6. AWAROA/GODLEY HEAD COASTAL PARK DRAFT DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

General Manager responsible: General Manager City Environment
Officer responsible: Greenspace Manager
Author: Derek Roozen, DDI 941-8798

PURPOSE OF REPORT
1. The purpose of this report is to:
(@) Provide the Council with:

(i) An analysis of public submissions received on the draft Awaroa/Godley Head
Coastal Park development concept;

(i)  The minutes of the combined Christchurch City Council/Department of
Conservation hearing of submitters;

(i)  Conclusions and recommendations of the Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park
Development Concept Subcommittee that heard and considered the submissions;

and to

(b)  Seek the Council’s support for further investigations to be undertaken on identified key
concepts.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2. The draft Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept document (text side
and map side [Attachment B))] which is the product of a partnership between
the Christchurch City Council and the Department of Conservation to integrate the planning and
management of the area, was publicised for public comment at the end of 2003. One hundred
and twenty-two submissions were received.

3. Following a report to the Parks, Gardens and Waterways Committee on 29 July 2004, the
Council resolved to set up a subcommittee to hear submitters. The membership of this
subcommittee comprised two City Councillors and two representatives of the Department of
Conservation. The hearing convened on 19 and 20 August 2004 and 20 submitters were heard.

4. The minutes from this hearing are included in the submission analysis report but are also
separately attached [Attachment C)| Part A (53 pages) of the report, which includes the hearing
minutes, is provided to Councillors as a separate document. The full report (183 pages) is

tabled. An executive summary of the report is attached (Attachment D

5. The Department of Conservation indicates the level of its support for, and involvement in, the
proposed Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept, and how it sees it may
contribute to the investigation and/or implementation of any of the key concepts, in a separate
document [ABachment E]]

FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

6. Costs, budgets and funding sources were not specified in the draft Awaroa/Godley Head
Coastal Park development concept document because the proposals in the draft document are
conceptual at this stage. It is intended to obtain the Council’'s, and the Department of
Conservation’s, support for detailed investigation of the key concepts, including the options, with
a full cost/benefit assessment done for each option. Through this, accurate financial information
can then be provided.

7. Table 1 gives a speculative view of the possible order of expenditure likely to be required to
achieve implementation of each of the proposed key concepts.

8. Table 2 gives an indication of the possible investigation requirements for each of the proposed
key concepts, including the personnel needed to do the work, costs and timeframes.
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9. Table 3 specifies the separate research components of the investigation work proposed to be
provided by external consultants.

10. Table 4 gives a breakdown of the indicated/estimated staff time to be utilised for each key
concept.

11.  Table 5 provides a summary of the identified resourcing for the proposed investigation work.

12. There is no statutory obligation on either the Council or the Department of Conservation to
prepare a development concept document for the Awaroa/Godley Head peninsula area, nor is
there any statutory or legal obligation on either party to consider or implement any of the
concepts that have been proposed. The Council’'s development and management of the land in
the area that is under its administration is guided by the Community Outcomes of the Long
Term Council Community Plan and implemented through the operational and capital
expenditure programmes of the Greenspace Unit.

13. No decision is being sought from the Council, at this stage, on the implementation of any of the
identified key concepts, including the proposed penguin project. Instead, a request for support
for further investigation is being made. Following any investigation that is supported by the
Council, it is anticipated that recommendations will be made in a subsequent report towards the
end of 2005 or early in 2006. Neither this report makes, nor the later report, will make any
conclusions or recommendations on any matter concerning the baches at Taylors Mistake and
Boulder Bay. The bach issue is being dealt with through an independent and separate process
within the Council. It is expected that any recommendations for implementation of any aspect of
the proposed penguin project at Boulder Bay that arise from the key concept investigations will
be presented to the Council following the Council’s receipt of a separate report on the baches’
future.

14. Table 1: Possible Costs of Implementing Key Concepts:

Key Possible Maximum Order of Staging Potential Funding Potential Revenue
Concept Cost of Implementation1 Sources to Offset Cost
Historical ¢ Largely met by existing Short to ¢ Department of e From public
assets’ programmes, particularly the medium Conservation/Godley information/
preservation/ Department of term Head Heritage Trust visitor centre
interpretation Conservation’s, for the to lead ongoing sales.

Godley Head area. historic building

¢ Following, and dependent management.

upon, the evaluation of e The Department has

options for use of historic an existing (but

buildings at Godley Head, as intermittently Head

part of the Historical Assets Office allocated)

Preservation/Interpretation funding stream for

and Visitor Centre key this work.

concepts investigations (see
Table 2), resources will be
required to facilitate building
tender contract(s).

e The Department will
lead and fund the
building tender
contract(s) if it is to

o A review of the currently retain administration
operative interpretation of the asset.
strategy will also be facilitated
in 2006/07 following the * Proposed to be

joint Department/
Christchurch City
Council funding and
resourcing of the
interpretation
strategy review.

completion of the above
investigations.

Open e The cost of this is largely the | Medium e Some from ¢ Significant
sanctuary/ cost of the component parts, term for administering marketing
predator such as predator control the open organisations, but potential for

' These are rough guesstimates of the set-up cost only, based on consideration of broadly similar developments in other locations
throughout New Zealand. Further detailed investigation will be required to give more accurate cost estimates.
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Key Possible Maximum Order of Staging Potential Funding Potential Revenue
Concept Cost of Implementation1 Sources to Offset Cost
proof fence/ (including a possible fence ($ | sanctuary, maijority from external viable revenue
new 500,000 plus for a 2 to 3 km over the sources. streams to be
plantings fencez), plantings, associated | long term achieved from
visitor and management for new e Forthe fence, at tourism.
facilities, and public access. planting, least half would come
and 5 to from external
e Existing programmes of work 10 years sources.
would meet some cost. This hence for N lanti d
would be the case with new afence if | ° bew plantings wou
lantings, which would largel ' e led by the
plantings, 9€lY | the need Council. wi
come under existing land : ouncil, with
: . for one is lunteer assistance.
protection and restoration later vo
planting programmes. proven.
e Actual cost would depend
upon the level, and sites, of
planting undertaken.

