
WSP Nelson
Level 1 19 July 2021
77 Selwyn Place
Private Bag 36
Nelson 7010
ATTENTION: Kelly Menchenton

Dear Kelly,

Whakatū Drive Shared Path Improvements Project

Introduction
Thank you for asking us to look at and give feedback on your proposal to replace part of the shared pathway
adjacent to Whakatū Drive with a boardwalk along the top of the gravel beach.

We have looked at it very carefully, and we have also considered other options.  It has generated 
considerable concern among members of the Waimea Inlet Forum’s working group.

We have concluded that the proposed boardwalk must not be built, because it would cause significant 
damage to Waimea Inlet.  We recommend that you carry out further investigation work before proposing 
any alternative approach.

These are our reasons.

1.  The proposed boardwalk will sit largely on top of the high tide beach.  
Your plans show that the proposed boardwalk will be carefully placed outside the Coastal Marine Area, by 
being set a few centimetres inland of the line of Mean High Water Springs (MHWS).  This means that at 
least 50% of high spring tides will run under the boardwalk, as they will by definition be higher than MHWS.
On top of the astronomical tides there will be wave set-up and wave run-up.  At least half of the width of 
the proposed boardwalk as shown on the drawings will cover over the existing gravel beach down from the 
strand line.

The plans show that your line of MHWS has been taken from the NCC planning maps, but this is not an 
approved method of defining it.  The line needs to be determined properly before any design work is even 
started.  The correct methods of defining MHWS are laid down by LINZ.  They are in Baker and Watkins 
(1991) "Guidance notes for the determination of Mean High Water Mark for land title surveys" NZIS 
Professional Development Committee published in Kearns, Kerr and Smith (1997) Chapter 5 Law for 
Surveyors - Boundaries and boundary definition, Dept of Surveying University of Otago/NZIS.

Section 1.1 explains: “Fortunately common sense has prevailed and as confirmed by Chief Surveyors 
throughout New Zealand the usual practice is to survey the practical boundary between the land and the 
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sea, for example the foot of the cliff, toe of bank, edge of vegetation, highest line of driftwood etc. This has 
the advantage of being a meaningful and recognisable boundary capable of quick definition rather than an 
imaginary line subject to continual or even daily change. For the sake of conformity and in accordance with 
land transfer requirements this line as depicted on the survey plan is called Mean High Water Mark, but it 
could equally be called Mean High Water Springs Mark, especially when the line depicted is say the toe of a 
bank beyond which the tide normally never reaches”.

Along this shoreline, the strand line (the edge of the terrestrial vegetation (grass) where high tide waves 
deposit floating debris) makes a clear delineation of the practical boundary between the land and the sea.

The guidance has two more precise methods for defining the line of MHWS.  It states that “In surveys of 
high-value beach properties, if the owner is not prepared to accept a practical definition of the boundary 
(toe of bank, edge of vegetation, etc.) then the height of MHW must be carefully established at the job site 
either by using the Eduction or Range-Ratio method as described in Sections 4.0 and 5.0, or by setting up an 
automatic tide gauge for at least one month and correcting the result obtained to obtain the 19 year mean 
equivalent using the procedure described for the Range-Ratio method. The resulting height should be tied to
suitable bench marks. Once this has been accomplished, the line of MHWM should be set out along the 
beach by levelling and fixed by survey”.  

You must also acknowledge that the line of MHWS is not fixed, and as a consequence it will at times move 
under the boardwalk.  With sea level rise, that movement will trend inland, such that parts of the structure 
will soon become within the Coastal Marine Area.  This must be factored into any proposed works.

2.  The proposed boardwalk will not be resilient in the face of high tide storms

Storm events such as Cyclone Fehi on 1 February 2018 have shown that this stretch of shoreline is very 
exposed to waves when strong northerly winds blow during spring tides.  In Cyclone Fehi the wave run-up 
at chainage 1700 reached about 3.3m above NZVD 2016, lapping onto the edge of the roadway.  

During that high tide, several boardwalk and bridge sections elsewhere on the Great Taste Trail literally 
floated out of the ground.  The same can be expected to occur to this boardwalk in future storms, even with
a porous decking to prevent the waves from physically pushing the structure up, especially if there is 
inadequate foundation design.  With sea level rise and increased storminess due to climate change, it is 
predicted that such storms will occur much more frequently.  
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3.  The proposed boardwalk will further compromise the natural character of the coast
Whakatū Drive was opened in February 2000.  Two stretches, past the apple cannery and the freezing 
works, were built on reclamation over existing mudflats, significantly damaging the natural character and 
ecology of the Inlet’s fringe.  These are the two locations of the proposed boardwalk.  Rather than 
mitigating the resultant loss of natural character, the boardwalk will exacerbate it.  

