896266156830%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=NowTA46jNn3CxArdLt9%2B12YRoLYQLxwh6FzTwezQTcU%3D&reserved=0
https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarnorth.isoplan.co.nz%2Feplan%2Fproperty%2F0%2F0%2F111%3F_fp%3Dtrue&data=05%7C02%7CJudith.Barber%40fndc.govt.nz%7Cd21ab0c643fb441b825f08defe6284e4%7Cab54057b72af4f95a4cdb8f19cc71db7%7C0%7C0%7C639227896266156830%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=NowTA46jNn3CxArdLt9%2B12YRoLYQLxwh6FzTwezQTcU%3D&reserved=0


 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The site is zoned Settlement under the Proposed District Plan – Appeals Version a Resource 
Consent is required for breach of the following: 
 
Rule: RSZ-S2 Height in relation to boundary 

The building or structure, or extension or alteration to an existing building or 
structure must be contained within a building envelope defined by the 
following recession planes measured inwards from the respective boundary: 

1. 55 degrees at 2m above ground level at the northern boundary of 
the site; 

2. 45 degrees at 2m above ground level at the eastern and western 
boundaries of the site; and 

3. 35 degrees at 2m above ground level at the southern boundary of 
the site. 

Reason: Non-compliance shown. 
 
Rule: RSZ-S3 Setback (excluding from MHWS or wetland, lake and river margins)  

The building or structure, or extension or alteration to an 
existing building or structure must be set back at least 1.2m from 
all site boundaries, except that: 

1. the setback must be at least 3m measured from a road boundary; and  
2. for a boundary adjoining a rail corridor, the setback must be at least 3m 

from the KHR designation boundary. 
Reason: Compliance not shown. 

 
Rule: CE-R1 New buildings or structures and relocated buildings and extensions or 

alterations to existing buildings or structures  
Reason: Compliance not shown with standard CE-S2 Colour and materials 

 
Rule: CE-R2 Earthworks or indigenous vegetation clearance  
Reason: Compliance not shown with standard CE-S3. 

 
Rule: CE-R10 New buildings or structures and relocated buildings 

PER-1  
The building or structure and relocated building is one of the following: 

1. above ground buildings and structures with a GFA or footprint of 10m2 or 
less and are not used for a vulnerable activity. 

Reason: Proposal exceeds 10m2 permitted. 
 
Rule: EW-R1 Earthworks  
Reason: Compliance not shown with standard EW-S6. 

 
 
Please note there may be other rule breaches found during the Resource Consent process. It 
is your responsibility to ensure the Resource Consent approved plans match the Consented 
approved plans. 
 
The application form can be downloaded from www.fndc.govt.nz and submitted to Council’s 
(Planning Department) with the appropriate documentation and instalment fee.   
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If you have any queries, please contact the Duty Planner on Duty.Planner@fndc.govt.nz or 
0800 920 029. 
 
 
Nāku iti nei, nā 

 
Jude Barber 
PIM Officer 
Delivery and Operations  

 
 
 
Emailed to:  bclint585@gmail.com     
  

mailto:Duty.Planner@fndc.govt.nz
mailto:bclint585@gmail.com


 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

 
 
 

FORM 4 
Certificate attached to 

PROJECT INFORMATION MEMORANDUM   
Section 37, Building Act 2004 

 
Building Consent Number:  EBC-2027-39/0 

 

  
RESTRICTIONS ON COMMENCING BUILDING WORK UNDER  

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
 

  
The building work referred to in the attached Project Information Memorandum is also required to 
have the following Resource Consent(s) under the Resource Management Act 1991:    

   
  

• Resource Consent – REQUIRED  
 
As the above Resource Consent(s) will affect the building work to which the Project Information 
Memorandum relates, until this has been granted no building work may proceed. 
  
 
Failure to comply with the requirements of this notice may result in legal action being taken against 
you under the Resource Management Act 1991.  

 
  
  
  
  

  
      
    

     

      

    Signature:      
    Trent Blakeman          

    Position: 
Manager - Building Services – 
Delivery and Operations          

    On behalf of: Far North District Council (Building Consent Authority)   
    Date: 21 August 2026             
                    

 
 



Appendix D – Coastal Hazards Report (Haigh Workman) 
 



 

 
Phone: 0800 424 447 • info@haighworkman.co.nz • www.haighworkman.co.nz 

Kerikeri • Whangarei • Warkworth 
 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  
 

59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay  
(Lot 1 DP 69168) 
 
 

Clint Brown  

Haigh Workman reference: 26 185 

Rev B 

 

6 October 2026 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

i                         REV B 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
Clint Brown 

R e v i s i o n  H i s t o r y  

 

Revision Nº Issued By Description Date 

A Aaron Thorburn For Resource Consent 2 October 2026 

B Aaron Thorburn CEHZ3 assessment 6 October 2026 

    

    

    

    

 

 

 

Prepared By Reviewed by Approved By 

  

 

 

Aaron Thorburn 
Senior Environmental Advisor 

BAppSc (Env), CEnvP 

Tom Adcock 
Senior Civil Engineer 

BEng (Civil Engineering), 
MEngNZ 

John McLaren 
Senior Civil Engineer 

BE (Civil), CMEngNZ, CPEng 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COPYRIGHT: 
The information presented in this document is the property of Haigh Workman Limited. Use of copying of this document in whole or in part without the 
previous permission of Haigh Workman Limited implies a breach of copyright. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AaronThorburn
Placed Image

AaronThorburn
Placed Image



  

ii                         REV B 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
Clint Brown 

Table of Contents 

Revision History .................................................................................................................................... i 
Executive Summary ...................................................................................................................................... 1 
1 Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 2 