Visitor centre | e This will be dependent on the | Depending | ¢ Depending uponthe | ¢ Would be main
nature of the facility and its upon what nature of the facility, vehicle for
location. is required could range from revenue accrual

—any time being met through for the proposed
* Cost could range from in the short Department of coastal park,
relatively low (tens of to long Conservation/ through sales of
$1_OO_OS)' if located in an term. volunteer contribution info and services
existing historic building at (for use of an to visitors.
godley Head and_ run by the existing building) to
odley Head Heritage Trust, significant Council e Could have a
to significant ($ millions) with funding as well as commercial
a new purpose-built building.3 from grants and component, such
sponsorship. as a cafe.
Penguin e This is a pre-existing and Mediumto | ¢ The intentionisfora | e Potential to be a
breeding/ separate project proposal — long term. Charitable Trust to major tourist
viewin may not need much new develop the project attraction and
project infrastructure development, and manage it in the therefore to
so probable that the cost long term. become a
would not be significant. significant and
. self-funding
* There will be some economic entity.
organisational input, met
through existing work
programmes:
o The Department of
Conservation — provision of
suitable land for nesting
habitat and auditing of
ecological feasibility.
o The Christchurch City
Council — on access issues.

Park e Improvement of existing Short term. | ¢ Council budgeted. -

entrance entrances, such as the
Godley Head Road entrance
at Evans Pass, already
required.

2 Budget in the draft Biodiversity Strategy indicates a proposed new 50% contribution of $250,000 towards predator proof fencing at
Godley Head. The Council has approved expenditure of $300,000 towards the total cost of $400,000 for a 3.35 km long predator proof
fence at Styx Conservation Reserve. The Council also made a $50,000 capital grant to the Riccarton Bush Trust in 2003/04 towards
the establishment of a predator proof fence around Riccarton Bush (costing in excess of $280,000 excluding GST for over 1 km of
fence). Other relatively recent fences include those for the Tawharanui Regional Park/Open Sanctuary (a similar scenario to the
proposed Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park) north of Auckland (2.5 km, $639,000, with a third funded by Auckland Regional Council),
and the Karori Wildlife Sanctuary in Wellington (8.6 km, $2,040,000).

Asa comparison, Tawharanui Regional Park, previously a farm park (as is Godley Head), will be utilising existing farm buildings for
visitor information and facilities. At the other end of the scale is the Karori Wildlife Sanctuary, which has budgeted $15.4 million for a
‘Gateway Project’, including an iconic visitor centre, with café/restaurant, retail shop and function facilities, new visitor attractions and
improved car parking and road access.

4 Existing penguin projects elsewhere that are often referred to for comparative purposes are the Philip Island Penguin Parade in
Victoria, Australia (quoted as the number one multi-million dollar tourist destination in Australia and self-funding), and the Penguin
Parade near Oamaru ($1.3 million new development, including a new visitor centre, being funded through entrance fees and grants).
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requirement for upgrade of
the Godley Head Road to
accommodate increased
amount of, and heavy vehicle,
traffic.

o Level of cost of a road
upgrade would be dependent
on the nature of
redevelopment, which could
range from judder bars,
passing areas and crash
barriers being installed (lower
cost) to full road widening
(high cost).

e Another option is to close or
limit the road to public access
(no further cost).

o Are existing initiatives for new
tracks in the area but the
proposed coastal park may
give rise for the need for
further and improved tracks.

Key Possible Maximum Order of Staging Potential Funding Potential Revenue
Concept Cost of Implementation1 Sources to Offset Cost
o May mostly involve provision
of good signage and may be
covered in existing budgets.
Park access | e Would be a demand for Would be e Council budget for -
and facilities enhanced facilities with required in road upgrade.
increased numbers of visitors. | early to Improvements to
) medium facilities, including
* Likely, also, to be a term. provision of new

tracks, in the area
are already being
funded and
programmed by both
the Council and
Department of
Conservation.

e Also, some volunteer
assistance with new
tracks is currently
being given.

15. Table 2: Proposed Investigation Requirements:

Key
Concept

Investigation

Possible Timeframe

Estimated
Resources Required

Contributions

Historical
assets’
preservation/
interpretation

e There is existing

work® on this keX
concept by DoC
and the GHHT'.

Cost of restoration
and maintenance of
all historic assets
has been calculated
by DoC and entered
into the DoC Historic
Asset Management
database (HAMS).

Purpose of the
investigation would
be focussed on the
future usage of three
buildings (two ex-
Army messes, one
shearing shed). The
Quartermaster’s
Store is occupied by
the GHHT, who are
interested in using it
for a museum/visitor
centre.

e 6 month evaluation
of options for
building utilisation
- to be part of the
Visitor Centre
investigation.

e For a6 month
evaluation for both
the Historical
Assets and Visitor
Centre key
concepts (see the
resource
requirements
specifically
indicated for the
Visitor Centre one),
estimate $10,000
for consultancy
fees and 240 hours
of staff time to
assist.

e DOC and CCC®to
jointly lead historic
building and Visitor
Centre investigation:

o DoC to provide
100 hours staff
time.

o DoC to allocate
$5,000.

o See the Visitor
Centre key
concept section
for CCC provided
staff hours and
funds.

® Specifically on the ex-WWII military sites at Godley Head.
® Department of Conservation.
" Godley Head Heritage Trust.

