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Detailed maps of the proposed boundary areas were also posted on the Waitakere City
website, along with information sheets about the implications of the proposed legislation
on specific jocations within the proposed boundary.

As drafting of the legislation was occurring at the same time as the consuitation, the
website was updated with detalls as they became avaiiable, A possible outline of the
draft legisiation was placed on the website in late December, and replaced in January
with a more detailed outline of the potential legisiation, including the purpose of each
section. This information was shared by Councll officers and at community meetings.

Email correspondence was used more than in previous phases of the project, with a
special email address being widely publicized and used. All emails were logged
appropriately.

Personal contact
The communications channels were designed {o enable those requiring more defailed

information to drili down {o it either on the website, or through the opportunity to talk with
or meet with Councii staff.

Waitakere City Councit staff on the project team and at the cail centre responded to
hundreds of telephone calls. The majority of the calis were simply about posting copies
of the ‘Update’ newsletter / questionnaire, or requiring contact details to be added fo the
project database.

A small number of calls were responding to the radio advertisements, with callers stating
their support or objection fo the project. These details were noted and ingerted into the
comment register.

There were a farger number of calls resuiting in significant discussions and some
resulting in officers visiting specific properties. The majority of these calls were from

people opposed to the legislation, either in principle, or because of issues on their own
property.

Meetings

PCE-facilitated panef disctission

Prior to the consuliation programme getting underway in November, a panel
discussion/meeting was held at Waitakere City Councll, facilitated by the Commissioner
for the Environment, Dr Morgan Williams. Members of known interest groups were
inviied to attend, and about 100 took up the opportunity to take part in or listen fo the
panel discussion. Although the meeting was generally supportive of the proposal to
introduce legisiation, there were some strong views expressed in opposition. A desire to
view draft legistation was expressed.

Community meetings

Council officers and elected members attended about 15 community and private
meetings. Aftendance iotalled nearty 1000 community members and varied between
meetings from about 30 to 200, with some people attending more than one meeting.
Most meeiings were open 1o the general public although not ali. Council staff attended
the meetings to provide stakehoiders with information about the project. it was generaliy
agreed these briefings were informal, and comments provided during these forums were
not minutes or included as formal parts of this consultation phase. Mowever it was
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obvious that some attendees expecied Council representatives to take note of specific
concerns or the general opinions expressed.

In general opinions expressed were spilt, Some meetings such as at Piha and Karekare
were very supportive of legislation and others such as the Landowners Rights for
Opanuky were very opposed. At other meetings, such as the Henderson Valley and
Swanson Resident and Ratepayer groups those in attendance expressed a mix of views,
both in support and opposition.

Both sides of the debate expressed a streng desire to view an actual draft of the
legisiation and were concerned that they would not have a chance to do so until after the
consuitation period closed.

Launch of draft legisiation

A public meeting was held to present and discuss the full draft on Tuesday 14 February
2005. About 100 people attended. Views reflected the community meetings. Despite
attempts to work through the key clauses requiring input, the meeting focused on
philosophical discussions and not the content of the bill.

Comparison with similar consultation exercises
The level of returns is evaluated in the context of returns from similar types of mail-outs
conducted recently by Council.

1. Waitakere City News 3-Waters Water Cycle Consultation (May 2004},

This mail-out yielded 130 responses from about 60,000 invitations delivered {nearly
identical distribution). This low level of return can be accounted for by the low level
of interest in integrated 3-waters issues.

In general, 3-waters issues have attracted very litle comment in other surveys of
residents over the years {including the “Household Consultation” (up untit 2001), and
the annual Council Services Survey (KP1 Survey).

These are not issues the public appear 1o have any concerns about, apart from the
direct effects of fiooding and the occasional intractabifity of flooding problems. The
public are generally satisfied with water supply and waste water services and the
topic is non-controversial, hence the lack of public interest in commaenting on the
Fiyer.

2. The annual "household consultation”.
Up untii 20G1 this consuitation document was of similar form to the Ranges mail-out.
It gave residents opporiunity to comment on any things they thought the Council was
doing weli, and also things the Council was perceived to be doing badly.
Cut of deliveries o all househoids, returns averaged at about 3500 over the years
when nothing else exiraordinary was happening in the community. This “survey”
was focused on the Councii's services in general, rather than a specific issue.

3. The Proposed Waitakere City District Plan.
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In 1925 the Council received 1372 primary submissions, submitting cn about 110
different aspects of the pian. The statutory processes arcund intreducing District
Plans alsc provide the opportunity for people 1o make submissions in support or
opposition to original submissions. This drew another 3000 odd submissions from
an unidentifiable number of people.

Of relevance to this project:
« 355 people were primary submitters to the Waitakere Ranges and Bush Living
suhdivision and mapping provisions

e 101 people made submissions to the subdivision provisions of the foothills,
including structure plans

» %3 people made submissions to the coastal village subdivision provisions.