1.1 Applicability ............................................................................................................................. 2 
2 Site Description .................................................................................................................................... 3 

2.1 Proposed Re-Development...................................................................................................... 3 
3 Flood Hazard Assessment .................................................................................................................... 5 

3.1 River Flood Hazard ................................................................................................................... 5 
3.2 Coastal Flood Hazard ............................................................................................................... 6 
3.3 Flood Depths for the Site ......................................................................................................... 7 

4 Coastal Erosion Hazard ........................................................................................................................ 8 
4.1 Current Coastal Erosion Hazard ............................................................................................... 9 
4.2 Future Coastal Erosion Hazards ............................................................................................... 9 
4.3 Coastal Erosion Risk Assessment ............................................................................................. 9 

5 Tsunami Hazard ................................................................................................................................. 10 
6 Regulatory Framework....................................................................................................................... 10 

6.1 Regional Policy Statement for Northland .............................................................................. 10 
6.2 Northland Regional Plan ........................................................................................................ 11 
6.3 FNDC Operative District Plan and Proposed District Plan (Appeals Version) Provisions ....... 11 
6.4 National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards 2025 ............................................................ 14 

7 Building Act (2004) ............................................................................................................................. 15 
7.1 Building Act 2004 (Section 71) ............................................................................................... 15 
7.2 Building Act 2004 (Section 72) ............................................................................................... 16 
7.3 Building Act 2004 (Sections 73 and 74) ................................................................................. 17 
7.4 MBIE Natural Hazards Provisions .......................................................................................... 17 

8 Conclusion .......................................................................................................................................... 17 
 

Appendix A – Site Drawings ........................................................................................................................ 18 
Appendix B – T&T Coastal Erosion Hazard Site Report ............................................................................... 19 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

1                         REV B 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
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Clint Brown 

Executive Summary 
Haigh Workman Limited (Haigh Workman) was commissioned by Clint Brown (the client) to undertake a Coastal Hazard 
Assessment for proposed residential re-development at 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay, Lot 1 DP 69168.   

The client is proposing to replace the existing shed with a new shed. This report presents as assessment of the coastal 
hazards to the land and the proposed re-development of the site and potential mitigation measures available.  

River Flooding 

We have reviewed the Northland Regional Council river flood models and can conclude that the site is not affected by 
river flooding (50-year) or river flooding (100-year plus climate change) flood extents. No river flood hazard applies. 

Coastal Flooding 

The site ground level of approximately 4.0 – 5.0 m NZVD is well above the coastal flooding hazard zone 2 (100-year) level 
of 3.5 m NZVD. The site is also sufficiently set back from the open coast (approx. 57 m), meaning dynamic inundation 
(wave run-up) does not pose a risk. No coastal flood hazard applies.  

Coastal Erosion 

The property is outside the coastal erosion hazard zone 1 (50-year). Under coastal erosion hazard zone 2 (100-year), 
long-term erosion may affect the northern portion of the property. Under coastal erosion hazard zone 3 (100-year 
rapid sea level rise), long-term erosion may extend to the north-eastern corner of the proposed shed footprint. 

Tsunami 

The site is susceptible to a Tsunami hazard.  Tsunami hazards generally have a low probability of occurrence but can have 
a high consequence. Higher ground above Taupo Bay is readily available in the event of an emergency and we consider 
that an evacuation strategy will adequately mitigate this hazard. 

Conclusion 

The proposed shed development is not subject to river flooding, coastal flooding, or coastal erosion hazard 2 erosion 
risk. The proposed shed re-development site is subject to long-term coastal erosion hazard 3 erosion risk, which is 
progressive and can be managed through appropriate design and future adaptability.  

Under the Far North District Council Proposed District Plan (Appeals Version), the activity is assessed as Restricted 
Discretionary under rule CE-R12. The proposal satisfies all the Restricted Discretionary matters and does not worsen 
natural hazard effects on the site or neighbouring properties.  

Adequate provision can be made under Section 71(2)(a) of the Building Act, and the site is not subject to a Section 73 
notice. 
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59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
Clint Brown 

1 Introduction 
Haigh Workman Limited (Haigh Workman) was commissioned by Clint Brown (the client) to undertake a Coastal Hazard 
Assessment for proposed residential re-development at 59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay. 

The client is proposing to replace the existing shed with a new shed. This report presents as assessment of the coastal 
hazards to the land and the proposed re-development of the site and potential mitigation measures available.  

The property is located on near-level ground in the Taupo Bay township, the property has an existing dwelling, shed, 
water tanks and associated structures.  

The objectives of this assessment were to: 

 Establish the geological and environmental setting of the site, 
 Assess available natural hazard information, and 
 Provide engineering recommendations for proposed development on the site. 

To achieve this, the scope of works conducted by Haigh Workman included: 

 Review of Northland Regional Council (NRC) GIS data, 
 Review of published coastal hazard reports (Tonkin and Taylor Reports – dated 2020 and 2021), 
 Collation of information from NRC pertaining to the river flood hazard, and 
 Preparation of this report with site specific engineering recommendations. 

1 . 1  A p p l i c a b i l i t y  

This report has been prepared for the use of Clint Brown (the client) with respect to the particular brief outlined to us. 
This report is to be used by our client and their consultants and may be relied upon when considering flood hazard advice. 
Furthermore, this report may be utilised in the preparation of building and / or resource consent applications with local 
authorities. The information and opinions contained within this report shall not be used in other context for any other 
purpose without prior review and agreement by Haigh Workman. 

