From: Leigh Edlinger [leigh.13@hotmail.com] o
Sent: Monday, 3 March 2014 4:18:16 p.m. Submission 101
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Leigh Edlinger

Address

250 Castle Street
Dunedin 9016
New Zealand

Map It

Email

leigh.13@hotmail.com

My submission is:

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the benefit of communities and future generations, we
need much stronger planning regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate the special
Quialities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

| oppose any part of the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining Activities, including underground mining, in the District,
especially in CONSERVATION, COASTAL, RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES.

« | require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. | require the Plan to Prohibit all Mining Activities in
Outstanding Natural Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity Landscape Overlays in the Section 32 Rules.

» The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the Waikato Regional Policy
Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act (HGMPA).

« | require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been removed without giving
adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. | require the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule
prohibiting all mining activities.

« The TCDC has failed to translate the ‘High Value Conservation Areas’ identified in Schedule 4 into ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscapes’ (ONL). | require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by
including all identified Schedule 4 land as part of the Outstanding Landscape Overlay.

« | am concerned that Newmont’s Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion under people’s homes without
their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. | want the Plan to Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

* | need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.
| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.
« Section 37.4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the access zone.

| want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited in all Zones, including
prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect.

« | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

« | want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have a major adverse impact on
the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern
Mining Industry on small communities.

| want the TCDC to remove the sentence: “The District has a long history of mining for gold and other minerals.” (p73), and instead
acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the
Mining Activities of today.

« | want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy of historical mining in the District and it's
detrimental effects.

« Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining
priority over other forms of development. | oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. | completely disagree with the intention of Section
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.

» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold ttpgﬁé@ggs
expressed by Coromandel communities.



 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC m%i%]@ﬁ&ﬂ@db@
this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that
has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

The special nature of the Coromandel warrants robust protection especially as there is so much economic revenue and employment
dependent on our reputation as a clean green holiday destination. It is vital we do not allow mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary to

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission.

e No

I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.

e No

I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

Date

Leigh Edlinger

03/03/2014
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From: JUDE O'CONNOR [jucon@vodafone.co.nz] o

Sent: Monday, 3 March 2014 5:01:05 p.m. Submission 102
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
JUDE O'CONNOR

Address

904 SEALEY ST
THAMES 3500
New Zealand

Map It

Phone
0272960843
Email

jucon@vodafone.co.nz

My submission is:

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the benefit of communities and future generations, we
need much stronger planning regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate the special
Quialities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

| oppose any part of the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining Activities, including underground mining, in the District,
especially in CONSERVATION, COASTAL, RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES.

« | require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. | require the Plan to Prohibit all Mining Activities in
Outstanding Natural Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity Landscape Overlays in the Section 32 Rules.

» The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the Waikato Regional Policy
Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act (HGMPA).

« | require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been removed without giving
adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. | require the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule
prohibiting all mining activities.

« The TCDC has failed to translate the ‘High Value Conservation Areas’ identified in Schedule 4 into ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscapes’ (ONL). | require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by
including all identified Schedule 4 land as part of the Outstanding Landscape Overlay.

« | am concerned that Newmont’s Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion under people’s homes without
their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. | want the Plan to Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

« | need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.
| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.
« Section 37.4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the access zone.

| want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited in all Zones, including
prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect.

« | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

« | want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have a major adverse impact on
the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern
Mining Industry on small communities.

« | want the TCDC to remove the sentence: “The District has a long history of mining for gold and other minerals.” (p73), and instead
acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the
Mining Activities of today.

| want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy of historical mining in the District and it's
detrimental effects.

« Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining
priority over other forms of development. | oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. | completely disagree with the intenti%@f‘_:,Sgﬁﬂon
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.



» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the P%-r'%ﬂlf%iﬁ?aﬂ%le
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values
expressed by Coromandel communities.

