
   Panel questions 

In order to gauge familiarity, have any of you visited Red Rocks on our South Coast?  

Have you all read my submission? 

 

 

To commence, I suggest there is a reasonable expectation that Council documents should be free of 
error and untruthful statements. Community feedback should be about solicitating public opinion 
rather than prolonged dialogue over accuracy of content. The public should not be used as proof 
readers.  

At a glance, it would seem the authors have opted for length rather than accuracy opening Council 
up to ridicule. 

My journey in respect to this draft started in November 2020.  

I suggest, at times officers have demonstrated; 

• A lack of intimate knowledge,  
• Been defensive,   
• and at one point, have been untruthful.  

 

Now for some examples. 

 

Red Rocks Wetland – supporting photos 1 & 2 

 

As touched on in my written submission, consultants Boffa Mikell identified what appeared to be a 
potential wetland in 2011 when undertaking a desktop project for Greater Wellington. I have been 
told the scope of the project did not request, nor fund any “on site” work. The Draft District Plan 
written about 10 years later cites the possible wetland with the text including “The extent, type and 
quality are uncertain and a site assessment would be required”. 

It is concerning that officers are including elements into the draft plan without first checking the 
facts. There is NO WETLAND at this point and there is NO need for a site assessment. All the authors 
had to do was make an internal enquiry with the team responsible for the management of the South 
Coast Reserves, neither a time consuming nor difficult task. Ranger staff pass by this point almost on 
a weekly basis. Writers have relied on unconfirmed data produced for a different agency a decade 
earlier. When challenged an officer wrote “It is plausible that the depressions between the boulders 
provide habitat for saline-tolerant species,” really!  

 

Kinnoull Dunes/ Weevil Reserve – supporting photos 3 & 4 



Following early claims regarding the existence of a gazetted weevil reserve I requested a copy of the 
formal gazette notice.  On 6/12/21 I received a reply saying “We still need a bit of time to locate this 
gazette notice. We will come back to you as soon as possible.”  

 Six months later, after requesting an update, it was “unable to find a gazette notice, however we 
did find a notice of land acquisition in 1983 for the area that was the Weevil Reserve. But since it 
has been subsumed into the Te Kopahou Reserve it has not been mentioned  in the description” 

Unless someone can convince me other-wise it would seem this is a clear example of 
misrepresentation.  

It took until 18/8/23 before Council acknowledged that gazettal never occurred, that’s nearly two 
years since the initial request for a copy of the gazette notice. As for the claim the area had been 
“subsumed into Te Kopahou Reserve,” well 17 months after being told it had been added Council 
wrote saying “The reference to Te Kopahou was an error” There was no attempt to explain how the 
“error” may have occurred. 

Neither of the backdowns included an apology. 

At one point, officers also asserted the sand dunes at this point were being damaged by off road 
vehicles. Interestingly their position altered when I told them a fence had existed for 10-12 years and 
NO vehicles had driven on the remnant dunes since the fence was erected. 

Claims of there being “Areas of unmodified duneland” at this point were likewise withdrawn when I 
pointed out the site had been used for commercial sand extraction with much going to a Wellington 
City Council owned asphalt plant that once operated near Lyall Bay. 

Had I not challenged Council it is highly probable these silly statements would have been carried 
forward into the final document. In a guide to reserve administering bodies, the Department of 
Conservation wrote that management plans should be “pleasingly presented as well as absolutely 
factual” The same principles should also be mandatory for District Plans. 

 

Analysis of submissions 

The analysis of submissions as viewed on the web contained errors of fact regarding my personal 
submission. 

Personally, I find this lack of basic administrative skill disgraceful. The failure to accurately record or 
present detail, questions the robustness of the officer’s report. To support this aspect, you are 
encouraged to look at the papers I have provided today, these are; 

• Extract from PDP using names to identify individual baches on the South Coast (paper 1). 
• Advice conveyed via submission (paper 2) 
• Email dated 25/11/22 expressing dissatisfaction over the online summary (paper 3) 
• Extract from the summary council officers are providing you as part of the PDP process 

(paper 4) 

“6.1.4 Mr Insull sought that the names of items 38 and 39 be amended to reflect current   
leaseholders. Ms smith considered that the names in the schedule for these two items are 
correct, and refuted Mr Insull’s submission.” Really! 



At best the listing shows the names of folk associated with the baches at a point in time perhaps as 
far back as 20-30 years.  Officers have failed to grasp the message I was trying to convey and that 
was, I did not believe names were actually required. 

Decision makers should not be put in a position whereby they are left to question the accuracy of 
documentation officials place before them.  Another example is Council officers have rejected my 
comments with respect to the descriptive “Te Rimurapa/ Sinclair Head” – Analysis SCH10 32.17 

In forming your opinion, I draw your attention to the entry in the NZ Gazeteer by Land Information 
New Zealand staff (paper 5 of attachments). Here the wording clearly includes; “Sinclair Head/Te 
Rimurapa. This is an official name”.   

 

One further matter of frustration, was that when responding to a recent written request for 
information, also linked to the Proposed district plan, Council provided nearly 150 pages, all of which 
missed the mark. Although each page was interesting, they never the less failed to address the 
original question. Looking through another set of eyes it should be of deep concern formal answers 
to questions under the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act are not receiving 
the attention they deserve. 

 

My plea is that you make it clear to Council’s Chief Executive that; 

 

(1) There is NO place for untruthful or inaccurate statements in either official 
correspondence or documentation. 

(2) Officers and their managers must place greater emphasis on accuracy.  

(3) Processes need to be in place to ensure requests for information are actioned in 
both a timely manner and meet any statutory requirements such as the Local 
Government Official Information and Meetings Act. 

(4) You seek an assurance that before sign off the plan (PDP) it is free of silly errors. 

Some years back when acting as departmental specialist before a Parliamentary Select Committee I 
was given a hard time by a member of Parliament for getting a date wrong. The cutting remark was 
“if you have got the date of the legislation wrong why should we believe anything else you have 
written” or words to that effect. That mistake pales into insignificance compared to the silly 
comments I have spotted or subsequently encountered after reading just a small section of this draft 
plan. 

Public participation would likely be enhanced if they were given quality documentation free of bias 
and errors. 

Before finishing I respectfully suggest the time between soliciting community input and sign off is far 
too long. In this case it is likely to be nearly four years. 

Thank you for your time. 
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