8 Christchurch City Council
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Key Investigation

Possible Timeframe

Estimated

Contributions

be ecological/
biodiversity based.

e To be a staged
investigation: Stage |
to identify what is
there and what the
potential for
ecological
enhancement is.

e Outcome of the
Stage | investigation
— being able to
identify needs/
answer questions,
such as the:

i. Need fora
predator proof
fence to achieve
a predator free
environment for
an open
sanctuary area?

ii. Requirements for
habitat/
biodiversity
enhancement/
restoration.

iii. Implications of
not doing
anything.

e Stagell—a
subsequent
investigation of
detailed methods of
implementation of
identified ecological
enhancement
opportunities, such
as a predator proof
fence and other
advanced predator
control measures.

and report on
outcomes at the
end of 2005 or
early in 2006.

ii. Stage Il —
dependent upon
the outcome
from the
previous stage
of investigation
(may be
undertaken in
2006 or later).

and report on
evaluation
(estimate total of
240 (DoC 40)
hours required).

ii. External
contractors to
undertake
species
category
specific
ecological
investigations -
that is,
separate
faunalflora
investigations
(survey and
evaluation of
restoration
potential)
(estimate up to
a 6 month
period of
research, with
total budget up
to $33,000).
See Table 3 for
details.

o Stage Il: Not
covered in this

investigation as
dependent upon
the outcome of

Stage I.

Concept Resources Required
e This investigation
needs to be part of
the Visitor Centre
investigation.
Open o Need to evaluate the | « Possible timing of | e For Stage I: e CCC (and, in
sanctuary/ need for this key the staged . particular,
predator concept, what it may investigation: I gtaéf (tC_)CCtand Greenspace Unit
proof fence/ constitute and what st —6 f O'I'z ;me 0 staff) to lead the
new options there are. I —39%_ acilitate, open sanctuary
plantings o month manage, concept and to
¢ Investigation to evaluation, contribute to

undertake the
investigation of this,
including facilitating
the proposed
ecological
evaluation of the

area (Stage ).

e DoC - considers
this key concept a
low priority
proposal and has
no available
funding for the
investigation of
this. Is, though,
able to contribute
40 hours of staff
time towards the
ecological
evaluation (Stage )
and to comment on
results.

e CCCto also lead
the subsequent
consideration of
needs coming out of
the ecological
evaluation,
including:

i. Guiding the
direction of
plantings in the
area.

ii. Further
investigation of
species
reintroduction and
pest/weed control
potential.

ii. The later (may be
years down the
track)
investigation of
options for a
predator proof
fence or other
methods of
predator control
for protection of
an open
sanctuary (Stage

D).

¢ Planning for and
implementation of
new plantings in the

Council Agenda 9 June 2005




Key
Concept

Investigation

Possible Timeframe

Estimated
Resources Required

Contributions

area to largely come
under existing CCC
and DoC
development and
management
programmes.

Overall, CCC should
allocate up to 140
hours of staff time to
contract facilitation,
management,
monitoring and
integration and
review of outcomes.

Visitor centre

e Ajoint investigation

is proposed:

(1) To assess the
demand/need for a
visitor/information
centre and consider
options for type and
location of such a
facility.

Options to consider
range from:

i. Fitting in with the
GHHT’s utilisation
of the Quarter-
master’s Store at
Godley Head as a
museum.

ii. Developing
another ex-
military building or
the shearing shed
at Godley Head
as a visitor centre.

iii. Constructing a
new purpose-built
facility at one of a
range of site

options.

(2) An evaluation of
existing Godley
Head building usage
options.

e Over a 6 month
period.

e Although
requiring
facilitation,
monitoring and
review by staff
(estimate 140
hours), ideally a
consultant
specialising in
visitor/tourism
marketing should
be commissioned
to undertake a
study of visitor
needs and uses,
and visitor centre
options (estimate
up to $10,000 for
a contract of up
to 6 months
duration).

CCC to lead
consideration of
needs and options.

CCC should allocate
approximately 100
hours of staff time to
contract facilitation,
management,
monitoring and
outcome review.

If located in the
Quartermaster’s
Store and run by the
GHHT, then project
led by DoC.

DoC can contribute
40 hours staff time
to assist the
investigation,
particularly where
it relates to the use
of the historic
buildings at
Godley Head, and
$5,000 towards the
consultant costs.

Penguin
breeding/
viewing
project

Is a pre-existing
proposed project
(was a Turning Point
2000 project) being
driven and
investiggated by the
WFPT.

e In the short term,
as most of the
investigation work
has already been
completed by the
WFPT.

e DoC staff time to
assess/respond to
outcomes arising
from the WFPT’s
investigatory work.

DoC to lead and
provide 40 hours of
staff time to respond
to the ongoing
investigation by the
WFPT.

Park
entrance

Investigation applies
to:

i. The Godley Head
Road access-
point at Evans
Pass.

ii. Track access from

e Staged:

i. Stage | — About
a week’s work
can be
undertaken
at any time,
except for the

¢ Rough estimate for

up to 40 hours of
existing staff time
to do the Stage |

assessment.

CCC to lead.

May be undertaken
partly by staff as
part of existing work
programme
assessment.

® White-flippered Penguin Trust.
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Key
Concept

Investigation

Possible Timeframe

Estimated
Resources Required

Contributions

as

Taylor's Mistake
Beach.

