PINEHAVEN PROGRESSIVE ASSOCIATION

MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING

Pinehaven Community Hall, Tuesday 26 April 2016

Meeting started at 7pm with Pat Christianson presiding / minutes recorded by Mel Hart

No Item Who | Noted Action
1 Present Pat Christianson (PC), Dominic Baron (DB), Max
Christensen (MC), Mel Hart (MH), Ken Dixon (KD),
Owen Johnson (0J) Grant Crawford (GC), Matt
Conder (MCon)
In attendance Nic Etheridge (NE) (Planning Policy Manager, UHCC),
Richard Harbord (RH) (District Planning, UHCC)
Plus signed list including Nichola Johnson (NJ),
Stewart Astwood (SA), Tim Wright (TW), Geoff
Workman (GW), Steve Pattinson (StP), Sue Pattinson
(SuP)
2 Apologies David Brown (DBr), Chris Cosslett (CC), Rita Bota
(RB), Jane Mehaffey (JM), Mike Rickard (MR)
3 Matters arising PC/ — PC welcomed attendees and introduced
— Floodplain NE/ representatives from the Council.
Management Plan| RH

— Tree protection
— Land Use
Strategy

— It was acknowledged the meeting had been called
by a community group (Save Our Hills (SOH)) who
wanted more information about the Guildford land
swap and other Council consultations, which
included matters covering tree protection and
proposed development on the southern hills.

— NE and RH were invited to speak. They provided a
brief summary of Council processes, and an
overview of each consultation and how they are
linked:

Tree protection

District Plan change 41

Land use strategy

Floodplain management plan

Flood risk in the catchment area

Plan change that covers the flood risk issue

V V V V VYV

— NE advised the issue of tree protection had arisen
from a change in the RMA, designed to reduce
restrictions on cutting down trees in residential
areas of Auckland, and other city councils had
then had to follow suit (including in areas where
blanket tree protection applied, such as
Pinehaven).




Some councils had opted for protected notable
trees and that’s all. However, UHCC had tried to
find a balance - and had contracted Boffa Miskell
to come up with a plan to protect the vista,
amenity and ecological values of trees in the
region, including in Silverstream and Pinehaven,
because they are such an important part of the
area.

Boffa Miskell’s plan proposed different layers of
protected groups based on one or all of the trees
in the group - so a mix - and based on the zoning
of the District Plan. As the Council was unable to
retain blanket protection provisions, they would be
looking for evidence from landowners to
demonstrate the need to cut down trees for
protection of property versus what that tree
removal then meant for the good of the area. The
Council ultimately wants to protect the trees in the
region.

The consultation on tree protection has now
closed. The Council received 41 submissions, and
some of those who made submissions had
indicated they want to speak at the panel hearing
in June/July. An independent commissioner will
assess and approve/not approve proposals to
progress with the plan change as laid out. The
plan change involves significant natural areas and
landscapes which is where the southern hills
overlay will sit, so potentially there will be more
landscape requiring protection. However, that
thinking is currently in its infancy and it will be at
least a year long gestation. There are no formal
processes as yet, but in the context of tree
protection, the Council is thinking hard about
Pinehaven.

GC asked whether the Council supported the
maintenance of trees in respect of the second
round of consultation. RH responded that that
decision hadn’t yet been made, however two years
ago when submissions were first heard, UHCC
considered those submissions and then decided
not to put funding into their maintenance plan.

StP asked about the timeframe for consulting on
such significant natural areas. NE responded the
consultation plan will be complete in 2-3 months,
and that an informal consultation would then be
held with all stakeholders (all private landowners)
in October/November - after the elections. It
would involve asking people what their individual
needs are in focus group style. The Council would
look at maps and values around the table.




StP asked about the Guildford land swap and why
this was not included in the tree protection plan,
and that by the time the consultation on the land
swap comes about, if the plan change goes
through, how does that then align with the land
swap plan?

NE responded that all would be aligned, to which
StP rebuked that once the Land Use Strategy
consultation closes in a couple of weeks, and the
plan is adopted, use of the ridges is cast.

NE responded it is not a foregone conclusion that
houses would be built straight away. Plans will
align so that the best areas for development are
exactly understood, as well as the best areas for
tree protection. It is important to note this is just
a concept at this stage, and the Council is still
looking at feasibility.

PC asked whether, following due diligence, the
Council had been looking at ground stability. NE
responded that the Council had to because they
have to consider the flooding issue and assessing
stability is key to that. Everybody would want
certainty in such a high risk area - hence the land
swap concept. That it is about weighing up the
options.

RH advised that all options have to be supported
by a range of technical assessments to understand
which areas are appropriate for development, and
any building would then need to go through layers
of the consent process.

TW asked whether it would be possible to get the
Council process, which is complex as described,
documented in writing so it is better understood
by community members.

NE responded timeframes are important, and
Council would be able to provide a copy of the
strategy document - noting that the plan change
is about balancing environmental protection
against development considerations. NE noted it is
a very formal process which will take 2-3 years to
work out the detail, and which will get fine-tuned
as the process evolves. But it is up to the Council
to listen to the community. The key message is
that the Council is looking for an indication of
‘what people will stomach’ in terms of
development and protection.

