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From: Protect Piha Heritage [protectpihaheritage@xtra.co.nz}

Sent: Wednesday, 19 May 2010 10:17 a.m.

To: Fia Afitu

Subject: Message for CEQO Order for costs against Protect Piha Heritage
Dear Ms Voidyanath ’g;

Thank you for meeting the Society yesterday.
Below | want to reiterate the points made at our discussion.

But first | want to address your proposal to go back to the Council members before
discussing our proposals for seftlement in detail.

| have had another look at the relevant resolution of the PRC committee, which requests
you to “actively pursue” the issue of costs awarded by the Court. | would have thought
that if you or your staff sit down with us to discuss settlement of the costs order, you are
doing just that — “actively pursuing” the costs. The resolution does not request you 1o
institute formal legal proceedings.

However, on the basis that you intend to go back to Councillors, { reiterate the following
poinis:

we have been actively seeking to meet the Council to discuss the costs issue for the
past seven months, after such a meeting was promised by Councillors Hulse and Neeson

we have provided detailed evidence of the Society’s community activities which are
widely valued in Piha and our weill atfended events

* the orders for costs (less than 15% of what was sought) were nominal. The Judge
indicated we had an arguable case on all our issues but that our case could have been
"more focussed”. While $5000 may be nominal for an organisation the size of the WCC,
they are crippling for us

although we raised a considerable amount of money from the community for the
case, now that it is over there is little interest in contributing more, especially when it will go
to the WCC whom our supporters do not consider should be pursuing a community group

in this way

* although your staff have said what was offered in mediation was more generous than
ultimartely ordered by the Court, we also made offers and concessions during mediation
that were rejected by the applicants. At the Environment Court hearing we agreed with a
new proposal by the WCC 1o settle, involving the Post Office remaining and the café
proceeding — this was rejected by the café owners




[image: image2.png]*  we have provided you with our annual accounts filed with the Charities Commission.
Unfortunately the final accounis of our experts were well over budget ond we owe them,
and people who lent us money to pay them, over $16,000 — with the costs orders we have
liabilities of over $31,000 and negative assets of $27,000 odd

*  with no physical assets to speak of (a few fundraising cards etc) there is nothing to be
gained by distraining through the courts. The only other action would be for the council fo
endeavour to wind us up through the High Court — at more cost to ratepayers, and, given
our financial situation, with no prospect of recovering the costs

*  we consider it reprehensible that some Counciliors are using the issue in an atfempt to
advance their personat political agendas, at more cost fo ratepayers (we have evidence
of this)

* in these circumstances (and particutarly given our on-going willingness to discuss

payment options) it would be completely unreasonable o take legal steps against the
Society and we think the Ombudsman would agree

As evidence of our good faith after finally getting to meet on this issue | am today posting
a cheqgue to the Council for $500 on account.

Yours sincerely

Peter Hosking

Treasurer

AF