The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) came into force in 1994.  It was revised in 2010, and it 
now carries far greater weight than it did back in 2000.   The community is also much more responsive to 
environmental concerns.  Indeed, the Waimea Inlet Management Strategy was adopted by the two Councils
in 2010 largely as a result of growing community dissatisfaction with the way the Inlet and its margins were 
being mis-treated.

The NZCPS requires that we all adopt a precautionary approach to use and management of coastal 
resources so that: 

a. avoidable social and economic loss and harm to communities does not occur; 
b. natural adjustments for coastal processes, natural defences, ecosystems, habitat and species are 

allowed to occur; and 
c. the natural character, public access, amenity and other values of the coastal environment meet the 

needs of future generations.

The proposed boardwalk is at risk from sea level rise and greater storminess, does not provide for natural 
adjustments for coastal processes, natural defences, ecosystems, habitat and species to occur, and reduces 
the natural character, amenity and other values of the coastal environment.  

It is a less damaging option for this shoreline than adding further rock protection, but it is still unacceptable 
under Section 6 of the Resource Management Act 1991, which requires “the preservation of the natural 
character of the coastal environment (including the coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and
their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development”

It fails to satisfy the NZCPS in many ways:

It does not recognise the Inlet’s characteristics and qualities that contribute to natural character, natural 
features and landscape values and their location and distribution, nor does it encourage restoration of the 
coastal environment (Objective 2).

It does not ensure that coastal hazard risks, taking account of climate change, are managed by locating new 
development away from areas prone to such risks; nor does it consider responses, including managed 
retreat, for existing development in this situation; nor does it protect or restore natural defences to coastal 
hazards (Objective 5).

Nor does it promote restoration or rehabilitation of the natural character of the coastal environment (Policy 
14).

And in crossing over but not modifying around 25 stormwater outlets, most of them draining untreated 
stormwater from the surface of the highway, it does not do anything meaningful to restore water quality to 
at least a state that can support the Inlet’s ecosystems and natural habitats (Policy 21).

In particular, it will crowd the shoreline with a dominating built-structure, and it offers just a token strip of 
amenity planting between the highway and the boardwalk, which will do nothing meaningful to treat 
stormwater or mitigate the adverse effects of the structure and its users on the amenity and wildlife of the 
Inlet.
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4.  The proposed boardwalk will bring people closer to the beach and intertidal flats
The existing cycleway causes disturbance which reduces the natural use of the intertidal mudflats by waders
and other wildlife that is protected under the Wildlife Act 1953, including white and white-faced heron, 
black-fronted and white-fronted tern, wrybill, banded dotterel, red knot, caspian tern, pied and variable 
oystercatcher, and bar-tailed godwit, all of which frequent those parts of the Inlet’s mudflats and shoreline 
saltmarsh which are not disturbed by people and/or dogs.  There is also a predator trapping programme 
under way to seek to draw the shy banded rail back to this shoreline.

Fortunately there is currently a spotty strip of low vegetation on the seaward side of much of the cycleway, 
which reduces the level of disturbance somewhat, by masking human and canine legs and by hindering 
access to the mudflats.  

However, your proposal has no screening vegetation of any sort between the boardwalk and the intertidal 
mudflats.  Furthermore, the cyclists and walkers will be raised up above the mudflats, making them more 
prominent.  The ‘Boardwalk Visualization’ drawing shows steps leading down from the boardwalk to the 
beach, thus encouraging people to go onto the beach.  All of these will make the level of disturbance much 
greater.  

In June 2020 Nelson City Council amended the dog control policy and bylaw to require all dogs to be on 
leashes along the Whakatū Drive Foreshore Reserve, to ensure as far as possible that dogs do not pose 
threats to rare or protected wildlife.  The area mapped in the bylaw includes the strip of land between 
Whakatū Drive and MHWS, along which your proposal runs (as mapped in the recreation layer on 
Topofthe  s  outh  m  aps  ).  Unfortunately NCC neglected to require dogs to be leashed in the Coastal Marine 
Area, thus undermining their legal obligation to protect wildlife.  Therefore it is imperative that access by 
dogs and their owners down to the Coastal Marine Area is made as difficult as possible.