Ciearly there is a high level of interest in Ranges preservation issues, with levels of
retums much closer to those of the “household consultation” and city-wide district plan

consultation on a wide range of issues rather than the 3-Waters Water Cycle
Consultation.
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Analysis of feedback ~ phase three

Background to feedback

Reflecting the variety of consuitation methods used, feedback was received in a number
of ways, including:

+ electronic and printed questionnaires

written and electronic correspondence {including a petition)

verbal comments {in persen or by telephone}

community and special interest meetings

opinion polls and market research

The call for comments resulted in considerable feedback. More than 3500 comments
were received. Both the quantity and quality of comments were consistent with past
consultation processes undertaken by this council.

The results of the consultation process showed there was a higher ievel of support for
introducing legislation and for the proposed boundary than there was lack of suppori.

This was evident from those landowners within the area, WCC residents in general, and
also Auckland region residents.

Comments were based on two premises

s Process issues about who has a right to make decisions over the proposed land area
« Policy issues based around whether legisiation is necessary or not.

More than 3500 questionnaires and comments were received by or soon after 4
February 2005, the deadiine for comments.

This report does not attempt to provide the detail of the responses. [ts purpose is o
highlight the key messages emerging through the comments,

Of the 3500 responses a number of questionnaires — 755 — were returned with no
additional comments. About 130 provided comments without filling in the questionnaire.

Although generally there was a high integrity of responses, obvious duplicates were not
included in the response summary.

The following table provides a summary overview of the questionnaires and responses
received by where their interest originated.

Interest #
Bon't kKnow 1
Land cwner 1133
Resident in proposed area 298
Waitakere City resident 1479
Rodney District resident 58
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Rodney residentWaitakere City resident 38

Other (familyiwhanau/group; interested organisation; individual; visitory | 282

Non-guestionnaire response of No rasponse 217

Respondents were asked if they supported new legislation to protect the ranges and
foothills. About 70 per cent supported fegislation, 21 per cent disagreed and S per cent
either did not know or did not respond. Of those who were 1and owners in the proposed
area about 54 per cent said yes to legislation, about 38 per cent said ne, and eight per
cent either didn't know or didn’t respond.

In answer to the question on whether the boundary of the proposed protected area was
in the right place, about 53 per cent of respondents agreed, 30 percent disagreed and 17
per cent either did not know or did not respond. Of those who said yes, about five per
cent wanted stated specific areas they wanted to remain included, or 1o be added and
about two per cent suggested excluding areas. Of those who said no to the proposed
boundary about 20 per cent wanted the areas excluded from the area and about 15 per
cent wanted a more areas included.

General themes

Many of the comments sought to show either agreement or disagreement in principle
with the proposal to introduce new iegislation, and showed agreement or disagreement
in principle with the boundary suggested.

While there was a fundamental difference of opinion in the “blocks’ of responses, and
this is discussed below, there was alsc broad agreement that the Waitakere Regional
Park and bush ciad areas are important, and that some form of protection is required.
The trend of differences arises in reiation o the treatment of the foothilis and/or privately
owned land. This was expressed through various trends.

Concept versus details

A number of comments were received aboui the level of detail provided. Some
respondents opposed the proposal on the basis they could not comment on details that
were not available, while other respondents supported the concept and the introduction
of legislation, leaving the drafting fo ‘the experts’. Comments included "We cannot
support that which we have not yet seen.” and "Good idea but how can you support
something you do not know the details of?” to 1 strongly support the proposed legisiation
and hope that the council will be proactive in supporting it through the parliamentary
process in its current form.”

Further consuitation

A number of respondents sought further information on the dratt legisiation, considering
this essential because ‘the devil is in the detail’. They sought this and the opportunity to
make comments on it before the Council made a decision on whether to support
introducing legislation or not.  “Never seen draft legisiation - How can | comment?”

in contrast some respondents felt there had been sufficient consultation and discussion
over & number of years, Others feit the parliamentary process would provide sufficient
opportunities to make comments on the draft legisiation. “Ne more consulfation
required. Please just get on and legisiate to protect the ranges now!”
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Decision-making

There was some discussion on the role of central government and ‘Wellington', with &
number of respondents urging the Council {o retain ‘ownership’ of the proposal and not
aillow central government fo be involved in the process, fearing a loss of control over the
outcomes. “Don’t want decisions and control of Waitakeres in Weliington.”

In contrast 2 number of respondents feit that the proposal was of national importance
and central government needed to be involved to provide that appropriate recognition or
to provide a ievel of security not availabie through iocal government. “This area is a
national asset of important beyond the residents and landowners of Waitakere. The area

needs strong protection at a legisiative level to protect it from development imperatives
gt the local level.”