The comments and opinions presented in this report are based on the findings of the desk study and information 
available from reference documents, namely NRC. There may be other facts prevailing for the site which have not been 
revealed by this investigation and which have not been considered by this report. As well as that, studies relating to this 
report are driven by climate change which is subject to change. The estimates presented in this report are based on 
information available at the time of writing. Responsibility cannot be accepted for any conditions not revealed by this 
investigation. Any diagram or opinion on the possible configuration of strata or other spatially variable features between 
or beyond investigation positions is conjectural and given for guidance only. 
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Clint Brown 

2 Site Description 
Site Address:  59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   
Legal Description: Lot 1 DP 69168 
Lot Area:  803 m2 
Council Zoning:  Coastal Residential (Operative District Plan and Proposed District Plan [Appeals 

Version]) 
 
The site is legally described as Lot 1 DP 69168 with a land area of 803 m2 and contains a residential dwelling, shed, two 
water tanks and associated structures. The site is near-level in the centre of the site with a gentle slope at the north of 
the site towards the coast and to the south towards Taupo Creek. The Site Location Plan is shown in Figure 1 below and 
provided in Appendix A.  

The site is located on the sandy soils of the Taupo Bay foredune, refer to appended Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone 
Assessment for general details about the geomorphology of Taupo Bay. LiDAR ground level contours are between 4.8 m 
– 5.0 m on the proposed development site and between 4.0 m – 5.0 m New Zealand Vertical Datum (NZVD 2016) in the 
nearby surrounding area. The current distance from the toe of the frontal dune to the property is approx. 50 m and 85 
m to the proposed shed re-development site.  

 
Figure 1 – Site Location Plan (Source: Google Earth Pro Webmaps) 

2 . 1  P r o p o s e d  R e - D e v e l o p m e n t  

Based on information provided to Haigh Workman and the proposed shed development plan, we understand that the 
client intends to replace the existing shed with a new 99.5 m2 shed on the same footprint. No other changes to the site 
are planned.   

The proposed shed development plan is shown below in Figure 2 and provided in Appendix A. 

Taupo Bay 

‘The Site’ 

Taupo Creek 



  

4                         REV B 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
Clint Brown 

This report presents an assessment of the coastal hazards as well as measures to adequately mitigate the risk to the 
proposed re-development. 

 

 
Figure 2 – Proposed Development Plan  
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3 Flood Hazard Assessment 
3 . 1  R i v e r  F l o o d  H a z a r d  

The site is situated near the Taupo Creek that flows from the southeast side of Taupo Bay towards the west to undulating 
native bush country, the Taupo Creek is mapped by the NRC as a regionwide river flood hazard. The regionwide river 
flood models for the 10-year (10% Annual Exceedance Probability [AEP], 50-year (2% AEP) and 100-year + climate change 
(1% AEP + CC) extent are presented in Figure 3 below. The site is outside the area for both 50-year (2% AEP) and 100-
year (1% AEP + CC) river flood hazard zones.  

  
Figure 3 – River Flood Hazard Zones 10-year, 50-year and 100-year (Regionwide Rivers) (Source: Northland Regional Council) 
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3 . 2  C o a s t a l  F l o o d  H a z a r d  

The site is outside the area subject to Coastal Flooding as indicated by the NRC Coastal Flood Hazard Zone maps. The 
NRC Coastal Flood Hazard Zone map for the site is presented in Figure 4 below. 

 
Figure 4 – NRC Coastal Flood Hazard Zone 2 (2130) (Source: Northland Regional Council) 
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3 . 3  F l o o d  D e p t h s  f o r  t h e  S i t e  

The LiDAR ground level contour plan with the current configuration is provided in Figure 5 below.  

Based on the proximity to the coastline, the proposed shed re-development is not affected by river flood hazards or 
coastal flood hazards.  

 
Figure 5 – LiDAR Ground Level Contours with Existing Structures (Source: Haigh Workman Limited) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Taupo Bay 

Notes: 
1. River flood levels do not impact the site. 
2.Coastal flood levels do not impact the site.  
3. The site may be at risk of coastal erosion in 
the longer term (CEHZ 2 and CEHZ 3 – 2130 
scenarios)   
5. Existing wastewater field details are 
unknown, future proposed wastewater field 
would be susceptible to coastal erosion (CEHZ 2 
– 2130) but is not subject to flooding or erosion 
in a 50-year event, therefore complying with the 
Regional Plan requirements for wastewater 
disposal. 

Coastal Flood Hazard Levels: 
CFHZ 0 (current) – 2.3 m  
CFHZ 2 – (100-year w/ 1.2 SLR) – 3.5 m 
CFHZ 3 – (100-year [rapid] w/ 1.5m SLR – 3.8 

Existing driveway – GL 4.0 – 5.0 m NZVD  

Existing Dwelling – GL  5.0 m NZVD  

Marlin Road – GL 4.6 m NZVD  

Property boundary (approximate only) 

Taupo Creek 

Existing Garage (to be replaced) – 
GL  4.8 m – 5.0 m NZVD  



  

8                         REV B 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
Clint Brown 

4 Coastal Erosion Hazard 
The site is not impacted by Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones (CEHZ) 1 (50-year), the property is impacted by a CEHZ2 (100-
year) scenario with potential erosion impacts on the northern part of the property that will include the property access 
and the northern extent of the existing dwelling. The proposed shed re-development site is impacted by a CEHZ3 (100-
year rapid sea level rise [SLR]) scenario with potential erosion impacts to the northeast corner of the proposed shed. 
See Figure 6 below.    

