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1. This submission is made jointly by DW and SM Collins (Submitter #955) and SR Collins 

and PJ McDonald (Submitter #952). 

 

2. In response to the Minute of 18 June 2015, we still question the principle of the regulator 

imposing controls in the District Plan with serious consequences for property owners 

based, in some cases on superficial, theoretical assessment of risk.  The onus should be on 

the regulator to show that there is actual risk, and where that has not been shown the 

zoning overlays should be deleted until the Council has done proper ground truthing to 

verify or otherwise the area-wide modelled risk. We submit that there is no urgency to 

impose controls because in practice the Council now insists on geotechnical reports for all 

development that could potentially put people at risk as part of Building Act consent 

process.  

 

2.  We support provision for exemption through provision of expert reports indicating that 

the risk of using a site meets a specified standard. In our submission the science of such 

assessment is sufficiently developed for such reports to be regarded as certification, not 

the exercise of a discretion. They can therefore provide a legally valid basis for a district 

plan rule.  

 

3.   We submit that there is no reason not to extend the draft rule to include assessments of 

land taking into account mitigation measures such as constructed bunds, rock removal, 

rock stabilization, and barriers including specially designed planting. For situations 

requiring mitigation measures, the certification reports would have to include 

specifications of the mitigation proposals, provisions as appropriate for maintenance, and 

proposed mechanisms to ensure permanence of the mitigation structures or vegetation.  

 

4. It is acknowledged that the proposed rule, particularly if extended to include mitigation 

proposals, will create some administrative work for the Council but we submit such 

provisions better meet the enabling purpose of the Act than the notified blanket control 

proposal. In addition we submit that the proposed rule would better support the objective 

of section 7(b) of the Act of efficient use and development of resources. 

 

David W Collins and Siobhan M Collins (Submitter #955) and S Rose Collins and Peter J 

McDonald (Submitter # 952)        24 June 2015 