Comments were made also about who had the right to influence the decision about
whether legistation shouid be introduced. In this context comments were made about
the Coungcil's role and who made decisions over privately-owned fand. A number of
comments were made that only the landowners had the right to make decisions on about
what happened on their land. Others viewed the proposal differently, and felt that ‘public
good’ should be considered, that what happened on private land affected a wider area,
such as neighbours’ land on the same road, the wider neighbourhood, catchments and
Ranges and foothiils in general.

Some extended the discussion to say that the current regulatory regime was too harsh
and needed to be relaxed. Others saw a need for stronger restrictions or for increased
the enforcement of the current regulations.

Comments ranged from “Owners of private property must be allowed to enjoy and
develop their property as they see fit, with minimal interference by gevernments” and
“People who have invested in this area do not want to be strangled by legisiation. This
is a beautiful national treasure that we all want to keep in the best state for future
generations to enjoy. Put some tighter conirols in place for district planners, and those
who manage building consents.”

Other suggestions included “Need stricter controf on form and colour of buildings in the
landscape i e. reinstate Ranges colour controls.”

Policy - Why is legislation needed?

Many respondents discussed the policy on which the Council had based the consultation
material. This included the understanding that the current layers of regulation {including
legisiation such as the Resource Management Act and the Waitakere City District Plan)
did not provide adequate long term protection and certainty for the Ranges and foothills,
particutarly in managing cumuiative effects of subdivision and development. A number
of respondents opposed this assumption and preferred other methods rather than new
iegislation, such as using the district plan and structure plan. There were many
comments that believed new legislation was necessary because the current regulations
were not effective.

Comments ranged from “Legisfafion fo protect the ranges is urgently needed parficutarly
as the RMA is fundamentally flawed given that it only considers develfcpment on a case
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by case basis and does not consider ihe wider piciure”, and “Once we fose it il be gone
forever, we only gef one chance. We don't own the land, the land owns us.

There were a number of comments aboul subdivision and development. There was
general disagreement with intensive development in the Ranges or foothills. However
there were a variety of comments on what level of development was appropriate —
including suggestions the current ievel was too restrictive, and others felt it was oo
ienient. Related comments included suggestions that [arge land blocks shouid be able
{0 be subdivided — at a level either consistent with or in addition to that allowed in the
current District Plan. There were a number of comments on incentives.

“We would like fo keep the developers out of the foothills and the ranges, but we do feef
that the bigger landowners should at least get rate concessions, some form of
compensation. This doesn't affect us personally, because we live on the traditional
quarter acre section. We sincerely hope the council will succeed with their aim. |
believe that the ranges are a legacy which should be passed on unspoilt to the future
generations.

“We have bought homes in an area in which subdivision below four hectares is not
permifted. We bought with that knowledge and for that reason. ...

Other methods

A number of respondents suggested other methods, either in addition to or in place of
legisiation. These included economic incentives included rates relief and incentives.

“The council view is that any development is bad. My properiy has been pasture for
100 years, with incentives and this includes subdivision into larger lots. Properties such
as mine could be exiensively planted into native bush this enhancing the arsa.

“Support new legislation to protect the buffer area around the ARC park boundary but
this needs to allow people o live and enjoy life in the areas and viflages that exist. |
support incentives for landowners to protect their land rather than rules that are over the
top, e.g. with regard to weeds. The main threat that | would like to see protected are
future subdivisions especially in the eastern foothills”

Some comments suggested management could be improved {pest and weed control,
visitor management and service and amenity infrastructure (roads, sewage systems efc}.
& few comments suggested the Metropoiitan Urban Limit be shifted, either now or would
need to be shifted in the future when there was a need for more residential land.

General comments
There were many general comments:

s “This Bill is not in our personal interest but in our view Is of great public and
environmental importance”

» "People live in this area becatse they love the bush and it is not right that
developers move in 16 cut down the bush and subdivide and destroy the look and
feel of Waitakere.

» “People need fo live somewhere, but the Waitakere Ranges is too important (o
sef! off little by little as these property developers would love to make there
fortune hers and now! Where weslies fike me and so many cther wish to jeave
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the way it is for the future westies. Hard decisions need fo be made and people
heid responsible for their aciions,

e “As a " Westie” | see what & wonderful asset the proposed area is to the whoie of
Auckiand, for tourism, residents and for preserving the beauty and uniqueness of
NZ. Aiready subdivisions have taken over the picturesque vineyards and
orchards which is what the West was known for too.

Boundary feedback
In this phase of consuitatior: a boundary map was produced showing a revised boundary
from that used in phase two {April — May 2004},

Generally writtens comments on the proposed boundary were quite general and evenly
split. They can be grouped intc the foliowing categories:

» Opposed to or supportive of the inclusion of the foothills

» Opposed to or supportive of the inclusion of the Penihana land

» Opposed to or supportive of the inclusion of each of the Oratia, Opanuku, Swanson
and Anzac Valley foothill catchments

Opposed to or supportive of the inclusion of the Titirangi-Lainghoim area

Opposed to or supportive of the inclusion of Piha

Proposed inclusion of areas north of Swanson Road {outside proposed boundary}
Proposed inclusion of areas outside the MUL with conventional urban zonings.

