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Dlstrlct Plan Further Submlssmn Fo'r

m support Of or in 0pp05|tlon fo a subm%ssmn
ki ki Gulf Islands Section 200

Pleass print clearly for office use only

Full name: g0 o7 A{Low g Bebialf of fhe Allan Fr:mr/u Zruif Submisson Na.

Organisation: (if the submission is an behalf of an orgamsanon)

Agent: (if applicable) #1774 o1 d Kowi b2 f"f?f/t Placgvlivn p; g;ﬁvﬁ
Address for correspondence: PO o) 6 F KB AL amj/'gm/(/\ .
Phaone: (business) hemz{f Uj}q 09 22J8 (fax

e-mail address: jp |y ( LLF’F g@{gmwmptmlaar{‘ew Acrl

Please use a separate form for each separate matter for submission

|/ We support ||/ oppose [__| the submission of:

(rome and address of ariging] submitter and submission number of ariglinaf submisslon If available)

flease rep aifuched

Submissfon number

The particular parts of the above submission which [ / we support[_]/ oppose[__are:
[clearlyindicote which perts of the original submissign yau SUppOIT or OpAoSE, Together with ony relevent provisions of te proposaf]

Flocre fee atfoctied.

The reasons for my / our suppert or opposition to the above submission are:

Klegpre Jsoe affacbhed

[] the whole submission be allowed
[} the whole submission be disaltowed
] part of the submission be allowed
(] part of the submission be disallowed

1/ We seek

1/ We wish to be heard at the council planning hearing (‘(?s) Ne
\’_’(
1/ We would be prepared to present a joint case at the hearing with any others making a similar suhmissior( Yes Ne

Signc@@ V/W | Date - {CF
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Brewn & Pemberton °G No. 2743 7.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 19791
FURTHER SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE
TO THE PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN - HAURAKI GULF ISLANDS SECTION 2006

AUCKLAND CITY COUNCIL
The Manager. City Planning.
Private Bag 72516,

Wellesley Street,

AUCKLAND 1036

ROSS ALLAN ON BEHALF OF THE ALLAN FAMILY TRUST
C/- Brown & Femberton Planning Group Lid

P O Box 1467

QUEENSTOWN

Attantion: G Pemberion / F Riddell .

INTRODUCTION

1. This s a submission on the Proposed District Flan - Haurgki Gulf Isiands Section 2006.

SUBMISSION

2. | have been g fand and home owner on Waiheke isiand since 1998, My property is
vested in a family trost. The site is located at 1 Korora Road, Waiheke lsland and is legaily
described as Lol 1 DP183454 heid in Certificate of Title NA114B/586. The parcel of land is

sami-rural, with ¢ coastal outlook, curently used for residentiol pumoses.

3. The specific provisions of the proposed pian change that my submission relates to org:

Reciassify the land around 520/3 The proposed plon change re
Owhonake within DP's 183454,
183455 and 183456 as o sub-area
within Rural 2 to which special
rules under Part 12 apply
specifying the mirimur sile area
for subdivision as 5ha. Owhanake Bay. that lie within the

Part 12: Subdivision
Part 10: Development Controls

classifies the londscape calegory. to
which my property is subject. We
consider thai 1his zoning is foo broad
in many cases. We concur that
ihose properties surounding

Rural 2 zone, form part of a sub-
zone, within the Rural 2 zone,

The sub-zone rules for subxdivision
should not have a minimum site
area {lot size). Wa favour the existing
bonus density provisions. These
provisions provide for a density of up
to § lof per 1.5ho of gross land area
of the site, and encourage
discretely iocated clusters and
buildings iocated in a manner fhat
wiil not detract from the character
of the coastal iondscape.

28-MRY-2247
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The protection and
enhancement, of landscopea and
view shafts {relalive fo vaniage
points at seq and on the land)
and ceastal and rural amenity.
must be given effect to within part
12 of the Plan. This must include
specific reference to the HGMP
Actin all sections 1o do with
kesource Management lssues,
Objeciives and Policies.

37001

Special regard should be given to
maintoining view shafts from public
and private proparty. As part of the
sub-zone rules refarred to above, |
propose that site and zone
standards are applied o allow for
mulfiple building platforms, provided
they are appropriately located
within the site and of a size and
shape that maintains the visual
amenity values of the landscape.

Further, the plan snould encourage
the establishment of
discreis/oggregated access and
underground services,

Amend the subdivision provisions
for all rural zones (including non-
conservation islands) to
incorporate more flexible and
diverse opporiunities for land use
and development outside of the
proposed strategic limitations
imposed by the proposed focus
on concentrating development
within existing seitled areas with
limited subdivision and use options
alsewhera.

1284/%

We concur that the provisions for
subdivision snoulg alsc aliow far
diversity in land use activity and
development in the Rural 2 zone,
such that development is not solely
concentrated within existing setlied
graas. More specifically for visitor
gcecommodation and home sfay
activity,

There should be a rule in the Plan
that bridle paths are putin.

832/6.

