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. A few years ago, a notification appeared for an appli-
cation of consent for development of & block of land in Land
Unit 20 (rural landscape protection, buffer zone). This
land borders on a wesidential land unit.

There were several submissions in opposition to the
proposed development, and after we put our suibmissions in
we heard no more about it, and 1t remained a ~ural design-
ation.

When the Proposed District Plan (PDP) came out, I
happened to notice that this same piece of land was changed
from rural to residential. By meking this change in the
PPP, it Heatly avoided any Aifficulties which the original
submitters opposing this could have presented in regqulring
the developer to go through the PNA process, hearings, and
possibly the Environment Court. And further, the lielinood
of one cof the original submitters looking inte this parti-
cularly unfriendly PDP to discover that ACC had changed the
land unit from rural to residential, was almost zZero.

I, however, did notice this change in the PPP, and in
looking over some of the 3800 submissions, there were several
in support of this part o the plan. I was curious about
their reasons. What I found was that not only did several
of the submitters have similar ressons, thelr wording was
alse similar. I don't believe many, if any, of these people
supported this as a notified application a few years &ago.

T also doubt that many, if any, of them had & look over the
whole PDP, and then simply "found" tobis and decided that
they wanted to suppovt it. But I think that if we honestly
and gently scratch below the surfece, we would find that
some of those supporiters have relaticnships with the present
and/or past owners of this block of lund. There are some
guestionable implications resulting from this.

In & notified application, for an applicart to get
support from friends and associates is reasonable &and
expected. But for this support to have happened for the
PDP mekes me wonder sbout how (several of) these pegple
were alerted to make their submissions. I am NOT question—
ing thelr right to make submissions or to have their opin-
ions - I om wondering about the process.

T4 is common know ledge that ACC —arely tuvns down &
development proposal, and wants to increase the population
on Waiheke, @gainst much local public opinion. It's also
evident that @ developer wanted to develop this land.

Could it be the case that when supmissions were made
opposing the original resourcc consent a few years 2O, the
Council decided to wait und simply change the designated
1and unit in the PDP. I can't help but wonder if the
developer was privy to the change in the PNP, =nd then got
Priends and assoclutes to submit in support of the POP.

And with the change in the PDP, he csn Now Aevelop.




Instead of a sincere attempt &t consultation to
support the democratic process, I am left thinking that
ACC and the developer are simply getting what they want
by going through the back door. ,

I support Phee Phanshell's submission with this
eross submission and ask that thiz land unit remain a
rural land unit, non-residential and non-industrial.
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