 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge
this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that
has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

The special nature of the Coromandel warrants robust protection especially as there is so much economic revenue and employment
dependent on our reputation as a clean green holiday destination. It is vital we do not allow mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary to

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission.

e No

I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.

e Yes

I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

Date

JUDITH MARY O'CONNOR

03/03/2014

Page 305



Submission 103

Page 306



Submission 103

Page 307



Submission 103

Page 308



Submission 103

Page 309



Proposed District Plan from Jenkins, Dean Submission 104

Introduction

We are interested in your submission on our Proposed District Plan.

There are 2 ways to make a submission as shown on the tabs across the top of the page, which are:

1) Proposed District Plan
2) Supporting Documents.

You can use both to make your submission, or only choose one if you wish.

By clicking on the Proposed District Plan tab, you are able to view the full document, and make a submission on any topic/section by selecting the relevant page.

Selecting the Supporting Documents tab will enable you to upload any documentation to support your submission.

My Consultation Points tab shows a summary of your saved submission points. To edit a point simply click on it and you will return to the document page where you can
edit and re-save.

Privacy Statement

Please note that all submissions will be made available to the public for viewing. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the
media and public as part of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991.

Submitter Details

First Name: Dean

Last Name: Jenkins

Organisation: Waitete Bay Company Ltd
Street:33 Alfred Street
Suburb:Onehunga

City:Auckland

Country:New Zealand

PostCode: 1061

Daytime Phone: 021329832

eMail: dean@)jrcontracting.co.nz
Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could ¢ | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
@ |am ¢ | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.
Correspondence to:
(& Submitter
€ Agent
€ Both

Submission

Attached Documents

File

TCDC Heritage Review Project 3 - 4_03
TCDC Heritage Review Project 2 - 12_06

TCDC Heritage Review Project 1 - 12_06
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Submission 104

\Waitete Bag Compan3 | td

Addrcss: 3% AlFrecl St, One!’xunga, Aucuancl

= mail: daen@J rcontracting.co.nz

4th March 2014

Thames Coromandel District Council
Private Bag, Thames 3540, New Zealand

Re: TCDC Heritage Review Project — 86 Waitete Bay Road, WAITETE BAY
To Whom it may concern,

I’'m writing you on behalf of the Directors & Shareholders of Waitete Bay Company Ltd in reference fo
the inclusion of our property at 86 Waitete Bay Road, WAITETE BAY.

Following is the Excerpt out of the TCDC Heritage Review Project - Consultants Summary Report -
Name: Shell Bach / former Camp Shop, 86 Waitete Bay Road, Waitete Bay

Description: A monopitch mid 20th century combined residence and shop built to serve the campers
and local residents in the bay and once run by the White (Correction — Whitehouse) family. It is located
on an elevated site at the northern end of the bay and is one of the most prominent baches in ‘The
Camp’. Construction appears fo be concrete block with exposed aggregate with a high shell content.

Comments/Principal Theme: Developing Economies, Building Communities

We believe that there is no reason why this bach on our property should be classed as a Heritage
Building and therefore object to its inclusion in the TCDC Heritage Review Project

The reason why we object and ask that it be removed from future Heritage Review Project documents
and being classed as a Heritage Building are as follows:

| represent the 30 share holdings of Waitete Bay Company Ltd and wish to convey our disapproval in
the “Shell Bach” on our property becoming a Heritage Building and/or our property at 86 Waitete Bay
Rd being class as Heritage in any way.

| have read through the information that was (requested) from the Council regarding the Shell Bach at
86 Waitete Bay Rd and there is no evidence of this build being of significant heritage status. And from
what | read in the minutes from the committee meeting held on 16th April 2013 that “Significant”
Heritage is the bench mark to which the “Shell Bach” must meet for it o be included as a Heritage
building in the District Plan. The “Shell Bach™ is of poor build quality with the home made shell files
ready to fall off at any moment, and it is a mix/match of many building products as | have previously
stated in prior communication on this matter.

See insert of comment taken form minutes:
Dr Ann Ewen advised that unless she is provided with evidence that something on the register is not-
significant heritage then they should not be taken off.