Potential track
access to
Scarborough Hill
Park from the
lower
Scarborough
spur.

e The investigation is
to assess the status
of the formally
identified park
entrances and their
development, such

provision of

signage, and to
scope feasibility and
potential
requirements,
including for further
future detailed
design planning, in
the event the coastal
park key concepts
proceed.

consideration of
the proposed
Scarborough
spur access,
which is subject
to the
subdivision
consent process
timeframe.

i. Stage Il —

Dependent
upon the
outcome of the
investigation of
the key
concepts (such
as the visitor
centre, open
sanctuary/
predator proof
fence and the
penguin
project), may
need to do
detailed design
investigations
for the park
entrances (if
required, would
be timed for
2006 or later).

e Also, involves
collection of
information from
other Council
assessment
processes, in
particular that
relating to the
subdivision
application for lower
Scarborough spur.

e Estimate up to 40
hours of CCC staff
time to allocate to
the initial scoping
investigation (Stage
D).

Park access .
and facilities

exi

be

o Wi

iss
Ba

all

Involves an overall
access and facilities
assessment,
integrating all

sting

organisational
information, and
indication of likely
needs if the other
key concepts for the
coastal park are to

implemented.

Il include

assessment, by the
CCC, of access

ues at Boulder
y (may, in part, be

addressed through
other Council
assessment
processes).

e [nvestigation needs
to take into account

existing work:

i. Developments

and maintenance
of access and
facilities to a large
extent already
comes under
existing planning/
work
programmes.

ii. DoC is already

developing further

e Staged:

Stage | —
scoping
assessment of
current status of
park access and
facilities and
future
requirements if
the coastal park
key concepts
proceed.

i. Stage Il —this is

dependent upon
the key coastal
park concepts
proceeding. For
example, if the
Penguin project
proceeds in the
next year,
Godley Head
Road may need
improvements
after 5to 6
years — at that
time, an
investigation to
assess
requirements
can be
instigated. The
road is
considered to
be currently
suitable for

e Possibly require up
to 40 hours of staff
time to do the

Stage |
assessment.

e CCCtolead and
contribute up to 20
hours staff time to

Stage I.

e DoC can contribute
20 hours staff time
towards
investigation work
for Stage |.
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Key Investigation
Concept

Possible Timeframe

Estimated
Resources Required

Contributions

tracks at Godley
Head.

.CCC and/or
volunteers also
currently or
recently involved
in mountain bike
track
developments/
improvements
nearer the
western end of
the proposed
coastal park area.

e Possible new
developments
associated with the
proposed coastal
park concept, such
as access road
upgrade, would
require subsequent
investigation.

access.

16. Table 3: Proposed Ecological Investigation — External Consultants:

Ecological
Investigation Project

Approximate
Timeframe

Purpose/Project Details

Estimated Cost

Birds 6 months

To research and advise on the potential
viability of reintroducing bird species to
the area. Can be assisted by staff
(Council Rangers).

$10,000

Lizards
and summer)

6 months (over spring

Simple report on the status of lizards in
the area and the measures required to
conserve these. Can be assisted by
staff (Council Rangers).

$3,000

Animal pests 3 months

Scoping report on animal pests in the
area and what further measures can be
taken to remove these. Coverage to
include mice, rats, possums, cats,
mustelids and hedgehogs. Can
research existing information.

$5,000

Invertebrates
and summer)

6 months (over spring

Survey work and identification of
species significance.

$10,000

Plants

3 months (spring)

A plant ecologist, with some staff
assistance, to research existing
information and to evaluate the potential
for ecological enhancement. In
particular, to ask:

e What can be left to natural
regeneration?

o Where should there be regeneration?

e What areas could have enhanced
planting?

$5,000

ESTIMATED TOTAL:

$33,000

17. Table 4: Proposed Investigations — CCC/DoC Staff Input:

Key Concept

Department of
Conservation
Contribution

Christchurch City Council
Contribution

Total Staff Time
Contributions
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Hours Hours Equivalent Cost Hours
(Hours x $75)

Historical assets’ 100 hours | See the Visitor - 100 hours
preservation/ Centre key
interpretation concept section

for CCC provided

staff hours.
Open sanctuary/ 40 hours 140 hours $10,500 180 hours
predator proof fence/
new plantings
Visitor centre 40 hours 100 hours $7,500 140 hours
Penguin breeding/ 40 hours - - 40 hours
viewing project
Park entrance - 40 hours $3,000 40 hours
Park access and facilities 20 hours 20 hours $1,500 40 hours

TOTALS: 240 hours 300 hours $22,500 540 hours

18. Table 5: Proposed Investigations — Summary of Resources to be Provided:

Staff Hours

External
Consultant
Fees

Explanation

Department of
Conservation
Contribution

240 hours

$5,000

The Department’s focus is on the management and
future use of the historic ex-military buildings at Godley
Head. It acknowledges that a potential use of one of the
buildings could be as a visitor centre for the proposed
coastal park. It has allocated 100 hours of its staff time
(in addition to a further 40 hours of staff time, and $5,000
towards the consultant fees, to investigate options for a
visitor centre).

The Department considers the key concept for an open
sanctuary, and associated predator proof fence and new
plantings, to be a low priority for implementation and
advises it has no available funding for the investigation of
this. Itis, though, able to contribute 40 hours of staff time
towards the proposed Stage | ecological evaluation and
to comment on results.

The Department will lead the review of the Penguin
project as promoted by the White-flippered Penguin Trust
and will allocate 40 hours of its staff time towards this.

It also contributes 20 hours towards the Stage |
assessment of current park access and facilities and
what future requirements there are.

Balance
(Christchurch
City Council
Contribution)

300 hours

$38,000

Staff of the Greenspace Unit champion the two major key
concepts — (1) Open sanctuary/predator proof fence/new
plantings and (2) Visitor centre. It is acknowledged that it
is crucial that there be thorough prior investigation of
needs, feasibility and options before any decision can be
made on possible implementation. To facilitate this, it
has been identified that external consultants are engaged
to undertake separate ecological and visitor centre
building option investigations, with Council and
Department of Conservation staff assistance to facilitate
and monitor.