 

 
Figure 6 – NRC Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones (50-year, 100-year & 100-year + Rapid Sea Level Rise Scenario) (Source: 
Northland Regional Council) 

Based on a review of NRC Coastal Erosion hazard zone modelling, the historic shoreline shows a variable trend, 
however erosion risk is predicted to worsen with sea level rise induced by climate change. NRC engaged the services of 
Tonkin & Taylor Limited (T&T) to undertake a Coastal Erosion Assessment for specific locations in Northland1. The 
report from T&T outlines the erosion assessment methodology and includes appendices detailing the findings.  

The basis for the site’s coastal erosion hazard assessment relies on the latest report, dated October 2020. The 
corresponding appendix for Taupo Bay is provided in Appendix B. The site is located within cell 23B of the T&T erosion 
report. 

In the T&T Coastal Erosion Report, the coastal erosion hazard is divided into two primary components – Current CEHZ 
and Future CEHZ, as shown below in Figure 7. 

 

1 Coastal Erosion Assessment for Specific Locations in Northland 2019 – 2020, T&T, October 2020. 

‘The Site’ 

Taupo Bay 

Legend 

 

Taupo Creek 

Proposed shed footprint 
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Figure 7 – Definition of CEHZ on Unconsolidated Shoreline (Source: T&T Coastal Erosion Hazards 2019-2020) 

4 . 1  C u r r e n t  C o a s t a l  E r o s i o n  H a z a r d  

The T&T Coastal Erosion report provides short-term erosion scenarios for various storm events. Additionally, the report 
indicates the stable slope that the dune will regress to following an erosion event.  

The site is not impacted by Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones (CEHZ) 1 (50-year) event.   

4 . 2  F u t u r e  C o a s t a l  E r o s i o n  H a z a r d s  

The T&T report provides probabilities for long-term erosion and dune stability, considering the influence of extended 
geomorphological processes and sea level rise. The critical zone for medium term stability in regard to the proposed re-
development corresponds to the area with a 66% (likely) probability of coastal erosion exceedance by the year 2080 
(CEHZ1). This medium-term erosion hazard zone extends 26 m from the toe of the frontal dune.  

The T&T report indicates that it is possible that the northern part of the property may be eroded or at risk of erosion by 
a CEHZ 2 (100-year).  Under the CEHZ3 (100-year rapid SLR) scenario, coastal erosion is mapped extending as far as the  
northeastern corner of the proposed shed re-development site. 

The critical zone for long term stability in regard to the proposed re-development corresponds to the area with a 5% 
(potential) probability of coastal exceedance by the year 2130. This long-term erosion hazard zone extends 54 m from 
the toe of the frontal dune (CEHZ2) and 68 m (CEHZ3). The current distance from the toe of the frontal dune to the 
property is approx. 50 m and 85 m to the proposed shed re-development site.  

Current and future coastal erosion hazard zones referenced above and in relation to the property and site are provided 
in Appendix A. 

4 . 3  C o a s t a l  E r o s i o n  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  

The property is at risk of long-term Coastal Erosion hazard (CEHZ2 – 2130) and the proposed shed re-development site 
is at risk of CEHZ3 – (100-year rapid SLR). This hazard is progressive and can be managed through design and future 
adaptability. 
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5 Tsunami Hazard 
The site is identified as being at risk of tsunami as shown in Figure 8 below. 

 
Figure 8 – Tsunami Inundation Zones 2024 (Source: Northland Regional Council) 

The site is located within an blue Tsunami zone. Tsunami hazards generally have a low probability of occurrence but can 
have a high consequence. High ground around Taupo Bay is readily available in the event of an emergency, we consider 
that this hazard be managed by having an evacuation strategy. 

6 Regulatory Framework 
The following regulations relating to flood and erosion assessment have been considered: 

 Regional Policy Statement for Northland (2016), 
 Regional Plan for Northland (2026), 
 Far North District Council (FNDC) (Operative) District Plan (2009) and Proposed District Plan (Appeals Version), 
 Northland Regional Policy Statement (2016), and 
 National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards (2025). 

6 . 1  R e g i o n a l  P o l i c y  S t a t e m e n t  f o r  N o r t h l a n d  

Under the Operative Regional Policy Statement (RPS) for Northland, section 7.1.4 provides guidance regarding mitigation 
measures to reduce coastal hazard risks. 

‘The Site’ 
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6 . 2  N o r t h l a n d  R e g i o n a l  P l a n   

The site is not classified as a high-risk coastal area under the Northland Regional Plan as defined below. 

 

6 . 3  F N D C  O p e r a t i v e  D i s t r i c t  P l a n  a n d  P r o p o s e d  D i s t r i c t  P l a n  
( A p p e a l s  V e r s i o n )  P r o v i s i o n s   

The site is zoned ‘Coastal Residential’. The relevant Proposed District Plan (Appeals Version) rules for Coastal Hazards are 
NH-P7 – Coastal Hazard and CE-R12 – New Buildings in Coastal Hazard Areas. 

The activity status is assessed as being Restricted Discretionary.  

Coastal Hazard 

NH-P7 Manage new land use and subdivision in coastal hazard areas so that: 

a. new subdivision avoids locating building platforms within High Risk Coastal Hazard areas and building 
platforms should be located outside other coastal hazard areas where alternative locations are 
available and it is practicable to do so; 

b. new buildings containing vulnerable activities are not located within High Risk Coastal Hazard areas 
unless: 

i. there is no other suitable location available on the existing site; 

ii. hazard risks can be mitigated without the need for hard protection structures. 
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c. where a building or building platform is located with a coastal hazard area, it should be designed and 
constructed such that: 

i. the building platform will not be subject to inundation and / or material damage (including 
erosion) over a 100-year timeframe; and either 

ii. the finished floor level of any building accommodating a vulnerable activity must be at least 
500mm above the maximum water level in a 1 percent AEP flood event plus 1m sea level rise; 
or 

iii. the finished floor level of any other building must be at least 300mm above the 
maximum water level in a 1 percent AEP flood event plus 1m sea level rise. 

d. hazard risk is not transferred to, or increased on, other properties; 

e. buildings, building platforms, access and services are located and designed to minimise the need for 
hard protection structures; 

f. safe vehicle access within the site is provided; and 

g. services are located and designed to minimise the risk of natural hazards.  