We ask “where is the evidence that it is significant heritage™.
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Submission 104

\Waitete Bag Compan3 | td

Address: 3% AlFrecl St, One!’xunga, Aucuancl

= mail: daen@J rcontracting.co.nz

Yes this building was a shop once for a short time — but its main purpose was that of a family home. It
was by no means the first building in this areq, to the point that it could not even be classed as a
pioneering building. Our family has been involved with this building from when it was first built as have
a number of our shareholders so to that end if we feel, believe and know that the “Shell Bach” it is not
a Heritage building let alone a “Significant” Heritage Building.

| want to state clearly that we (the owners) disapprove of the “Shell Bach” being classed as a Heritage
Building in any way shape or form and if there is anyone that can provide evidence in the form of
opinion it is our shareholding members. So far the process that has been followed seems very one
sided as the only reason for its inclusion as a heritage build is on the recommendation of one person.
This does not seem like a democratically driven approach taken for such a big and binding issue.

There are many buildings that have stories to tell but that does mean they are a “significant” heritage
buildings just as the shell bach is not. We request the speedy removal of the Shell Bach at 86 Waitete
Bay Rd from inclusion as a heritage status building in the TCDC draft district plan

Kind regards

Dean Jenkins
Director — Waitete Bay Company Ltd
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\Waitete Bag Compan3 | td

Addrcss: FO Box 215, Drurg 2247

Email: oshere@xtra.co.nz

1st June 2010

Thames Coromandel District Council
C/O Nicola Read

Private Bag, Thames 3540, New Zealand
nicola.read@tcdc.govt.nz

Re: TCDC Heritage Review Project — 86 Waitete Bay Road, WAITETE BAY
Dear Nicola,

I'm writing you on behalf of the Directors & Shareholders of Waitete Bay Company Ltd in reference fo
the inclusion of our property at 86 Waitete Bay Road, WAITETE BAY.

Following is the Excerpt out of the TCDC Heritage Review Project - Consultants Summary Report -
Name: Shell Bach / former Camp Shop, 86 Waitete Bay Road, Waitete Bay

Description: A monopitch mid 20th century combined residence and shop built to serve the campers
and local residents in the bay and once run by the White (Correction — Whitehouse) family. It is located
on an elevated site at the northern end of the bay and is one of the most prominent baches in ‘The
Camp’. Construction appears fo be concrete block with exposed aggregate with a high shell content.

Comments/Principal Theme: Developing Economies, Building Communities

We believe that there is no reason why this bach on our property should be classed as a Heritage
Building and therefore object to its inclusion in the TCDC Heritage Review Project.

The reason why we object and ask that it be removed from future Heritage Review Project documents
and being classed as a Heritage Building are as follows:

e ‘'The Camp’ was open to the public for 25 years and has been privately owned for 24 years —
approximately the same amount of time. This is a very short period of time and at which time
there were minimal permanent residents inhabiting the Waitete Bay area therefore its
relevance of "Developing Economies” and "Building Communities” is not supported in its
purpose of use.

e One of the statements made in the TCDC Heritage Review Project document is that it “is one of
the most prominent baches in ‘The Camp’. This is a matter of opinion and in its self does not
warrant its protection.

¢ The current size and appearance of this building has been altered at lest four times:
1. The bedroom/enfrance extension on the north side,
2. The garage extension on the south side,
3. The shell tiles were added to the exterior 5 years after the original build
4. The removal of the timber windows to new aluminium windows most likely in the 1970’s
e Asit was not built by a qualified builder (i.e.; Neil Whitehouse & his family) the build quality is less
than good (see attached photos).
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\Waitete Bag Compang | td

Address: FO Box 215, Drurg 2247

Emai[: oshere@xtra.co.nz

e There is another building that was built by the same person approximately 400 meters away
which dismisses it uniqueness — This is on Woods Road.

e There are buildings on the surrounding lots that have far greater Historic Heritage in there age,
standing and prominence.