The estimated cost of the above consultancies have been
identified in Table 2 and totals $43,000. As the identified
Department of Conservation contribution is $5,000
towards the visitor centre investigation, the balance of
$38,000 will need to be met by the Council.

The Council’s contribution of staff hours to assist the
investigations is mostly towards that for the two major key
concepts, and largely to do with external consultant
contract facilitation, management, monitoring, and with
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External
Staff Hours | Consultant Explanation
Fees

integration and review of outcomes (240 hours).

e The remaining Greenspace Unit staff time (60 hours) is
towards actioning investigations of the (1) Park entrance
and (2) Park access/facilities key concepts, which are
proposed to be led by the Council.

TOTALS: 540 hours $43,000

19. There is no allocation in the Greenspace Unit's 2005/06 budget to cover the Council’s
contribution to the proposed investigations. In order to commence the investigations at the
earliest possible time to achieve outcomes to report back to the Council at the end of the year,
or early in 2006, and to undertake the ecological investigations during the optimum spring and
summer seasons, additional funds in the 2005/06 budget will be required.

20. The Department of Conservation advises that it needs to investigate future uses of the
ex-military buildings at Godley Head, which is part of the proposed visitor centre investigation, in
the 2005/06 financial year.

21. The alternative is to identify the required expenditure in the 2006 Long Term Council
Community Plan but this will have the implication of deferring the commencement of any
investigations to after the end of June 2006.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Council should consider the following recommendations, which include the recommendations of
the Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park Development Concept Subcommittee:

(@) Receive the information on the analysis of public submissions on the draft Awaroa/Godley Head
Coastal Park development concept document.

(b)  Approve the finalisation of the Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept
document and adopt this.

(c)  Agree to support further detailed investigation, as specified in Tables 2, 3, 4 and 5 of this report
and including the Council’s estimated contribution of $38,000 towards external consultants’ fees
and 300 hours of Greenspace Unit staff time, on the key concepts proposed in the draft
Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept, including values, feasibility, costs,
funding sources, possible partnerships and development options (Option A).

Key concepts being (not in priority order):

Preservation and interpretation of historical assets.

Open sanctuary (including new plantings and a possible predator proof fence).
White-flippered penguin breeding and public viewing project.

Visitor centre.

Coastal park entrance.

Public access and facilities, including new tracks.

ok wn -~

(d)  Approve additional funding to be made available to the Greenspace Unit for the 2005/06
financial year to enable the proposed investigations, if supported by the Council, to proceed
after the end of June 2005.

(e) Invite the Canterbury Regional Council to indicate its support and how it may contribute to
investigation and/or implementation of any of the above key concepts.

(f) Receive and note the Department of Conservation’s written statement of its position on the level
of its support for, and involvement in, the proposed Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park
development concept and how it may contribute to the investigation and/or implementation of
any of the above key concepts.

(g) Invite Ngai Tahu to indicate its support and how it may contribute to investigation and/or
implementation of any of the above key concepts.

(h)  Research and investigate an appropriate Memorandum of Understanding for partnerships in the
above concepts.

(i) Thank members of the Subcommittee, Council staff and staff of the Department of Conservation
for their enthusiastic contributions to this project.

0] Inspect the area(s) under consideration.
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BACKGROUND ON THE AWAROA/GODLEY HEAD COASTAL PARK DRAFT DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT —
REPORTING ON THE ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

31.

32.

The draft Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept document is the product of
collaborative work by staff of the Christchurch City Council’'s Greenspace Unit and the
Christchurch Area and Conservancy Offices of the Department of Conservation. It is the
culmination of a long period of research and liaison and is the presentation of a group of
concepts for the best future development, management and use of a key area next to
Christchurch - the Awaroa/Godley Head peninsula.

Many of the concepts reflect existing use, approved management programmes and recreational
facility development of the area. The concept document supports the intent of a Memorandum
of Understanding signed by both organisations on 12 February 2004 for the integrated facilities
management and planning for biodiversity management of the resources under the

administration of each in the Port Hills area [Attachment F

For each of the significant concepts for developments in the proposed coastal park area, the
Council's and the Department of Conservation’s support is sought for further detailed
investigation, including identification of costs and funding sources. There is no requirement, at
this stage, for a commitment by either organisation on programming and budgeting for the
implementation of any concept.

The overall coastal park concept for this key and popular open space area on the doorstep of
Christchurch reflects and supports a wide range of planning documents prepared by the
Christchurch City Council and other organisations. The thinking for an integrated approach to
the management and use of the area for such public purposes as conservation and recreation
has been in train for some time and the draft Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development
concept document is an innovative attempt to promote and implement this approach.

Existing and current Council strategies and plans that directly identify an Awaroa/Godley Head
Coastal Park are listed in Attachment G

Other Council approved plans and documents, and relevant plans of other organisations, for
which the respective visions, goals and objectives are met, supported and/or not contradicted by
the Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park concept, are also listed in Attachment G

Much of the Awaroa/Godley Head area is in public ownership and accessible by the public for
recreational purposes. Attached are (1) a plan of land tenure and (2) a description of land

status [Attachment H

Public consultation on the draft development concept document was completed on 12 March
2004, following a period of two and a half months for submissions to be received. A total of 122
submissions were received, with some of these being detailed.

At the commencement of the consultation, copies of the draft document had been provided to
all members of the Council, and also to Department of Conservation staff and identified
stakeholders and interested parties.

A non-statutory hearing was facilitated on 19 and 20 August 2004 and 20 submitters heard.

