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INTRODUCTION 

	

1. 	These opening submissions are presented on behalf of Te Runanga o Ngai 

Tahu and Nga ROnanga (Te Runanga) and Ngai Tahu Property Limited 

(Ngai Tahu Property) (and where collectively referred to, Ngai Tahu). 

	

2. 	Ngai Tahu generally supports the Expert Planners Conference Version of 

Chapter 51  (where relevant to its submissions) with the exception of: 

(a) 	Minor amendments proposed in the evidence of Timothy Vial 

(Planner) for Te ROnanga which relate to: 

(i) The effects of hazard mitigation works; and 

(ii) correcting references to the phrase "sites of Ngai Tahu 

cultural significance"; 

(b) 	An amendment proposed in the evidence of Darryl Millar (Planner) 

Ngai Tahu Property for which relates to: 

(i) 
	

Rule 5.9.1 to ensure that residual ambiguity in respect of 

potentially innonninate activities is resolved. 

	

3. 	In addition to Mr Vial and Mr Millar, I will also call Michael Jacka for Ngai 

Tahu Property, a geotechnical expert with particular expertise in relation to 

liquefaction issues. 

With respect to the questions posed by the Panel in its Minute of 27 

February, Ngai Tahu is, in principle, very supportive of amendments that 

seek to further streamline consent processes via either permitted or 

controlled activity status. I also anticipate addressing some of these 

questions in closing submissions where that might assist the Panel. 

Summary of Key Issues 

	

5. 	Ngai Tahu is not opposed to natural hazards being addressed through 

resource consenting processes; it presently undertakes geotechnical 

investigations for the majority of its developments. However it wishes for 

those processes to be clear, certain, and where possible, streamlined. 
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6. In respect of Te Runanga, where activities captured by the Proposal have 

potential to affect Te ROnanga's cultural interests and values, it has sought 

to have those interests recognised and provided for. 

Effects of natural hazard mitigation and sites of Ng5i Tahu cultural significance 

7. An example of that are the effects of natural hazard mitigation. Te 

Runanga seek to give better effect to the CRPS by ensuring that relevant 

provisions recognise that natural hazard mitigation measures themselves 

can sometimes create adverse effects (such as filling to increase floor 

levels or slope instability protection nneasures).2  

Qualification of risk — and scale and nature of development 

8. In my submission, some of the notified provisions lacked appropriate 

qualifiers and as such were stated too highly. For example policies which 

target situations "where there is a degree of uncertainty" (Policy 5.2.4 and 

others).3  In my submission, such provisions should be clear that really what 

should be targeted is an "unacceptable degree of uncertainty" (or 

something to that effect), given there will almost always be uncertainty and 

risk. 

9. This is complementary to Ngai Tahu Property's submission that the level of 

response to a particular hazard should reflect the scale and nature of the 

development as well as the level of risk.4  

10. The Expert Planners Conference Version has generally dealt with these 

issues. 

Due regard to previous geotechnical investigations 

11. In respect of the requirement to provide geotechnical assessment for 

subdivisions, it is important that landowners are able to rely on previous or 

underlying geotechnical assessments, where they are still relevant. That 

would avoid a double layer of assessment.5  

2 For example Policy 5.2.5 and 5.5.5, Rules 5.8.1.2 RD5 and 5.8.3.2 RD5, and 
Assessment Matters 5.10.3(vii) and 5.10.4(x) 
3 See Policy 5.2.4 and other policies which lack appropriate qualifiers such as Policy 5.2.2, 
and 5.2.6 
4 Policy 5.2.3, Rule 5.9.3 
5 See Policy 5.4.1, 5.4.2, Rules 5.9.2 and 5.9.3, and Information Requirements 5.11.2, and 
5.11.3 
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12. This too has generally been dealt with by the Planners in conferencing, 

subject to some clarification around what is meant by a "current" 

geotechnical assessment which Mr Jacka will elaborate on. 

Specificity in rules - guidance document 

13. Ngai Tahu Property supports the requirement in the liquefaction rules for 

geotechnical assessments for flat areas of the district. However, there 

needs to be greater specificity about what is the required level of 

performance or design response (for example what is the return period of 

shaking a proposal should design for).6  Again, such provisions should be 

commensurate to the nature and scale of the development proposed, and 

the level of risk. 

14. In conferencing, the Planners agreed with the liquefaction sub-panel that a 

guidance document be referenced in the Proposal that will provide greater 

specificity for such matters.' Such a document, in my submission, is a 

critical and presently missing piece of the puzzle and should be given 

priority by the Council. Mr Jacka has outlined in his evidence what matters 

he considers the guideline should address and the need for that document 

to be produced imminently. 

Controlled activity status 

15. The liquefaction rules are presently assessed at a minimum of restricted 

discretionary status. 

16. Controlled activity status (or permitted if possible and with due regard to 

the principles of certification) seems appropriate for certain areas of the 

district such as LAA2 where any land remediation is minor (if required at 

all).8  

Ja 	alsh 
Counsel for the Submitters 

6 With respect to Rules 5.9.2 and 5.9.3, and Policy 5.4.1 
7  See Information Requirement 5.11.1 Advice Note 3, and 5.11.2.1 Advice Note 5 
8  Rule 5.9.2 
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