There were also a number of comments regarding the inclusion of parts of Rodney
District.

Specific property or boundary comments were more likely to arise in conversation with
concerned landowners within the proposed boundary.

Market research ! opinion polling.

In January/February 2005, WCC commissioned an independent company UMR

Research Limited, to undertake a telephone survey. The survey was undertaken from 2-

5 February at UMR Research’s national interview facility in Auckland. The sample was

comprised of 300 residents within the proposed project area. The survey measured their

awareness and opinions of the project and of the proposed legislation. Results showed:

. There was a high level of awareness about the project at 88 per cent {82% for
foothills residents and 86 % among remaining areas;.

. Of those aware of the project, 76 % were aware that iegislation had been proposed

) Of those, a majority {52%) supported the use of legislation, 18% were neutral and
21% opposed.

. Support for the use of legisiation was weaker among foothiils residents at 46%,
with 14 % neutral and 33 % opposed.

® The main reasons given for supporting the use of legisiation were that it wouid
protect the area, support greater control of deveicpment in the area, and the
nerception that legisiation was an effective tool for protecting the area

° The main reason given for oppesing the use of legislation was that it was
unnecessary as other processes were aiready in piace.

e Following information regarding the legislation, all respondents were asked their
leve; of support. 80 % supporied, 15% were neufral and 21 % opposed.
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» Support for the use of legislation was again weaker among foothills residents at
53%, with 12% neutral and 29% opposed.

ARC commissioned an opinicn poll of 500 Auckland region residents {excluding Franklin

and Papakura Districts} to gauge pubiic opinion surrounding the proposai for legisiation.

Resulis showed:

e 73 % of respondents supperied the new iaw, 1€ % were neutral and 8% opposed.
{This followed some information: on the new law proposed)

Unprompted reasons for supporting the new law included

. Important to retain open space/parks/green areas 58%
. Important to protect the landscape 31%
. Development is destroying the environment 28%
. Law will stili allow land owners development rights 8%
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Phase four — draft legislation

Approach

in February 2005 Waitakere City Councll reviewed phase three consultation and decided
¢ extend consultation for three months to allow time for consultation with specific
landowners and further work on drafting iegisiation, including consultation with centrai
government agencies.

Feedback from the previous few months had shown that many people wanted 1o see
draft legisiation before making their decisions on whether to support it or not.

The consultation and extensive communications programme was underfaken by
Waitakere City Council, and focused on a series of drop-in sessions and individual, smatl
group or family meetings with representatives of the Council.

Key messages
The key messages communicated during the consultation phase were:

1. Waitakere City Council is considering whether to introduce draft legislation to
Parliament.

2. The Councii wants all landowners within the proposed Heritage Area to “get the
facts” and to understand in detail how it might affect them.

3. Contact the Councii io 'get the facts'.

4. Or visit one of four ‘get the facts’ drop-in session to get the facts in person and have

any guestions answered.

Copies of the draft bill are widely avaiiabie for comment

'(J"I

Consultation programme

A consultation programme was designed to allow extensive one-on-one discussions with
landowners in the proposed area. Landowners who had expressed specific property
concerns in their previous comments were contacted and a series of site visits were
planned,

Given the nature of the proposal, a comprehensive communications programme was put
into place to ensure all ratepayers and residents within the proposed area were informed
about the project and aware of ways in which {o be involved.

A theme of ‘get the facts’ was used for the consultation and communications
programme. Landowners and other interested parties were encouraged to get the facis
before they made decisions and expressec opinions.

Consultation and communication methods

Consuitation and communicaticn metheds included:
e Four drop-in sessions {4-8 hours each] for lapdowners to have speciiic concemns
answered {about 400 pecple attended)
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s  Meetings or site visits with interesied landowners, families or groups of neighbours to

discuss specific properly or boundary issues

Draft legisiation freely and widely available for comment

Personal, individual contact with officers and elected members

WCC website

A flyer adventising the drafi iegisiation and drop in sessions, delivered to all

letterboxes in the project area {about 8,000}

+ A letter from Waitakere City Council to all ratepavers within the project area {whether
they lived in the area or cuiside)

* A series of billboards around the city

+» Media release

» A series of full-page weekly advertisements in local communily {free) newspapers

in addition:

e A small number of community-organised meetings were held. Reported attendeces
included meetings of 600 (against the legislation) and 800 (supporting the
legistation).

s Aletier was also sent to Rodney District residents and ratepayers.

Analysis of feedback

Background to feedback

Feedback has been received in a number of ways (refiecting the variety of consultation
methods used):

» electronic and printed guesticnnaires continued to be provided

s written and electronic correspondence (including a petition)

s verbal comments {in person or by telephone}

* landowner and special interast meetings

Written comments
The calt for comments on the draft legislation resulted in less feedback than the previous

consultation exercises, and much of the information received mirrored previous
comments,

About 100 ietters or emails were received. Many of these were correspondence sent to
all or some electe¢ members of Council and were aimed at influencing the decision-
making process.