A submission analysis report (see Attachment D for an executive summary of this report),
including the minutes of the hearing, was distributed to submitters in January 2005.
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OPTIONS
33.  There are three options before the Council:

A. To support further detailed investigation on all of the key concepts proposed in the draft
Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept, including values, feasibility,
costs, funding sources, possible partnerships and development options.

B. To support further detailed investigation on selected key concepts proposed in the draft
Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept, including values, feasibility,
costs, funding sources, possible partnerships and development options.

C. To decline to support further detailed investigation on concepts proposed in the draft
Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept.

34. These options refer only to key concepts proposed in the draft Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal
Park development concept document and not to existing budgeted development and
maintenance programmes for the area, including those of both the City Council and the
Department of Conservation. This is unless it is proposed to significantly expand on any of the
existing programmes, including those being instigated by external groups.

PREFERRED OPTION

35. The preferred option is Option A as this will keep open the greatest possible range of future
options for development of the Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park area that can be considered
by the Council at a later date. It is possible at that time for decisions to be made to implement
the most cost effective and practical of the development options that have by then been fully
investigated.
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ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS

The Preferred Option (Option A)

To support further detailed investigation on all of the key concepts proposed in the draft
Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept, including on: values, feasibility, costs,
funding sources, possible partnerships and development options.

tangata whenua values in the
proposed coastal park area that can
be best managed, promoted,
interpreted and protected under a
planning framework that captures and
integrates all opportunities to protect,
manage and interpret these values.

This option, for full investigation of all
key concepts, provides the best
scenario to achieve this.

OPTION A Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)

Social e Keeps the maximum range of key ¢ No real social costs, other than the
concept options open for full ratepayers’ possible future indirect
investigation and consideration as to financial investment in the area’s
the merit of each. resources.

o This permits the potential optimum A promoted coastal park may raise
future realisation of a high profile unrealistic expectations for the visitor
(regional, national and even level of service provided, in terms of
international) coastal park resource, access and facilities.
one which has improved visitor .

- - , There may be an opportunity cost of
facilities and caters well for visitors . !
. : limited resources not going to other
health, wellbeing and experience : : A
. . possibly higher priority sites that
through the provision of a wide range . 4 . .
o L provide an important social benefit.
of opportunities for activities,
including relaxation, recreation and There may be a ‘clash of interests’,
learning. with respect to potential conflicting
uses if as many as possible of the
key concepts are implemented, such
as public recreational access versus
ecological protection (but this can be
managed appropriately for with good
planning).
Cultural e There are significant historical and Increased visitor numbers to the area

could increase impacts on the values
that are important to conservationists,
historians and the tangata whenua,
as well as for those visitors who
appreciate remote, undeveloped and
empty places.

This can, though, be addressed with
good planning, design, management
and provision of information.

Environmental

This maximises the opportunity to
achieve the potential optimum future
enhancement and protection of the
many environmental values found in
the area, including ecological and
historical ones, through consideration
of all options for potential initiatives to
build on the environmental benefits of
existing, approved programmes.

Implementation of all feasible
concepts in the future will permit
improvements to made to the area’s
environmental management, such as
more effective and widespread
predator and weed control, that is
currently not able to be achieved
under existing work programmes.

¢ Also, the high profile of the proposed

coastal park, and the provision of

Implementation of some of the more
major and potentially controversial
concepts, such as the proposed
predator proof fence and plantings on
the north-facing slopes, may be
impractical and potentially expensive
and therefore not viable (future
implementation costs, though, could
be met from a variety of funding
sources).

New developments, with the
accompanying increase in visitors,
may impact on environmental values
(although good planning and design
can help to avoid this).
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OPTION A Benefits (current and future)

Costs (current and future)

visitor information facilities, will serve
to educate people about
environmental matters.

Economic .

The potential financial benefits to the
city’s economy of the area being
developed as a prime tourism
attraction are maximised if as many
as possible of the proposed
development concepts are further
investigated and eventually
implemented.

This can be furthered through linkage
of the area with other key visitor
attractions in the city to provide
enhanced tourism experiences and
encourage increased tourist numbers
and duration of stay.

Having a good range of tourist
attractions and activities in the
Awaroa/Godley Head area will
increase the chance of the area
becoming a noted tourist destination.

e The cost of investigating the
proposed key concepts further can be
met within existing organisational
planning programmes. To assist,
existing resources and information
can be tapped into, and the
investigations can be staged.

e There are potential future significant
set-up costs for one or more of the
key concepts, such as the predator
fence and visitor centre (although
these could be met from a range of
funding sources).

e Cost of implementing other concepts,
such as track improvements/
maintenance and weed control, is
already covered to a large extent by
existing work programmes.

e Would be an obligation on the
Council and Department of
Conservation to retain the standard of
a high profile visitor resource, once
developed and promoted, but the
benefits to the city should outweigh
this.

e Costs of necessary ancillary
development and ongoing
maintenance may also be high,
including the need to improve
infrastructure, such as the upgrade of
the access road (Godley Head Road)
to the required standard. This may
be considered an investment for the
future but also some of the cost could
be met by the tourism industry, which
stands to benefit.

¢ Also, good planning, provision only of
facilities that are shown to be needed
and sustainable use of resources,
such as utilising an existing building
for a visitor centre, can keep the
costs down over the long term.
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OPTION A

Extent to which community outcomes are achieved:

Primary alignment with community outcomes for a city with a sustainable natural environment: “Our
City’s natural resources, biodiversity, landscapes, and ecosystem integrity are protected and
enhanced.” and “Our people enjoy and value our natural environment and take responsibility for
protecting and restoring it.”

Also contributes to “Our City provides the natural and built environments that enable people to enjoy
long and healthy lives” and “Our City’s infrastructure, facilities, open space and natural environments
support a diverse range of arts and leisure activities.”

