



Feedback from Te Kouma residents


The following attachments offer a representative sample of feedback from Te Kouma residents to the 2011 Wharfing Infrastructure Report, as delivered at a meeting with TCDC on 26 January 2012.

The feedback comes from:

Ray Hintz, chairman of the Te Kouma Residents and Ratepayers Association
Russell de Luca, spokesperson for the Waipap Bay Protection Society
Colin Campbell, Te Kouma resident
Stewart Robinson,Te Kouma resident.
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should have been undertaking its own strategic planning and associated servicing needs

analysis, including a comprehensive and robust investigation of alternative sites.

We therefore feel we are being railroaded through the current process and see this meeting
as our last opportunity to deter the Council from the current (and potentially disastrous)
course it appears to be on, a course which will involve significant costs to TCDC ratepayers
with no guarantee of any positive returns. We therefore urge you to not make what we
consider to be a hasty, ill-conceived decision which we will all live to regret. This is your
opportunity to show some leadership on behalf of the whole Thames-Coromandel

community. Please don’t let us down.
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TCDC are to be commended on preparing a very thorough report. | offer

“the follbwing comments from a personal point of view.

It is fairly clear from the report that there are only two options viable for
environmental and economic reasons. These are the Sugarloaf and the
Puhi Rare sites with the Sugarloaf being the clear winner in the report. |
agree with Stewart Robinson that there are some cost factors not
included in the report estimate for the Sugarloaf which are likely to
make the cost margins less clearcut. These are that the Sugarloaf is the
only site with close proximity to community housing where the
establishment of a commercial 24 hours operation will have a
detrimental effect on those property values and a cost to reflect this
should be included. In addition noise decibel levels will require to be set
and enforced, with effective monitoring and penalties, to ensure
compliance in the long term. These costs need to be included in the
estimate for the Sugarloaf.

. Of the options for the Sugarloaf the 5 and 6 berth options appear best

based on the projected growth (independently reviewed?) For the extra
$0.5k any staged expansion later would increase costs and
inconvenience.

The separation of exiting trucks from the recreational boating activities
is a huge advantage.

. The fact that the wharf extends further north into the harbour, will

reduce shelter afforded by the sugarloaf, and perhaps a groyne
extension needs to be considered.

. The maintenance grid gets considerable use in winter and pre summer

both by the mussel industry and moored boats. Although it is supposed
to bé for maintenance only, this has not been enforced and there is no
provision for collecting and treating the scrapings and anti foul which is
totally unacceptable. | believe there is a need for such a facility but it
should be located at the Furey’s creek site for the use of all with a
proper collection and disposal set up.

The recreational boat ramps and parking will be significantly improved
with the separation of the two activities. The infill between the two
ramps will be helpful but | see little advantage in extending the width of
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1. Tam a resident of Te Kouma but do not ivein Puriri Road so | am not diredly affected
by many of the Sugarioaf development ssucs faced by the Waipapa Bay resdents. For
is reason my oppostion o the Wharfing Infrastructue recommendation f the Thames
Coromandel District Council 0 selet the Sugarioaf s the prferrd st for wharfing
expansion cannot be dismissd s 3 NIMBY (notin my back yard) response.

2. 1t was annoying and fostrating tha the details ofthe Industry Needs Analysis (pp 36 &
37 of the repor) was not inciuded inthe appendi (CD) despite being eferenced. Nor
‘was it lsted n the Appendix ndex (st page). So why was it not inluded and where s it
avallable?

3. My opposition o the recommendation comes from a consideration of the RMA and.
TCDC's own pproach to Sustainable Development as expressed in the 2009-2019 Ten
Year Plan (Vol 1, p 58). According to this document Council s required to promote:
‘community wellbeing that “includes social, cultural, economic and environmental ,
‘ellbeing”. Of the four sites selected for final consideration only Waipapa Bay, where the
‘Sugarloaf landing is located, has  resident community. Mostof the detrimental
consequences of frther wharf development and industrslization fall o this community.
‘None of the detrimental effects, which include noise, loss of amenity value, effect on
‘property values, traffic congestion ct., will ignificantly impinge on the wellbeing of
other sakeholders, ¢.g. TCDC, the Coromandel Marine Farmers Association and the
'Department of Conservation. The report mentions the need 1o take “appropriae steps to
‘avoid, remedy or mitigate such issues” (p138 & 139) but powhere costs these steps and.
thercfore they do not appear in the Sugarioaf costings (p 130, 135 & 136). Realistic
costing must be done and included in the business case 1o ensure tha the detrimental
effects are given a monetary value. Furthermore, there needs to be consideration given o
‘compensating payments for any loss of property values because of the proximity of this
residential area o a developing industrial z0ne which as & mater of fact seems not have:
et been formally approved as such a zone by Council.

4. TCDC has a duty under the RMA o protect al sspects of the wellbing of the Waipapa.
Bay community not solely the cconomic wellbeing of the Coromandel Marine Farmers
Association. This is especially the case when the community may vell have to bear the
negative cconomic effects. My argument i that unless the ull and true cosis 1o the local
‘community are expressed in monetary terms their objection ar t0o readily dismissed,
ignored and never built i to any Council decision and subsequent operational plan.

Stewart Robinson
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