 

Coastal Hazard Area 

CE-R12 Activity Status: Restricted Discretionary 

Where: 

RDIS-1 

New buildings or extension or alterations of existing buildings, including any associated earthworks, does not 
direct coastal inundation onto other properties. 

 RDIS-2 

The new building (other than for a vulnerable activity) or extension or alteration to an existing building is not 
located in a High Risk Coastal Hazard Area. 

 RDIS-3 

A new building for a vulnerable activity is not located in a High Risk Coastal Hazard Area. 

 RDIS-4 

The activity complies with standards: 

CE-S5 Minimum floor levels 

CE-S6 Information requirements 

 
Table 1 – CE-R12 Matters of Discretion Criteria 

Matters of Discretion are restricted to: Assessment 

a. the nature and likelihood of the natural 
hazard event and effects on integrity of 
the building and associated structures or 
infrastructure to the extent that such effects are 

The relevant natural hazard for the proposed shed re-development 
is long-term coastal erosion under the CEHZ3 (100-year rapid SLR) 
scenario.  
The potential erosion effect is localised to the north-eastern corner 
of the proposed shed and can be appropriately managed through 
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not appropriately managed by the building 
consent process under the Building Act 2004; 

building design, siting and consent conditions without reliance on 
hard coastal protection works. 

b. the vulnerability and resilience of 
the building and 
associated structures or infrastructure to natural 
hazard events; 

 

The proposed shed is a non-habitable accessory building. The 
building can be designed to maintain structural integrity for the 
intended design life, with foundations and floor levels set to avoid 
inundation effects and with construction details that allow 
adaptation or relocation if future shoreline retreat progresses 
toward the building platform. 

c. provision of safe access and egress during a 
hazard event; 

 

Safe access and egress to Marlin Drive is available under the 
assessed river and coastal flood scenarios, the property (and site) 
are outside the mapped 50-year and 100-year RFHZ areas and CFHZ2 
and CFHZ3 scenarios.  

Coastal erosion is a progressive hazard rather than a sudden 
inundation event, allowing monitoring and response over time.  

Tsunami evacuation is addressed separately through readily 
available higher ground around Taupo Bay. 

d. the ability to relocate or adapt to the coastal 
hazard over time or in response to 
direct effects of the hazard; 

The structure can be constructed in lightweight materials that can 
be adapted and built in a manner that allows it to be dismantled and 
relocated if future erosion progresses toward the building platform.  

Because the affected area is limited and the activity is ancillary to 
the existing residential use, staged response or relocation within the 
property can be considered if monitoring indicates increasing 
coastal erosion risk over time. 

Despite the mapped progression of coastal erosion, the Taupo Bay 
coastal strip contains established residenƟal development, public 
roading (Marlin Drive), and the property dwelling, all located 
seaward of the proposed shed site. CollecƟvely, these represent 
significant exisƟng assets and infrastructure that will likely be 
protected and not relinquished to coastal retreat.  

e. whether the building and associated structures 
or infrastructure is likely to accelerate, worsen 
or result in material damage or increased 
inundation to that land, other land or any other 
building, structure or infrastructure; 

The proposed shed re-development is not expected to accelerate, 
worsen or result in material damage or increased inundation to the 
subject site, adjoining land, buildings, structures or infrastructure.  

The works are not located within the assessed river or coastal flood 
hazard areas and do not rely on hard protection structures, 
reclamation or works that would alter coastal processes. The 
development therefore does not transfer or increase natural hazard 
risk on other properties. 

f. the proposed duration of the activity within a 
hazard area; 

The proposed shed is intended to replace an existing shed and 
operate as an ancillary non-habitable structure over the normal 
design life of the building. The coastal erosion assessment considers 
the 100-year planning timeframe, including CEHZ3 (100-year rapid 
SLR). 
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g. any proposed hazard mitigation works and 
associated effects including on public access, 
landscape and other values; and 

The proposed hazard mitigation is to build in a manner that allows 
for relocation at a future date. These measures are not expected to 
adversely affect neighbouring properties, public access, coastal 
landscape values, natural character or other coastal values. 

h. the effects of any vegetation planting or 
removal. 

No vegetation clearance or planting is proposed as a specific hazard 
mitigation measure.  

 

6 . 4  N a t i o n a l  P o l i c y  S t a t e m e n t  f o r  N a t u r a l  H a z a r d s  2 0 2 5  

The National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards (NPS-NH) 2025 came into force on January 15, 2026, establishing a 
risk-based, proportionate framework for managing natural hazard risks under the Resource Management Act 1991.2 

Key Scope & Application 

 Covered Hazards – Applies explicitly to flooding, landslips, coastal erosion, coastal inundation, active faults, 
liquefaction, and tsunami. 

 Exclusions – Excludes infrastructure and primary production sectors, which are intended to be addressed via 
separate policy tools. 

 Timeframes – Requires decision-makers to evaluate climate change impacts looking at least 100 years into the 
future.  

Core Requirements & Policies 

 Risk Assessment – Mandates assessing natural hazard risks using a specified risk matrix based on likelihood and 
consequence (categorized as low, medium, high, or very high).  