In summary we do not see that there are significant reasons to include the

“Shell bach / former Camp Shop, 86 Waitete Bay Road, Waitete Bay” in the TCDC Heritage Review
Project, or to include it as a Heritage Building, Site or Place.

We welcome your response and are happy to discuss this matter further.

Kind regards

Dean Jenkins
Director — Waitete Bay Company Ltd

Building in 1964 without the 2 extensions or shell tiles on the exterior
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\Waitete 589 Compang | td

Address: FO Box 215, Drur3 2247

Emai[: oshere@xtra.co.nz

Northern Side - No shell tiles Roof profile - showing additions to building

Original position of building set in the bank - Original build quality at the back of the building
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Address: FO Box 215, Drur3 2247

Emai[: oshere@xtra.co.nz

Original build quality at the back of the building Southern end of Building - Shabby build
quality - No Shell tiles

Shabby build quality of rock wall & concrete slab Showing shell tiles stuck to western side
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Address: FO Box 215, Drur3 2247

Emai[: oshere@xtra.co.nz

Western side - shell tile by door not set in correctly - shabby build of rock wall

Western side Wrong size Ali ranchslider - builder used plywood in corner

Northern extension Northern side of original building
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\Waitete 589 Compang | td

Address: FO Box 215, Drur3 2247

Emai[: oshere@xtra.co.nz

Shell tiles pulled away from building Inside of northern extension - shabby
build quality

Inside of northern extension - shabby
build quality
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From: John Marks [johnny _turtle_nz@yahoo.co.nz] o

Sent: Tuesday, 4 March 2014 3:14:56 p.m. Submission 105
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
John Marks
Address
20B South Highway, Whitianga

Whitianga 3510
New Zealand

Map It

Email

johnny turtle nz@yahoo.co.nz

My submission is:

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the benefit of communities and future generations, we
need much stronger planning regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate the special
Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

| oppose any part of the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining Activities, including underground mining, in the District,
especially in CONSERVATION, COASTAL, RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES.

« | require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. | require the Plan to Prohibit all Mining Activities in
Outstanding Natural Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity Landscape Overlays in the Section 32 Rules.

» The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the Waikato Regional Policy
Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act (HGMPA).

« | require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been removed without giving
adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. | require the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule
prohibiting all mining activities.

« The TCDC has failed to translate the ‘High Value Conservation Areas’ identified in Schedule 4 into ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscapes’ (ONL). | require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by
including all identified Schedule 4 land as part of the Outstanding Landscape Overlay.

« | am concerned that Newmont’s Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion under people’s homes without
their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. | want the Plan to Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

* | need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.
| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.
« Section 37.4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the access zone.

| want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited in all Zones, including
prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect.

« | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

« | want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have a major adverse impact on
the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern
Mining Industry on small communities.

« | want the TCDC to remove the sentence: “The District has a long history of mining for gold and other minerals.” (p73), and instead
acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the
Mining Activities of today.

« | want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy of historical mining in the District and it's
detrimental effects.

« Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining
priority over other forms of development. | oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. | completely disagree with the intention of Section
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.

» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold ttpgﬁé@qgs
expressed by Coromandel communities.



 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC m%‘!%‘iﬁﬁiﬂ@d&s
this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that
has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

The special nature of the Coromandel warrants robust protection especially as there is so much economic revenue and employment
dependent on our reputation as a clean green holiday destination. It is vital we do not allow mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary to

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

My further comments:

Let the Coromandel remain as natural as possible, less strain on the fragile environment which is and always will be the drawcard, we do
not want large visions of MT MAUNGANUI here in the bay, lets fix the environment before we cut down more trees, concrete more footpaths
next to those new roads on old pioneering farms and lest we forget the adventurous maori ancestors who owned these lands , who | should
say had the environment and its wellbeing at the forefront of their way of life, my way of life (of course to a degree, | do drive a car).