There were much fewer comments on the conient of the drafi legislation and on the
boundary, and these were more likely to be expressed verbally rather than in writing.

Just over 60 late questionnaires were received with no identitying details. The
responses were evenly split between suppcert for and opposition to the boundary and the
tegistation.

Landowner and special interest meetings
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Officers met with the owners of about 25 properties to discuss the draft bili in general
and specific properly issues in particular. Many of the meetings involved sile visits.
Some meetings involved groups of neighbours and others’ extended families.

Concermns discussed included:

» the language used in the bill

» how the bill would or could be interprated

. anomalies in andfor views that current rates policies were unfair in some situations
beliefs that property rights were being taken away and should be compensated for
rural character — shouid it be retained? why and how

how uneccnomic rural land uses could be addressed

how rural economic development could be tackled

how social and economic issues couid be dealt with in the bill, or whether cther
initiatives couid be undertaken.

General themes

As with the previous consuitation period, many of the comments sought to show either
agreement or disagreement in principle with the proposal to introduce new legislation.

The comments can be categorised as those relevant to:
« the consultation programme

¢ the draft bill and its implementation

» current policies and plans

¢ current management processes

Relevant to consultation programme

There were very few written comments on the consultation programme. The few
received generally commented on the lack of consultation with landowners “Landowners
in the area directly affected should have been contacted personally about this issue”.

There was a belief expressed consistently by at ieast one submitier that the consuitation
process was flawed {all or in part). Another belief expressed both verbally and in writing
that the decision-makers should not consider the views of peopie who were not
landowners in the proposed area, nor the views of people outside Waitakere City.

There were a number of positive comments received during personai conversations or
meetings with specific landowners, reflecting on the opportunity to have one-on-cne
discussions or site visits about specific concerns.

Relevant to the draft bill and its implementation

The need for legislation

This was the {opic of many comments, both verbal and written.  Many commenis
queried why legislation was needed in addition 1o the Resource Management Act and
district plans, with an underlying feeling that those tools could be used more effectively.
A lesser number felt structure plans would be sffective instead of legislation. There were
alsc comments supperting of legislation, as the current tools were net sufficient to
guaraniee iong-term protection, particularly of the character of the foothilis.

Wording of draft fegisiation
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There were a number of general comments stating the legislation was flawed, vague or
otherwise ineffective. Very few comments provided alternative wording or amendments.

Most of those suggesting amendmenrts related to excluding the foothills from the
Heritage Area, or correcting information on the regionai parkiand. Other specific
suggestions inciuded:

confirming the status of structure plans

including a list of permitted activities as a schedule

correcting the history of the parkland

acknowiedging the importance of the habitat, built and worked-environments
dlarifying the meaning ‘national impertance’ and deleting the word ‘national’ from
the titie

. more explicitly stating the different impacts the bill would have on different areas,
such as the bush-clad Ranges and the foothills

Property rights

Many verbal comments refiected on the impact the draft bill wouid have on property
rights. These were split between the perception that property rights would be diminished
by the introduction of legislation (landowners iess able to do what they wanted on their
property), and comments from those who felt their property rights wouid be enhanced
{less impact on landowners from other landowners’ activities).

The most frequent comments received both verbally and in writing were about
subdivision and development and the impact the legislation would have on these
activities.

A number of comments refated to current district plan rules and policies (see below).

Some discussed the need fo timit or stop further subdivision in the area, particuiarly in

the foothills. Comments ranged from
“There will always be pressure to further sub divide... the district plan does not
controf subdivision and development as claimed by some people.”, 1o “If this bill
will ‘stop’ any further subdivision within the ‘buffer’ zone of the foothills, my family
and | are 100% behind the council and it's enforcing of the bill” and "It is vitally
importanit that no more subdivision of the foothills of the Waitakere Ranges is
allowed.”

On the other hand, there were comments that subdivision would enhance the character
of the area.
“The legislation refers to passing on our inheritance to our descendants. But in
actuality the limits on subdivision jointly arising from recent reinforcements fo the
District Plan and this iegislation will mean that most of our descendants will be
driven off this land within another generation.”

Parkland

Written and verbal comments were received about Auckiand Regional parkland within
the proposed Heritage Area. These comments showed differing perceptions about the
status of the parkland and, to a degree, detracted some community members from
focusing on the intent and centent of the legisiation.

Relevant {0 current policies and pilans
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The vasi majority of discussions with smail groups or individuals related to current
nolicies and plans, particularly Waitakere City District Pian provisions and policies about
subdivision. Most discussions were thereiore irreievant to the wording of the draft bill,
although an cutcome of the bilf would be to strengthen the intent of the current district
plan.