 Proportionate Management – Tailors the scale/detail of information and cost-effectiveness of mitigations to 
match the assessed severity of the risk.  

 Avoidance of High Risks – Strictly requires avoiding subdivision, use, or development in areas carrying a very 
high natural hazard risk.  

 Protecting Other Sites – Directs that activities must avoid or proportionately mitigate any significant increase of 
natural hazard risk onto neighbouring or other sites.  

 Use of Best Information – Requires decisions to proceed using the best available information, prohibiting delays 
purely due to data uncertainty or incomplete modelling.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 https://environment.govt.nz/publications/national-policy-statement-for-natural-hazards/ 
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7 Building Act (2004) 
Sections 71 - 74 of the Building Act (2004) and the Natural Hazard Provisions Guidance (MBIE, 2023) were assessed for 
the site in regard to land development where natural hazards have been considered.  

Buildings under the Act, 8(1)(a) building means: 

- a temporary or permanent movable or immovable structure (including a structure intended for occupation by 
people, animals, machinery, or chattels). 

7 . 1  B u i l d i n g  A c t  2 0 0 4  ( S e c t i o n  7 1 )  

Building on Land Subject to Natural Hazards 

Under Section 71(1) of the Building Act 2004, A building consent authority must refuse to grant a building consent for 
construction of a building, or major alterations to a building, if: 

a) the land on which the building work is to be carried out is subject or is likely to be subject to 1 or more natural 
hazards, or 

b) the building work is likely to accelerate, worsen, or result in a natural hazard on that land or any other property. 

However, under Section 71(2), the Section 71(1) restriction does not apply if the Building Consent Authority is satisfied 
that adequate provision has been made, or will be made to: 

(a) protect the land, building work, or other property referred to in that subsection from the natural hazard or 
hazards, or 

(b) restore any damage to that land or other property as a result of the building work. 

The proposed buildings will not accelerate, worsen, or result in a natural hazard on the property or any other properties.   

Our assessment of Section 71(2)(a) for “adequate provision” as listed in the FNDC Natural Hazards Guidance Notes, is 
provided in Table 2 below: 
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Assessment criterion Assessment 

Confirmation that suitable mitigation 
of the relevant natural hazards has 
been or will be achieved on the site. 

The relevant natural hazard for the proposed shed re-development is long-term 
coastal erosion under the CEHZ3 (100-year rapid SLR) scenario, affecting the north-
eastern corner of the proposed shed. Suitable mitigation can be achieved through 
final building design, foundation detailing, adaptation or relocation if coastal 
erosion progresses toward the building platform. 

Despite the mapped progression of coastal erosion, the Taupo Bay coastal strip 
contains established residenƟal development, public roading (Marlin Drive), and the 
property dwelling, all located seaward of the proposed shed site. CollecƟvely, these 
represent significant exisƟng assets and infrastructure that will be protected and not 
relinquished to coastal retreat. 

Confirmation that the proposed 
design incorporates appropriate 
protection of the land, the building 
work, or other property and / or that 
any damage to the land or other 
property will be restored. 

The proposed shed re-development is not expected to accelerate, worsen, or result 
in a natural hazard on the subject land or any other property. No hard coastal 
protection works, reclamation, or works that would alter coastal processes are 
proposed. Any adaptation or relocation required in response to future erosion can 
be managed within the site. 

Producer Statement (PS1) 
certification of the design. 

PS1 certification of design can be provided as necessary.  

Assessment of compliance with the 
New Zealand Building Code 2004. 

Compliance with the New Zealand Building Code will be confirmed through the 
building consent process. The MBIE 2023 natural hazard provisions guidance has 
been used to inform the assessment of adequate provision under Section 71(2)(a) 
of the Building Act 2004. 

7 . 2  B u i l d i n g  A c t  2 0 0 4  ( S e c t i o n  7 2 )  

Building consent for building on land subject to natural hazards must be granted in certain cases 

Despite Section 71, a building consent authority that is a territorial authority must grant a building consent if the building 
consent authority considers that: 

a) the building work to which an application for a building consent relates will not accelerate, worsen, or result in a 
natural hazard on the land on which the building work is to be carried out or any other property, and 

b) the land is subject or is likely to be subject to 1 or more natural hazards, and 

c) it is reasonable to grant a waiver or modification of the building code in respect of the natural hazard concerned. 

It should be noted that we do not consider that the proposed re-development will accelerate, worsen, or result in a 
natural hazard on the property or any other properties.  

 

 

 

Table 2 – Section 71(2)a - Assessment Criteria



  

17                         REV B 

 

Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
Clint Brown 

7 . 3  B u i l d i n g  A c t  2 0 0 4  ( S e c t i o n s  7 3  a n d  7 4 )  

A Section 73 notice is not required, as adequate provision is made and the hazard is long-term and manageable.   

7 . 4  M B I E  N a t u r a l  H a z a r d s  P r o v i s i o n s  

Reference is made to the Building Performance Guidance Version 1 October 2023. The purpose of the guidance is to 
support the understanding on compliance with the natural hazard provisions in Sections 71 to 74 of the Building Act 
2004. 

8 Conclusion 
The proposed shed development is not subject to river flooding, coastal flooding, or CEHZ2 erosion hazard. The proposed 
shed re-development site is subject to long-term CEHZ3 (100-year rapid SLR) erosion risk, which is progressive and can 
be managed through appropriate design and future adaptability.  

Under the FNDC Proposed District Plan (Appeals Version), the activity is assessed as Restricted Discretionary under rule 
CE-R12. The proposal satisfies all the Restricted Discretionary matters and does not worsen natural hazard effects on the 
site or neighbouring properties.  