My 5x great grandfather was Te Horeta Te Taniwha, his son Kitahi Te Taniwha (my 4x great grandfather) were the first two signatures on
top of the Coromandel signed version of the Treaty of Waitangi, in times long gone they were chiefs of their people around this area
"TCDC".

Captain Cook writes extensively of meeting my grandfather in Whitianga/Mercury Bay in 1769, my grandfather was 12 at the time. | wish to
see the untouched beauty of the landscape back then the blinding silver sound of the birds calling at dusk/dawn, which Cook writes
beautifully of. In todays world this is not possible, at least in the foreseeable future, | wish to think that my kids could of walked up the
mangroves and collect the oyster clumps but even in my short time they can no longer do this, instead of sandy mangrove islands with
oysters we now have a metre of muddy sludge from economic activities up river, all in the pursuit of that money.

Money is not what drives me, the environment and its health is. | want to collect food from a clean environment not a polluted one from
extensive farming, poor forestry practices, mining or over population of land straining the waterways, harbours and coasts. Let the Kauri

kids grow! We want the conservation estate to be preserved for generations to come!

I would like to speak to my submission.

e No

I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.

e Yes

I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

Date

John Nikora Marks Te Taniwha

04/03/2014
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Proposed District Plan from dodd, thomas and pamela

Submission 113

Introduction

We are interested in your submission on our Proposed District Plan.

There are 2 ways to make a submission as shown on the tabs across the top of the page, which are:

1) Proposed District Plan
2) Supporting Documents.

You can use both to make your submission, or only choose one if you wish.

By clicking on the Proposed District Plan tab, you are able to view the full document, and make a submission on any topic/section by selecting the relevant page.

Selecting the Supporting Documents tab will enable you to upload any documentation to support your submission.

My Consultation Points tab shows a summary of your saved submission points. To edit a point simply click on it and you will return to the document page where you can

edit and re-save.

Privacy Statement

Please note that all submissions will be made available to the public for viewing. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the
media and public as part of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991.

Submitter Details

First Name: thomas and pamela

Last Name: dodd

Organisation: Hahei resident

On behalf of: ourselves

Street:15 Grierson Close

Suburb:RD 1

City:Whitianga

Country:

PostCode: 3591

eMail: thom.pamela.dodd@actrix.co.nz
Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could ¢ | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
@ |am ¢ | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Correspondence to:
(& Submitter
€ Agent
€ Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013
" Support

(= Oppose

¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?

Part Il - section 14 - Mining please note here that we are opposed to any mining, including exploration, on the coromandel. No exceptions. Part IV - area issues, objectives and policies We are opposed to
rezoning any "rural" areas to "rural lifestyle" in the Hahei vicinity. Again, no exceptions, as we all bought our homes here and invested in this as our home knowing the zonoing and changing it will adversely affect
our lives, especially changes which allow more building and smaller lot sizes, reduce buffers between Hahei and the rural land surrounding us, etc. Part VII - section 37 - Mining activities WE are opposed to any
exceptions to "discretionaly activities" such as quarrying, surface mining, underground mining, etc.. Again, none of this should be allowed. We have the opportunity to safeguard our environment, which is our
wealth, and not deface and rape it. Indeed, it is our moral obligation to safeguard our environment - we are merely stewards of this beautiful land and it is in only the short term interest of outsiders that mining
could be seen to have even remotely redeeming qualities. Appendix - planning needs #19 - Hahei #19A #19B these are the 3 we will address when speaking about the dangers of changing "rural" to "rural

lifestyle" zoning in our area

Reason for Decision Requested

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel

e e COROMAI%DEL
D lSt rICt Plan DISTRICT COUNCIL

Submission Form

Form 5 Clause 6 of the First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 1991

Your submission can be:

Online: www.tede.govt.nz/dpr
Using our online submissions form

Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan
Private Bag, Thames 3540
Attention: District Plan Manager

Email to: customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Delivered to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
Attention: District Plan Manager (or to the Area Offices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whitianga)

Submitter Details

Progressive Enterprises Ltd. (PEL) ‘

Full Name(s)

or Organisation (if relevant) —— — e ‘

Ermail Addrece c/- mike@zomac.co.nz |

Postal Address c/- Zomac Planning Solutions Ltd -

PO Box 103, Whangaparaoa 0943

| icatior 09 428 2101 Mobileno, 027 472 2798

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

If you need more writing space, just attach additional pages to this form.