There were a number of discussions and comments reiating (o incentives or
compensation for landowners unabie to subdivide, as detailed in the current pian. This
generated much discussion about land uses appropriate for rural areas, and resulted in
agreement o investigate this issue further,

Boundary comments

The boundary for the extended consultation period remained the same from phase
three.

in general, there were no new policy issues raised about the proposed boundary.
A number of specific property issues that were identified in the previous months were

investigated further. A number of meetings {on and off-site} were held with individual or
family ilandowners to look at specific property issues.

A

May 17, 2005

P

[#3]



DRAFT Community consultation report — May 2006

How issues have been atidressed

Comment

Concerns wiih
consuitation process,
use of questionnaire,
cialms of support

The ruies have
changed since

properties were
purchased.

The draft bill is clumsy
and unspecific.

It is difficult to know
what effects it might
have in practice.

This wili resull in
iitigation.

Protection can be
achieved through the
RiviA and/or district
plans

There are nc clear
guideiines relating i
subdivision andfor
develocpment

The same ruies oani
apoly {c privete and
pLibiic lanc.

May 17, 2008

Response

The consuitaiior programme was designed to
s raise awareness

® encourage community engagement

° identify trends in community opinion

» prompt additional extensive comment

in addition to the consuliation methods implemented by the
Councils, two independent surveys were carried out. Their findings
refiected the frends identified from the questionnaire.

‘The rules and statules governing the management of land and
natura respurces have always been subject to change. The
Resource Management Act was introduced in 1877 and was
different from the Town and Country Planning Act.

District plans have become operative and, apart from being
reviewed every ten years, and can be changed as a result of
changes by the counci, private plan changes, or as a result of
appeals and the outcomes of mediation.

The Bill refiects the current RMA approach, that is, it is effects-based
and therefore not prescriptive. i would not be appropriate in the
current iegal framework to include prescriptive rules or conditions in
& bitl.

The Bill has been revised to provide greater clarity about the
outcomes sought, including how it will be implemented through
districi plans.

The bili provides guidance to decision-makers and thus provides
flexibility o address each application individually. This will aise
reduce the current levels of litigation in the long-term.

The current statutory and regulatory framework works in assessing
and avoiding adverse effects on the environment. However the bill
has been drafted to ensure the affects of a propesal will be
assessed on the contribution it will make to achieving a future, iong-
term goal, which is not possible under the curent framework,

it is not normai for guidelines to be provided In legisiation.
Guidelines wili be preduced outside the regulatory framework, and (¢
support District Plan. The appropriate current WCC guidelines wil
he revisad {o reflect the bill when it Is enacied.

The Biii has been revised o provide greater ciarity about subdivision
and development.

Curreni legislation such as the Resource Management Act applies 1o
both privaie and public land.

The proposed bill includes some specific requirements for the way
parkiand is managed. This approach is not unusual.

Rag
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Some key provisions in
the district plar: are not
yet operative -
Ohbjective 9 and Poiicy
8.1 - therefore they
have notl vet been
tested {0 see if they are
efective

Locals should be in
charge of local affairs

Legisiation shoutld not
be used as a means of
contrelling tand use in
rural areas of Waitakere
Cily,

~ The regicnal parkiand is
giready protected.

Mgy 17, 2065

Although the provisions {re "oulstanding iandscapes™} are not
formaiiy operative they are implemented as if operative. These
reiate oniy to ‘cutstanding landscapes’ whereas he bilt covers much
more. Ses Clause 8, 'Heritage Features of Waltakere Ranges
Heritage Area’.

in addition, this section of the pian does not address issues aboui
cumulative effects and the lack of certainty and permanence for the
future character of the Heritage Area.

The proposed legisiation requires the current decision-makers to
implement the Act through taols already used.

In relation to Waitakere City those decision-makers are Waitakere

City Council, Auckland Regional Ceuncil and the Environment Court,

Paritament regularly makes decisions that affect Waitakere City. In
refation to the bill, once a decision is made by Parliament, no new
decision-makers would be involved other than those above.

Legislation provides an over-arching approach that will apply
consistency for key decisions that affect the propesed Heritage
Arez. Such decisions and the processes for making them are
aiready the statutory framework of the RMA and LGA — this will not
change.

The hill is about much more than protecting the regional parkiand.

The Local Government Act 2002 repesaled previous provisions
relating to the purpose of regional parks, and repealed the Auckiand
Centennial Memorial Parks Act 1941, As a result this nationaily
significant protected area of some 17,000 hectares has no clear
purpose {except for about a third of the area subject fo the Reserves
Act). The bill reclifies that matter and brings the high leve! statutory
purpose of the management in line with that of other areas of
eguivalent significance.
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Conclusion

The purpose of the consuitation reported on in this document was {o ascertain
community views and opinions in relation introducing legislation in order to achieve
better protection of the Ranges and foothills in the long-term.