Impact on Council’s capacity and responsibilities:

In the medium to longer term, the Council will need to cover or contribute to the development and
upkeep of any new assets on site that it owns or has a share in, such as a visitor centre or predator
proof fence. This, though, can be planned and budgeted for well in advance. The benefits should
outweigh the costs of commitment.

As a shared project with the Department of Conservation, the costs and commitments may also be
shared, subject to agreement. It is expected, though, that there will be extensive contribution by
interest groups, sponsors and volunteers to offset this.

Many of the proposed concepts relate to planning, development and activity already programmed into
existing work programmes by the Council’'s Greenspace Unit and the Department of Conservation and
therefore will not constitute an additional impact on the Council’s resources. In the short term, before

final decisions on any of the proposed concepts are made the cost to the Council is simply that of staff
time in investigation.

Effects on Maori:

The area in question has some values of importance to Maori that, potentially, in a situation of
inadequate management of increasing visitor numbers, could be adversely impacted on. In light of
expected good and careful planning for the proposed coastal park, and in consultation with the tangata
whenua, any adverse impacts can be avoided. On the contrary, the protection of these values, such
as physical sites, may be enhanced and their significance promoted and interpreted to the wider
populace.

Consistency with existing Council policies:

Meets the stated Council activities in the Long Term Council Community Plan for parks and open
spaces (involvement of the community and stakeholders, providing opportunities for environmental
education and informal recreation in the natural environment, and conserving natural, heritage and
scenic values (pages 79-84)).

It supports and/or contributes to the visions and strategic objectives of a range of Council strategies:

in particular, it implements the strategic objective in the Port Hills Regional Park Acquisitions Strategy
1999 for a Coastal Park based around the Godley Head area; it supports the vision in the Coastal
Parks Strategy 2000-2010 for the enhancement of the coastal environment and meets the stated draft
development programme in this strategy for the Godley Head Coastal Park.

Views and preferences of persons affected or likely to have an interest:

The draft Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept document has been publicly
consulted on, with all identified persons and groups affected, or likely to have an interest in the area,
being directly advised and invited to comment. One hundred and twenty-two submissions were
received. There was overwhelmingly strong support for the proposed concepts, with some submitters
making constructive, practical suggestion on the feasibility of implementation of the concepts.

Other relevant matters:

One of the proposed key new concepts was previously identified as a Port Hills 2000 project, as part of
Turning Point 2000 initiated by the Christchurch City Council. This is for the establishment and
development of a white-flippered penguin colony at Godley Head.
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Maintain The Status Quo (Option C)

To decline to support further detailed investigation on concepts proposed in the draft Awaroa/Godley
Head Coastal Park development concept.

community will necessarily accrue,
other than those resulting from the
usual day to day planning and work
programming for the area, such as
improvement of tracks.

This option will keep the area as it is —
largely semi-wild and undeveloped.
Those who appreciate a more
adventurous and remote experience
will continue to benefit from access to
the area.

OPTION C Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)
(Status Quo)
Social ¢ No additional benefits for the ¢ No opportunity realised to achieve a

premier coastal park for the city,
which could be a future major
attraction for visitors.

e Taking no further action to investigate
potential beneficial developments may
lessen the opportunity to address a
potentially increasing inadequacy of
the area to appropriately meet visitor
needs in light of inevitable increasing
visitor numbers.

e Will be less opportunity for community
and interest group participation in the
conservation and development of the
area.

e Cost to the community of the Council
not taking the opportunity to explore
options to optimise the public
recreational resource.

Cultural .

Cultural and heritage values remain
relatively unmodified and ‘hidden’
and available to be experienced by
those who make the effort to access
and learn about them.

e Less possibility to promote and
educate visitors about the cultural
and historical values of the area in an
enhanced and coordinated way
through quality interpretation,
including at a dedicated
visitor/information centre.

e Physical sites and features that have
cultural value, although maintained to
some extent under existing planning
and work programmes, may
deteriorate in the absence of an
integrated and enhanced programme
of conservation.

Environmental | ¢

Both the Christchurch City Council
and the Department of Conservation
are able to continue with existing
planned and budgeted programmes,
integrated to the extent already
agreed to under the Memorandum of
Understanding signed by both parties
in February 2004 regarding the
facilities management and planning
for biodiversity management of the
Port Hills reserves — environmental
benefits will continue to accrue from
these.

Are existing efforts for ecological
enhancement, such as the white-
flippered penguin colony, and the
measures taken for its protection, at
Harris Bay.

e Possibly less chance, under existing
budgets and work programmes, to
satisfactorily resolve environmental
management issues, such as weed
control, in the area.

o Likely will not realise the enhanced
and new environmental projects that
such a high profile coastal park
development concept may help
initiate, give impetus to and incite
increased buy-in and involvement of
community and interest groups.

Council Agenda 9 June 2005




OPTION C Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)
(Status Quo)

Economic ¢ No significant change to existing ¢ No long-term investment in the
financial programmes for the integrated planning for, management,
management of the area, other than enhancement and development of,
those to be normally expected in and encouragement of community
order to meet changing maintenance involvement with, a project that could
and community needs. develop the area into a key visitor

attraction for the city — therefore,
there will not be the spin-offs for the
city and regional economy from such
a visitor/ tourism attraction.

¢ No requirement for alternative
funding to be sought from other
sources to finance any significant
future developments.

e No opportunity to contribute to further
raising the profile of Christchurch,
both nationally and internationally.

Extent to which community outcomes are achieved:

No enhanced contribution to meeting the community outcomes for a city with a sustainable natural
environment (“Our City’s natural resources, biodiversity, landscapes, and ecosystem integrity are
protected and enhanced.” and “Our people enjoy and value our natural environment and take
responsibility for protecting and restoring it.”).