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.

Page10f2 ”mm}lmmmlllmm“EII'"”\"IN"'“M“mnm www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
TCDhCPDP 20 1 13
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Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)

! as per the attached schedule

My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving
reasons for your view)

I support D oppose the above plan provision.
Reasons for my views:

as per the attached schedule

The decision I seek from the Council is that the provision above be:

Retained ]:‘ Deleted D Amended as follows:

as per the attached schedule .

Proposed District Plan Hearing

Iwish to be heard in support of my submission. Y D N

| If others make a similar submiggion, I Mder presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. Y D N |
| |
| Signature of submitter N\_——— (m. 2. Fc?frrEP.) Date S MARCK ZO14

‘ Person making the submission, or aut{nn‘sai to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.
|

Trade Competition

Please note that if you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a
submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

' I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y [X' N

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the following:
I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that -
a) adversely affects the environment; and |

b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. Y D N

If you require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council website www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr

THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL
Private Bag, 515 Mackay Street, Thames 3540 THAMES

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 868 0234 COROMANDEL

customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz | www.tcdc.govt.nz DETRIGICOUNCID

Page2of2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Proposed District Plan from Harvey, Warwick Submission 118

Introduction

We are interested in your submission on our Proposed District Plan.

There are 2 ways to make a submission as shown on the tabs across the top of the page, which are:

1) Proposed District Plan
2) Supporting Documents.

You can use both to make your submission, or only choose one if you wish.

By clicking on the Proposed District Plan tab, you are able to view the full document, and make a submission on any topic/section by selecting the relevant page.

Selecting the Supporting Documents tab will enable you to upload any documentation to support your submission.

My Consultation Points tab shows a summary of your saved submission points. To edit a point simply click on it and you will return to the document page where you can
edit and re-save.

Privacy Statement

Please note that all submissions will be made available to the public for viewing. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the
media and public as part of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991.

Submitter Details

First Name: Warwick
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Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013
" Support

(= Oppose

¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
We oppose the proposal to require resource consent when there are more than 6 fee paying guests in holiday accommodation. ( Section 54.4 Rule 1. Visitor Accommodation)