The consuitation programmes were designed to raise awareness, show trends in public
opinion, and to highlight specific suggestions or concerns with the proposal.
Consultation focused firstly on the proposal in general, and secondly on a specific draft
bili, seeking views on how it could be improved or clarified to address concemns. In

addition, views were sought on additional actions to complement the initiatives aiready
under discussion.

Throughout the consuitation programme there was an emphasis on engaging people in
the community in the process informally. 1t was recognised early in the process that the
decision was made to introduce legislation to Parliament there would be considerably
more consultation. There would be at least one, and probably two, formal submission
DIOCESSES.

Effectiveness of consuitation process

Over all, consultation was effective with a comparatively significant level of response.

An early emphasis on electronic communication via website and email to accompany a
hard copy newsletter/questionnaire city-wide mait out and supporting radio advertising
campaign contributed positively towards the significant level of response in phase three.

The establishment of a specific email address ranges@waitakere.govt., clear links from
the Waitakere City homepage, and ability to email the questionnaire and browse detailed

maps and an outline of proposed legisiation all offered significant opportunities to raise
the level of public participation.

The range of questions focused the responses on issues that the council required
feedback on, and prompted a wide range of responses.

A decision to only hold meetings on request was successful, focusing resources on
meeting structures put in place by community organisations and individuals. In response
to a request from the Titirangi Residents and Ratepayers Association, the Council invited
all residents and ratepayers associations to convene mestings, undertaking to meet the
costs. The disadvantages of this approach included an inability to cantrol or contribute
to the context in which council staff contributed information to community meetings, and
nconsistencies with effective faciiitation.

The information gathered was complemented by independent opinion poils and market
research. This approach was successful in confirming the integrity of the resuits.

The focus on raising awareness and gathering feedback appropriately led into the
exiended consultalion period with a specific focus on the conient of the draft pill. This

May 17, 2008
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provided opporiuniiies for specific issues to be discussed in detail, particuiarly those
relating to individual properiies.

Councii response to feedback

During and foliowing the consuliation programme the Council was considering the
feedback with a view tc improving the draft legislation and responding to gaps in current
approaches,

Where appropriate, the bill was revised take into account issues raised.

The Councit has already agreed {0 address some major issues identified outside the
scope of the legisiation. Two major initiatives are: assessing and discussing the issue of
rates in the area; and investigating how the City can support economic development,
redevelopment and the retention of the rural character of rural areas within the proposed

Heritage Area. These initiatives will be undentaken regardless of whether the draft bill is
infroduced to Parliament.

Comments received wiil continue to be addressed as appropriate.

Councillor involvement

Throughout the consuitation and communications process councillors were fully
involved.

There was good attendance by councillors at most of the community meetings

Al questionnaires and written commentis coilected were made availabie to all members,
along with summaries

Members received hundreds of emails, letters and teiephone calis as addresses and
contact details were widely distributed by stakeholder groups.
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Appendices

Council resolutions
1. Resolutions from previcus Councid mestings

Consultation materiais

Newsletter / questionnaire, December 2004

Letter from Mayor and Deputy Mayor, December 2004

Letter from Mayor, March 2005

Advertising material {(advertisements, biliboard, flyer), March 2005

th P

Market research report
8. UMR Research report, February 2004
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Appendix One: Resclutions from previous Council meetings

Resolutions from Council meeting 4 May 2005

745/2005
That the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Protection Project - Geographic Scope,
Proposed Boundary, and Some Poiicy Issues report be received.

746/2005

That a report assessing and discussing the issue of rates in the Waitakere Ranges and
Foothilis protection area be prepared and brought back to the Council for their
consideration.

74712005

That the Council approves the incorporation in the draft Bill of provisions fo promote and
protect a future rural character in the foothills of the proposed protection area.

748/2005

That a report be prepared for the Council on how the City can support the economic
development, as well as redevelopment, and retention of the rural character of rurat
areas of the foothills in the proposed protection area.

749/2008

That the Council agrees that the proposal that the iegislation should appiy only to
parkiand and voluntarily included private land does not meet the policy objectives of the
Council in respect of the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills.

750/2005

That the Councii approves the boundary for the Waitakere Ranges and Foothilis
Protection Area as shown in At to the Agenda repor, including revisions in relation to
the properties at 236, 254 and 262 Henderson Valley Road and 17A Pine Avenue and
those parts of the property 5 - 11 Holdens Road that would constitute 47 - 51 Parrs
Cross Road, and its incorporation in any legislation that may be developed for this area.

Resolution from Council meeting 27 April 2005

882/2005

1. That officers report back to Council on the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills proposais
for enhancing awareness and promoting the potential for business, including the
concept of farmers’ markets, as provided for in the District Plan and which would
continue to be provided for under any proposed [egisiation.

That the funding allocated for the deveiopment of a business incentive package in
the Annual Plan 2004/200% now be applied to this project.

!\J

Resolutions from Council meeting. 16 February 2003

169/2005

i, That the Watiakere Rangss and Foothilis Protection Project report be received.