Adequate provision can be made under Section 71(2)(a) of the Building Act, and the site is not subject to a Section 73 
notice. 

 
 
 
 

End of Report – Appendices to follow. 
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Appendix A – Site Drawings 
 

Drawing No. Title 

26 185 / 1  Site Location Plan 

Marlin Drive 
Shed Plan 

Proposed Shed Development Plan (Source: Unknown) 

P02   NRC CEHZ with proposed development (indicative) (Haigh Workman) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

26 185 / 1 – Site LocaƟon Plan  
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Coastal Hazard Assessment  HW Ref # 26 185 
59 Marlin Drive, Taupo Bay   6 October 2026 
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Appendix B – T&T Coastal Erosion Hazard Site Report 
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23 Taupo Bay 

Description and geomorphology 

Taupo Bay is located on the east coast of 
Northland, approximately 35 km north of 
Kerikeri.   

The north east facing shoreline forms a pocket 
beach embayment which is approximately 1 km 
long.  Taupo Bay is situated between Okiore 
Point in the north and another Castle Peak 
headland in the south.  

The site has a sandy beach comprising fine to 
medium sand.  The beach has a minimal berm 
width in the north and the berm increases 
toward the south to approximately 10 m above 
the high tide line.  The berm area above the high 
tide line along the northern 100 m of the site 
comprises large pebble sediment sourced from 
the adjacent cliff shoreline (refer to Site 
Photograph A). 

The dune vegetation is sparse over the northern 
half of the site.  The back shore is relatively low 
and a recent erosion scarp exists.    The dune is 
well vegetated at the southern end with spinifex 
and a foredune is developing.  The dune heights 
range from approximately RL 4 to 7 m along the 
site.  The backshore is developed with some 
houses situated only 5 m landward of the dune 
toe.   

The Taupo Creek mouth is located at the 
southern end of the site.  A relatively large 
intertidal spit has formed at this end of the 
beach, which forces the stream flow north along 
the base of the Castle Peak headland.  Some 
recent erosion is evident on the inside of the spit 
shoreline. 

Local considerations 

A stormwater outfall and boat ramp access point 
are located at the northern end of the site which 
has a local effect on the shoreline position.  
There are no erosion protection structures at 
this site. 

Coastal Erosion Hazard Assessment 

The site is split into four cells based on 
differences in dune height and geomorphology.   

 

Site Photograph A (north) 

 
 Site Photograph B (centre) 

 
Site Photograph C (south) 

All cells are characterised as nonconsolidated 
beach type. 

Adopted component values are presented within 
Table 23-1. Short-term erosion values range 
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from 5 to 15 m and long-term trends are 
generally variable.  

Histograms of individual components and 
resultant CEHZ distances using a Monte Carlo 
technique are shown in Figure 23-1 to Figure 23-
4. 

Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone widths are 
presented within Table 23-2 to 23-4 and Figure 
23-5. CEHZ1 values range from 26 to 28 m, 
CEHZ2 values from 54 to 70 m and CEHZ3 from 
68 to 90 m. CEHZ’s have been mapped in 
agreement with the calculated values. 

Figure 23-6 shows the available historic 
shorelines for Taupo Bay.

Table 23-1 Component values for Erosion Hazard Assessment 

Site 23. Taupo 

Cell 23A 23B 23C 23D 

Cell centre (NZTM) 
E 1664775 1664911 1665172 1665243 

N 6127805 6127427 6127179 6127096 

Chainage, m (from N/W) 0-250 250-880 880-990 990-1060 

Morphology Dune Dune Dune Inlet 

Short-term (m) 

Min 5 5 5 5 

Mode 10 10 10 10 

Max 15 15 15 15 

Dune/Cliff elevation (m above 
toe or scarp) 

Min 2.9 3.8 4.7 4.7 

Mode 3.3 5.1 5.1 5.1 

Max 4.6 6.4 5.5 5.5 

Stable angle (deg) 

Min 30 30 30 30 

Mode 32 32 32 32 

Max 34 34 34 34 

Long-term (m)                    -ve 
erosion                      +ve 
accretion 

Min 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.1 

Mode -0.05 0 0 0 

Max -0.1 -0.05 -0.1 -0.1 

Closure slope (beaches) 

Min 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033 

Mode 0.026 0.026 0.02 0.02 

Max 0.02 0.02 0.013 0.013 

SLR 2080 (m) 

RCP 2.6 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 

RCP 4.5 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 

RCP 8.5M 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 

RCP 8.5H+ 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 

SLR 2130 (m) 

RCP 2.6 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 

RCP 4.5 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 

RCP 8.5M 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 
RCP 8.5H+ 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17 
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2020 2080 2130 

Figure 23-1 Histograms of parameter samples and the resultant shoreline distances for 2020, 2080 and 2130 
timeframes for cell 23A 

 

   

2020 2080 2130 

Figure 23-2 Histograms of parameter samples and the resultant shoreline distances for 2020, 2080 and 2130 
timeframes for cell 23B 

 

   
2020 2080 2130 

Figure 23-3 Histograms of parameter samples and the resultant shoreline distances for 2020, 2080 and 2130 
timeframes for cell 23C 
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2020 2080 2130 

Figure 23-4 Histograms of parameter samples and the resultant shoreline distances for 2020, 2080 and 2130 
timeframes for cell 23D 
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Table 23-2 Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone Widths for 2020 

Site 23. Taupo 

P
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

 o
f 

C
EH

Z 
(m

) 
Ex

ce
ed

an
ce

 