5.  The proposed boardwalk will not provide a safe walking or cycling environment
Waka Kotahi/NZTA’s Specification for Design, Construction and Maintenance of Cycling and Shared Path 
Facilities shows that there should be a 1m wide ‘vegetation free zone’ either side of a ‘protected cycleway 
shared path’.  This basic safety requirement is not reflected in the ‘Boardwalk Visualization’ drawing, which 
gives an impression of more vegetation than the specification allows.

The seaward side of the proposed boardwalk is shown as being about 1.36m above ground level. As 
specified in clause F4.3.1 of the Building Code, a barrier is required to be constructed to safeguard people 
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from falling, where the height of the structure exceeds 1.0m.  No such barrier is shown on the ‘Boardwalk 
Visualization’ drawing. 

The combination of a safety fence enclosing the boardwalk on one side and dense planting on the other, 
with no safe places to escape, will create significant risk of entrapment and thus violate Crime Prevention 
through Environmental Design (CPTED) guidelines about movement predictors, on a route that already has 
a bad reputation where it winds through the restoration plantings.

Our recommendation
We would like you to re-read carefully the feedback that we provided to you on 2 October 2020.  

In it we identified three critical issues that need to be addressed:

1.  the lack of stormwater treatment to prevent contaminants from the highway surface reaching 
the Inlet, 

2.  the lack of a natural shoreline and intertidal vegetation sequence, 

3. the lack of forward planning to protect the environmental values of the shoreline in the face of 
climate change and the consequent increases in sea level and storminess. 

We still say that is essential that NZTA works in partnership with Nelson City Council to address these issues 
along the shoreline of Waimea Inlet beside the Whakatū Estate and northwards around the corner 
alongside the apple cannery. 

6. Action to be taken
As we have explained above, we find your proposed boardwalk to be completely inappropriate for the 
health and wellbeing of Waimea Inlet.  It does not respect its ecology and wildlife, nor does it acknowledge 
the natural coastal processes that shape this shoreline, both now and in the future.

The first steps which must be taken, together, BEFORE carrying out any design work, are:

A) Engage Jim Dahm (Eco Nomos Ltd) and/or Leigh Stevens (Salt Ecology) to guide you on how to 
achieve the results you seek in a way that respects and works with natural coastal processes, 
including preparing for the effects of climate change, and protects and enhances wildlife values.  

Both of these people have considerable experience in the field, and both have a good 
understanding of the local conditions in Waimea Inlet, having already given coastal management 
advice to Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council specifically about the eastern shoreline of 
Waimea Inlet.  You must seek out their expert advice and local knowledge.

You say that you are proposing to engage Kaitiaki o Ngahere to advise you on the ecological aspects 
of the proposal.  We are not aware of that company having any staff with detailed experience of 
designing coastal works that respect natural coastal processes, while Jim and Leigh have had years 
of experience all over New Zealand and are both highly respected nationally.  

A copy of the relevant pages of a report prepared by Leigh for Tasman District Council is appended, 
with the Council’s permission.  We would expect him to tailor any advice he gives you, but this 
illustrates the type of approach they can be expected to take.

B) Make sure that tangata whenua are involved closely with the development of Jim and Leigh’s 
advice, to ensure that the revised proposals do not negatively impact the wairua and mauri of the 
Inlet.
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C) Plot the line of Mean High Water Springs, and hence the boundary of the Coastal Marine Area, 
using LINZ approved methodology, and use this to predict and plan for the likely effects of climate 
change.

D) Integrate the works with the retro-fitting of highway stormwater treatment devices along this 
stretch of highway, with its high traffic count and large proportion of heavy trucks. There is 
reference to the LID treatment techniques in the Nelson/Tasman Land Development Manual, which 
has been adopted by both Councils.  In particular, its clause 5.4.8.2 states that “stormwater 
treatment is required for all stormwater runoff that originates from a high contaminant generating 
surface, including ... all State Highways ...”

This very high profile site should be a priority for demonstrating appropriate respect for the health and 
wellbeing of the natural values and processes of Waimea Inlet, to which Nelson City Council, Tasman District
Council and the Waimea Inlet Forum are all fully committed. 

We would be very pleased to give further and more detailed input to your design processes. Feel free to get
in touch at any time.

Best wishes

For the Waimea Inlet Forum working group

------------------------------------
David Sissons
23 Cropp Place
Richmond
Nelson 7020

Phone: (03) 544 1573
Mobile: 027 216 1100
E-mail: sissonsihug@outlook.com
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