Also, doesn’t contribute further to “Our City provides the natural and built environments that enable
people to enjoy long and healthy lives” and “Our City’s infrastructure, facilities, open space and natural
environments support a diverse range of arts and leisure activities.”

Impact on Council’s capacity and responsibilities:

No additional impact.

Effects on Maori:

No potential opportunity realised to especially promote and educate visitors to the area of the sites and
other values that of importance to Maori as part of the package of key values promoted by a coastal
park.

Consistency with existing Council policies:

Does not contribute further to the implementation of the visions and strategic objectives of a range of
Council strategies that refer specifically to the creation of an Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park,
including the strategic objective in the Port Hills Regional Park Acquisitions Strategy 1999 for a Coastal
Park based around the Godley Head area, the vision in the Coastal Parks Strategy 2000—2010 for the
enhancement of the coastal environment and the stated draft development programme in this strategy
for the Godley Head Coastal Park. It does not add to the stated Council activities in the Long Term
Council Community Plan for parks and open spaces (involvement of the community and stakeholders,
providing opportunities for environmental education and informal recreation in the natural environment,
and conserving natural, heritage and scenic values (pages 79-84)).

Views and preferences of persons affected or likely to have an interest:

Does not reflect the submitters’ overwhelmingly strong support for the proposed concepts, although
there is some submitter reservation on the implementation of some of the potentially expensive
concepts, such as the proposed predator proof fence running right across the peninsula.

Other relevant matters:

Some of the activities and developments in the area that are covered by the proposed concepts are
existing or proposed projects that exist in their own right and will continue to apply irrespective of any
decision not to further investigate and consider implementing any of the proposed key concepts.
These include the proposed penguin viewing project at Boulder Bay that is advocated by the White-
flippered Penguin Trust, and the proposed accessway up lower Scarborough spur that is subject to the
outcome of a subdivision application.
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Option B

To support further detailed

investigation on selected

key concepts proposed

in the draft

Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park development concept, including on: values, feasibility, costs,
funding sources, possible partnerships and development options.

OPTION B Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)

Social e The opportunity is realised to e Opportunities for visitors to improve
promote a coastal park for the their wellbeing through recreation,
Awaroa/Godley Head peninsula area, relaxation and learning in the area
one which can encourage more will continue to improve into the
visitors for recreation, relaxation and future to some extent.
education purposes, e_md bast_at_:i e They may be more limited, though,
largely on existing visitor facilities compared to under the Preferred
and management. Option A, with the probable absence

e Possible to achieve an improved of the more visionary and significant
level of service through integrated (although potentially more expensive
Council/Department of Conservation and therefore unviable) concepts,
planning and management, already such as the open sanctuary
happening (through the contained by a cross-peninsula
Memorandum of Understanding). predator proof fence, and a purpose-

e The focus can be on investigating built visitor centre.
those proposed key development e If there is no further investigation of
concepts that are potentially more one or more of these key proposed
realistic and therefore more readily concepts, there may be the loss of
achievable — the future public opportunity for the Council and the
benefits are consequently more Department of Conservation to
foreseeable. realise a potential icon open space

coastal park area, which has the
potential to have significant social
benefits for the community well into
the future.

e Also, a reduced ‘concept
investigation package’ may mean
that the social benefits currently
arising from the public’s use and
appreciation of the area are not
maintained with the inevitable
increasing numbers of visitors to the
area.

Cultural e Although this option may not provide
the ‘gilt-edged’ outcome for
conserving, promoting and educating
about the historical and cultural
values of the area that the Preferred
Option A may give, it may be more
beneficial in retaining the existing
character of the historic sites by not
developing or promoting them too
much (for example, by having a lower
key visitor/information centre).

Environmental | ¢ Achievement of better environmental | e If the whole proposed concept
outcomes for the area with the package, as promoted in the
integrated planning and management Awaroa/Godley Head Coastal Park
that the coastal park concept can draft development concept
foster, even if some of the proposed document, is not further investigated,
key concepts are not investigated there is a risk that the best (which is
and implemented in the future. not necessarily the cheapest or

e This option can serve to ensure that widely accepted) option for
only realistic and cost-effective environmental outcomes is not

selected.
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proposed concepts that are part of an
overall coastal park concept will still
serve to contribute to making the
area an increasingly popular visitor
attraction, with its accompanying
benefits to the local economy but
without the potentially major costs of
some of the more ‘grandiose’
concepts, such as a long predator
proof fence and a new purpose-built
visitor centre.

Also, funds and resources are not
expended investigating concept
options that are unlikely ultimately to
be chosen.

OPTION B Benefits (current and future) Costs (current and future)
actions to improve environmental e For example, although there is
outcomes are investigated and concern about the cost and viability
potentially proceeded with. of the predator proof fence length
and alignment, as proposed in the
draft concept document, it may be
better to weigh this up with other
more low-key options before a final
decision is made on which to
implement, if any at all.
Economic ¢ Implementation of some of the e Although the costs of implementing

all of the proposed concepts in the
development concept document are
potentially high, it could be argued
that this would be an investment for
the future for such a notable open
space area lying close to a major,
growing city.

Also, much of the costs could
possibly be covered in part from
funding sources other than from
organisational budgets.

Limiting the scale of the concepts
that can be considered for
implementation will ensure unrealistic
future costs are not incurred but it
may also limit the potential for the
optimum economic benefits to be
achieved in the future.

See Option A.

See Option A.

Effects on Maori:

See Option A.

See Option A.

See Option A.

See Option A.

Extent to which community outcomes are achieved:

Impact on Council’s capacity and responsibilities:

Consistency with existing Council policies:

Other relevant matters:

Views and preferences of persons affected or likely to have an interest:
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