 A B C D 

Min -8 -8 -9 -9 
99% -9 -10 -10 -10 
95% -9 -11 -11 -11 
90% -10 -11 -11 -11 
80% -11 -12 -12 -12 
70% -12 -13 -13 -13 
66% -12 -13 -13 -13 
60% -12 -13 -14 -14 
50% -13 -14 -14 -14 
40% -13 -15 -15 -15 
33% -14 -15 -15 -15 
30% -14 -15 -15 -15 
20% -15 -16 -16 -16 
10% -16 -17 -17 -17 

5% -16 -17 -18 -18 
1% -17 -19 -18 -18 

Max -18 -20 -19 -19 
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Table 23-3 Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone Widths Projected for 2080 

 

 

 

  

Site 23. Taupo 

Cell 23A 23B 23C 23D 

RCP scenario 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 

P
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

 o
f 

C
EH

Z 
(m

) 
Ex

ce
ed

an
ce

 

Min -11 -13 -16 -22 -13 -14 -18 -23 -11 -12 -16 -22 -10 -12 -16 -22 
99% -14 -16 -21 -27 -15 -16 -21 -27 -14 -16 -20 -27 -14 -16 -20 -27 
95% -16 -18 -22 -29 -16 -18 -22 -29 -16 -18 -23 -30 -16 -18 -23 -30 
90% -17 -19 -24 -30 -17 -19 -23 -30 -17 -19 -24 -31 -17 -19 -24 -31 
80% -19 -20 -25 -32 -18 -20 -24 -31 -19 -21 -26 -33 -19 -21 -26 -33 
70% -19 -21 -26 -33 -19 -21 -25 -32 -20 -22 -27 -35 -20 -22 -27 -35 
66% -20 -22 -26 -33 -19 -21 -26 -32 -20 -22 -28 -35 -20 -22 -28 -36 
60% -20 -22 -27 -34 -20 -21 -26 -33 -21 -23 -28 -36 -21 -23 -28 -36 
50% -21 -23 -28 -34 -20 -22 -27 -34 -22 -24 -29 -38 -22 -24 -29 -38 
40% -22 -24 -28 -35 -21 -23 -27 -34 -22 -25 -31 -39 -22 -25 -31 -39 
33% -22 -24 -29 -36 -21 -23 -28 -35 -23 -26 -31 -40 -23 -26 -31 -40 
30% -23 -24 -29 -36 -22 -24 -28 -35 -23 -26 -32 -41 -24 -26 -32 -41 
20% -23 -25 -30 -37 -22 -24 -29 -36 -25 -27 -33 -43 -25 -27 -33 -43 
10% -25 -27 -31 -39 -24 -26 -30 -38 -26 -29 -35 -45 -26 -29 -36 -46 

5% -26 -28 -32 -40 -24 -26 -31 -39 -27 -30 -37 -48 -28 -30 -37 -48 
1% -27 -29 -34 -42 -26 -28 -33 -41 -30 -33 -40 -52 -30 -33 -40 -52 

Max -30 -32 -38 -46 -28 -30 -36 -45 -33 -36 -45 -58 -34 -37 -46 -59 
CEHZ1 -26 -26 -28 -28 
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Table 23-4 Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone Widths Projected for 2130 

 

 

  

Site 23. Taupo 

Cell 23A 23B 23C 23D 

RCP scenario 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 2.6 4.6 8.5 8.5+ 

P
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

 o
f 

C
EH

Z 
(m

) 
Ex

ce
ed

an
ce

 

Min -14 -19 -33 -43 -14 -18 -32 -42 -10 -14 -28 -38 -10 -15 -29 -39 
99% -18 -23 -37 -48 -17 -22 -37 -47 -15 -20 -36 -47 -15 -20 -36 -47 
95% -20 -26 -41 -52 -19 -24 -39 -50 -18 -24 -40 -52 -18 -24 -40 -52 
90% -22 -27 -43 -54 -21 -26 -41 -52 -20 -26 -43 -55 -20 -26 -43 -55 
80% -24 -29 -45 -56 -22 -27 -43 -54 -23 -29 -46 -59 -23 -29 -46 -59 
70% -25 -30 -46 -58 -23 -28 -44 -56 -24 -31 -49 -62 -24 -30 -49 -62 
66% -26 -31 -47 -59 -23 -29 -45 -56 -25 -31 -50 -64 -25 -31 -50 -64 
60% -26 -32 -48 -60 -24 -29 -45 -57 -26 -32 -51 -66 -26 -32 -51 -65 
50% -27 -33 -49 -61 -25 -30 -47 -59 -27 -34 -54 -69 -27 -34 -54 -68 
40% -28 -34 -50 -63 -26 -31 -48 -60 -29 -35 -56 -72 -29 -35 -56 -72 
33% -29 -35 -51 -64 -26 -32 -49 -61 -30 -37 -58 -74 -30 -37 -58 -74 
30% -30 -35 -52 -65 -27 -32 -49 -62 -30 -37 -59 -75 -30 -37 -59 -75 
20% -31 -36 -54 -67 -28 -33 -51 -64 -32 -39 -62 -79 -32 -39 -62 -79 
10% -33 -38 -56 -70 -29 -35 -53 -66 -35 -42 -66 -85 -35 -42 -67 -86 

5% -34 -40 -58 -72 -30 -36 -54 -68 -36 -44 -70 -90 -37 -45 -70 -90 
1% -36 -42 -61 -76 -32 -38 -57 -72 -40 -49 -77 -99 -40 -49 -77 -99 

Max -40 -47 -68 -83 -36 -42 -62 -78 -48 -58 -90 -114 -48 -58 -89 -113 
CEHZ2 -58 -54 -70 -70 
CEHZ3 -72 -68 -90 -90 
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