SuP pointed out that the urban growth strategy
had now become the land swap strategy, and with
submissions closing on 18 May, for something so
big it is a big ask to provide consultation feedback
under such tight constraints when there is so
much to consider.




RH advised that in relation to the consultation
period, it was initially set down at 5-6 weeks for
the land use strategy but the focus group asked
for an extension to allow time to make comments.
It had been an evolution - the 2007 strategy was
the urban growth strategy but when that was
reviewed, thinking about the rural strategy was
included as well, so it made sense to bring those
two pieces of work together to broaden the scope
of the strategy. Both have followed similar
processes to establish the community’s feelings.

NE advised that the Council was hoping to afford
more time in the informal discussion phase.

TW reiterated that with all the proposed changes
in place, it would be good to have more
documented information from the Council. He
advised his concern regarding any risk suggested
by existing flood plain measurements potentially
being incorrect. He would like to look at the data
to make sense of it.

NE advised that the Greater Wellington Regional
Council are leading the modelling work so the data
request is really a question for them. The UHCC
can share the data they have but they would need
to follow up with GWRC as it’s a scientific piece of
work/process being led by them. NE noted she
would take TW's request back to GWRC on behalf
of TW.

StP warned that SOH’s commissioned auditors had
identified issues and errors that MWH could not
explain, so SOH wanted to have the data.

NE responded that the proposed development in
simple terms means there is an absolute need to
assess the runoff as a consequence, so a core part
of the process will be assessing that, but the
Council first needs to identify when the right time
to do that is.

RH suggested there were two strands - physical
structure measures, and the development
measurement framework - and the plan change
will require looking at managing runoff caused by
development.

SuP commented “But you can’t measure that
without knowing the baseline?”

StP stated “We've been supplied the GWRC data,
which is incorrect, and we want it to be taken into
consideration now.”

TW stated “We want the data because it’s helpful
for people to better understand the issues.”

GC asked StP about his statement at a previous
PPA meeting, where he indicated he had had
problems with accessing the maps.




StP responded he wanted to know the current
baseline runoff data, that he has been asking for it
for two years, and that it should be published in
the strategy document so it is recorded and
considered in the future development discussion.

NE responded that everyone would want the data
to be officially recorded because it safeguards the
community by confirming to developers the
figures that cannot be exceeded.

TW suggested more transparency was needed,
and that having the data would provide that.

RH advised there had been hearings into the
Pinehaven submissions, and there were
resolutions to get clarity around reservations
about the floodmaps, and clarity in terms of how
to correctly show the information. It was thought
there might be a means of consolidating the land
use strategy and the floodplain management plan
but the commitment is to find clarity.

NE advised Council is doing its best based on the
data they get, and their use of that against the
policy objectives and rules they are able to work
with for Pinehaven, but it rests on what the GWRC
decides. NE acknowledged the plan change has
been written, it includes the revised floodmaps
and they do look different.

StP pointed out that the issue is that the
floodmaps that the GWRC created are wrong and
SOH has pointed this out to them. Their criticism
of the maps wasn’t as Council has recorded, and
they have a problem with that, and that it is
UHCC's processes that are being dictated to
everyone. He advised 100% of the people who
spoke at the hearing said they weren’t satisfied
with the floodmaps.

At this point, PC cautioned StP.

StP questioned NE *Why, when you know the
community is not happy with the maps, you are
progressing with the plan change?”

NE responded "“But that wasn't all of the
community, and it was about hearing all of the
submissions. We cannot speak on this because it
is GWRC's process not UHCC's, and we have no
influence.”

PC again cautioned StP.

StP continued. “Councillor Taylor told me last
week the Floodplain Management Plan has been
adopted, that it goes back to the committee on 5
May to be rubberstamped, which means structural
works can start. I want clarification on this.”




RH responded that he and NE undertake to get
back to StP and clarify.

StP continued. “Why did the hearing panel refuse
to let our expert speak at the hearing?”

GW interrupted StP and asked “"Why are we being
misled?”

DB cautioned StP and GW, and pointed out that
the issue had been sufficiently dealt with and the
meeting must move on.

SuP stated that the community was losing faith in
the UHCC, and that SOH wants the standard
raised.

GC asked for clarification of the plan change
process, and whether it was a case of waiting for
the correct information to come through to then
be able to apply that. NE responded that the
modelling map becomes the zoning map, and then
it would be a case of trying to interpret policy
objectives and rules based on the best information
supplied to them.

GC asked whether, if there were further changes
to the draft, the Council would update the
community on the changes, to which NE
responded that they absolutely would, that the
process and plan will evolve, and that there had
been lessons learned from what happened at
Maymorn and Mangaroa and Council was applying
those.

StP advised he wished to make an appeal to RH
and NE, and stated “Work on the plan change
based on the floodmaps is going to get a lot of
resistance, so please talk to councillors on the
hearing panel before it goes back to the GWRC,
and plead with them to actually do what the
community has asked. Get an independent expert
to review and fix the maps.”

PC again cautioned StP.

PC extended thanks to NE and RH for their
contribution to a positive, informative and useful
discussion.

NE advised if there were any questions, both she
and RH were happy to receive them.

Meeting closed

8.30pm