Alzy 17, 2005 31
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2. That Ceuncll gacknowiedges ihe high level of response to the Council's call for
submissions and feedback on the proposais for the further protection of the land in
the agreed project area,

3. That Councit agrees that the independent research that it commissioned shows there
was a high level of awareness of the relevant issues, and that the consuitation
process may be consigered to be successful in elucidating issues and measuring
tevels of support for, of concern about, and of opposition to the proposals.

4. That Council notes the censistent conclusions from the Auckland Regional Council
research and consuitation that was undertaken around the Waitakere Ranges and
Foothilis Protection Project.

5. That Council noles the overall high level of support (majority} for taking further action
to protect the Ranges and Foothills, including legislation.

8. That Council notes the main concern expressed by the public was the desire tc see
and assess the actual draft Legislation, before forming a final view on its
acceptability.

7. That Council notes that there are numerous technical matters to be dealt with before
the Bill is sufficiently prepared to present to Parllament.

8. That Council agrees that time shouid be {aken to attend tc those technical matters,
and to allow for focussed discussions with specific landowners in order to improve
the efficacy and acceptability of the draft Bill.

8. That Council agrees that further work should be undertaken as expeditiously as
possible, with a view to reporting back to the Council on progress made in May 2005,
before a final decision on whether the draft legislation should be submitted to
Parliament by June 2005.

10. That the Council notes that the draft Bill, as a tool, is consistent with Councit's
agreed policy objectives.

11. That Council agrees that work should continue to prepare the draft Biil for the
Parliamentary process, should the decision to proceed be taken.

12. That Counciilor Neeson's propesals for addressing the protection of the Ranges
and/or Foothiils be included in the protection work programme.

17172005

That the Report on Feedback on Proposed Boundary for Waitakere Ranges and
Foothills Protection Area report be received.

Resolutions from Council meeting 16 November 2004, reconvened from Council
meeting on 10 November 2004

2047/2004

That the Terms of Reference for the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Working Parly be

amended as foliows:

» any media release or other public communication on the Waitakere Ranges and
Foothilis Protection Proiect through pariner publications will be discussed and
where possible agreed io by the members of the Working Parly beforehand. The
final sign-off for alt communication/consuitation material rests with each
organisations nominees,

s that the scope of the matters ic be considered by the working perty include “Such
other matiers as agreed to by the constituent organisations”.

2050/2004

May 17, 2005
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That the consultation process and timeline as outlined in the Agenda report for the
Waitakere Ranges and Foothilis Protection Project be approved, subject to a review of
the consuitation process and outcomes to be undertaken by Councll in February 2005.

235172004

That Waitakere City Councii write to all the Resident and Ratepayer groups requesting a
meeting between the consuitation dates and that Council cover all costs that relale (¢
those meetings.

2052/2004
That update reports be provided to the City Development Committee regarding the
Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Protection Project consultation.

2053/2004

That the Waitakere City Council representatives on the Waitakere Ranges and Foothilis
Working Party be delegated authority to sign off final versions of consuitation and
communications material produced for the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Protection
Proiect phase three consultation process.

2055/2004

That the boundary of the Waitakere Ranges and Foothilis Protection Project be as
shown on the map attached at page A1 to the Agenda and to Mean High Water Springs
on the coast, and that this be consulted on as part of the consultation process.

2056/2004

That Council supports independent market research on the effectiveness of the
consultation approach regarding the protection of the Waitakere Ranges and Foothilis
within the Terms of Reference as outlined at this meeting, to be jointly funded by the
Auckland Regional Council and Waitakere City Council.

2057/2004

That the policy and content of the draft legisiation as outlined in the 10 November
Council Agenda report “Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Protection Project — Proposed
Legislation” form the basis for preliminary drafting of a local bill.

1533/2004

1. That Mayor Bob Marvey, Crs Hulse anc Clews be the three nominated Council
Members to form part of a Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Working Party and Cr
Lawley as the alternate in their absence.

2. That the Auckiand Regional Council, Central Government and the Rodney District

Council be invited to nominate up o three {3} representatives o join 2 Waitakere

Ranges and Foothiils Working Party.

That Te Kawerau A Maki and Ngati Whatua bath be invited to nominate a

representative to join the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Working Party.

4. That the Terms of Reference for the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Working Party
as outlined on pages A10 tc A1 fo the Agenda be approved.

5. That the Auckiand Regional Councii and Central Government be approached
seeking direct confributions towards the costs of the Phase Three consultation and
implementation of the Wattakere Ranges and Focthills Protection Project.

Alo2
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1836/2004

1. That the Wailakere Ranges angd Foothills Protection Project — Proposed Legislation
report be received.

2. That the information contained in the Agenda and appendices provide the basis for
the consultation material to be prepared for the community consultation process for
the Waitakere Ranges and Foothills Protection Project.

tMay 17, 2005