11%1/6

1150/34,

There is a community desire to
provide connectivily between
public oreqs by way of paths and
irails. It may seem appropriale to
ensure that where land is not vested
in the Council ¢s @ reserve, that
public access is established through
the creafion of easements at the
time of subdivision. However,
‘through' access may not always be
appropriate in every case, due 1o
existing activities on site, and
sensifive archasclogical areas.

Any such propoesal should be
undertaken on o Council/applicont
coliaborative basis. We generally
support this approach however the
requirement for bridie paths should
be considerad on d cQie by case
basis.

Subdivisions must be nolified so
ihat possibiities for access and
reserva land contributions are not
overlookad as is too often the
case now,

128172

We consider it unnecessary fo
provide a blanket such that ol
subdivisions are nofified. As above,
ihe requirement for nofification
should be assessed at the fime of
application. Further, public
paricipation through nofification for
every consen’ application for
subdivision is not desired under the
putpose of the Act,

28-MRY-2887
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That the subdivision pravisions
applying to Rurat 2 including
Thompsans Point, if reiained,
include specific provisian for
comprehensive management
plans as discrationory getivities.,

1287/28

For subdivision of no more than 3
lots, we consider inis unnecessary.
Landscaping to enhance overall
armenity can be assessed af the
fime of subdivision and agein ot
tand use consent,

Amend clause 12.8.1{4] so fhat
boundory adjustments are
restricted discretionary in Rural 2
[western landscope) whers
change in areas is no more than |
hectars,

372472

We consider that boundary
adjusiments showld be controlied
activity in the Rural 2 area, provided
there gre no additional building
plaiforms created, no non-
compliances are created with
development centrols and each lot
is held in a separate certificate of
fitle,

Any minimum site arecs for all
land units in Tabie 12.1) must be
determined on the basis of
recommendaiions {following
debate and discussion}) from
werking pariies or committees
comprising interested persons
from each community within land
Unifs.

276211

Wo seak further explanation as to
the justification of the minimum site
tize in the Rural 2 land unit,

Table 12.1 statss that the minimum
site area for subdivision in Rural 2 is
25na. This is o discrefionary activity,

12103

Clause 12.10.3 should be deteted
and replaced with a rule that
provides for any subdivisions not
mealing minimum areas of
variations ihere fo such as
sigrificont environmental feature
subdivisions or bonus density
subdivisions as discretionary
activities, put only within the
coniext of an application for a
comprehensive devalopment
approval which con be re-
defined as a rurdl property
management pian but with
amendments ta the proposed
definition to include subdivision
and land use activities. Any
subdivision sought, no! falling
within such a comprehensive
appreach should be defined a
non-complying activity.

267071

wWe support that subdivision that
does not meet the minimum areas
for subdivision in the Rural 2 arec,
snould be o discretionary aclivity.

Japle 8.3 of Ine operative plan
states thol applications to reduce
lot size: in Land Unif 22 are non-
complying activities, unless it meets
the provisions within 8.7.4(5)
Comprenensive Rural Development,
or [c} Bonus Density Pravisions for
Land Unit 22. Rule 12.10(3) of the
proposed pian also states that
subdivisions that de not meet
minimum areas for subdivision are
non-complying howsver there are
no provisions for a reduction in lot
size, Comprehensive Rural
Development or Bonus Densify
Provisions for Land Unit 22,

We submit that the obility to reduce
tof size is upheld for Land Unif 22, as
per the operafive provisions, Hauraki
Gulf Islonds Section - Operative
1996.

10c.4T

For the current building coveroge
to ramain as 500 m2 within Rural 2
fwestern landscape) with no
maximum foofprint of any one
building.

KYARTA

We support the retention of
rataining building coverage at
500m?2 for Land Unit 22 in Rurat 2.

The proposed 50% reduction in
permissible building area does not
reflact the varable Lot sizes within
the zone. Some Lots are much
iarger ihan others and may have

28-MRY-2887
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greater potential o absorb a
greater area of built form.

Limiting the bullding coverage o
250m? will encourage byt farm an
more than one level; this in scme
cases having effects in lerms of
visual amenity ond the ability fo
accsss significant view shafts within
the landscape. Further, sites with
height restrictions are unfqirly
disadvantaged.

For these regsons, we seek for the
curent building coverage {500m?}
to pe upheld.

we wish fo be hsard by the Council in support of this submission. If others make a similar

submission we would be prepared o consider presenting aioint cose witn them at any hearing.

ROSS ALLAN ON BEHALF OF THE ALLAN FAMILY TRUST

ggned on behalf of the Submitter
by Brown & Pemberton Planning Group Lid

per G Pemberton/P Riddelt

DATED the 28th doy of May 2007

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE:

Ross Allan

C/- Brown & Femberton Pionning Group Lid
P O Box 1467

Queenstown

Attention: G Pemberton/P Riddel

Tel: (03} 409 2258
fax: {03 409 2259

Email gemma@brownpembeﬂon.com
phiippa@brownpemberton.com
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