Reason for Decision Requested

Submission to TCDC re change in District Plan regarding the need for resource consent for holiday homes where there are more than 6 fee paying guests. We make the following points in relation to the proposed
change in the District Plan regarding the need for resource consent for holiday homes where there are more than 6 fee paying guests. 1. Existing Use Rights “Section 10 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the
Act) states that land may be used in a manner that contravenes a rule in the District Plan if the use was lawfully established before the District Plan or Proposed Plan was notified. For example, a house that was
built in 1974 and complied with all the relevant legal requirements in place in 1974 has existing use rights as it was legally established.” (TCDC Web site) Owners of properties who choose to let them on an
occasional basis have existing use rights which means they are able to continue to use their property as long as the "scale, character or intensity" of use does not change (in other words, as long as they keep using
it as they have been). This use was lawfully established in the first place. Checking with the Council has identified that there are no specific requirements for a property owner who chooses to rent their homes on an
occasional basis. 2. Resource Management Act not designed to assist businesses cope with competition In Section 5(2) of The Resource Management Act the act is defined as meaning “managing the use,
development and protection of natural and physical resources in a way or at a rate which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural well being and their health and safety”
It primarily focusses on the environmental impact of an activity. It was not designed to enable a business or a type of business to use the act of the consenting process to restrict the lawful activity of another simply
because of competition. The NZ Herald of September 25th 2013 reported that the Motel Owners’ Association of New Zealand was “lobbying councils in a bid to make holiday home owners have to apply for
resource consent if they rent their baches to more than six people. The Motel Association says that private accommodation providers are undercutting motels because their costs are lower....... " The Motel
Association’s Opinion Piece on Holiday Homes, Apartments, Bed and Breakfasts etc states in its final paragraph that “...baches, cribs, holiday homes, apartments of bed and breakfasts... can all operate at a distinct
financial advantage...... ” Section 104 3(a) (i) of the Resource Management Act states that: “A consent authority must not (a) when considering an application, have regard to—(i) trade competition or the effects of
trade competition The Ministry of the Environment Fact Sheet 2: Trade Competition, Representation at Proceedings and Environment Court Costs notes that” “Amendments to improve the RMA include: * limiting
the ability for trade competitors or other potentially frivolous or vexatious parties to participate in objection and appeal processes, unless they are directly affected by an adverse effect of the activity on the
environment ¢ discouraging the covert use of third parties by trade competitors « requiring decision-makers not to have regard to trade competition or its effects « reinstating the power of the Environment Court to
require security for costs as a way to dissuade frivolous or vexatious appeals ¢ requiring the Courts to award extensive costs against parties who are found to have anti-competitive motives.” The form for this
submission confirms this in that it asks submitters to note whether they could or could not gain commercial advantage in trade competition through this submission. 3. No documented analysis Thames Coromandel
District Council staff were asked in phone conversation what documented analysis had been undertaken prior to this proposal being included in the proposed District Plan. They advised that there were no written
recommendations leading to this proposal. If this is correct, it suggests that this proposal is no more than an unanalysed response to the lobbying from the Motel Association. 4. Minimal Environmental impact
There is lesser impact on the environment of a home on the Coromandel which is occasionally occupied than one which has permanent residents. It has been argued that permanent residents have sometimes
complained about the noise of tenants in neighbouring properties. It has been our experience that on the infrequent occasions on which noise from neighbours has been an issue, it has been relatives and friends
staying with the property owner rather than paying guests. Any environmental impacts from noise are already addressed in the district plan with noise provisions in all zones. Noise complaints can be addressed on
a case by case basis by noise control officers, irrespective of whether the noise is generated by more than six people and whether they are fee paying or not. From an environmental impact perspective, there is no
logic to requiring a consent imposing consent conditions on property owners who have fee paying guests and not to those who do not. There is no difference in environmental effects from these two types of guests,
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whether these relate to noise, traffic impacts or amenity use. 5. Negative impact on tourism for the TCDC economy. The District Council has identified tourism as a key economic activity. The Council’s web site
states, “The Council is absolutely committed to tourism and supporting the sector.” Discover Coromandel which the Council supports notes on its web site, “The Coromandel has a superb range of accommodation
from luxury lodges, to intimate B&Bs and holiday homes. Whatever your selection you'll be sure to meet friendly locals from The Coromandel.” Clearly a range of accommodation is seen by Discover Coromandel
as important the Coromandel economy. A Council press release of June 28th 2013 stated “The Council has adopted a new Events Strategy as part of its economic development strategy to attract more tourists and
holiday home owners to the district” Artificially increasing the cost of an important form of accommodation is not in the best interests of the economy in the broadest sense. 6. The importance of choice for tourists
and holiday makers Any tourist or holiday maker currently has a choice of accommodation options. Many holiday homes offer some seeking to stay on the Coromandel advantages not available in a motel. «
Facilities for a group of 6 or more (often one family) to stay in one space where they can prepare meals using an oven and with a wide range of equipment rather than the limited equipment usually found in
motels. « The ability for six or more people to eat at one table and relax in one space. « Storage for bikes and other sporting equipment and in some cases use of bikes and sporting equipment. « Books, games,
cds, dvds and other resources which motels do not provide. « Safe playing area for children without vehicles of other guests coming and going. * Barbecue that they do not need to share with other groups
Washing machines and driers. « Ability to use their own Sky Card and so watch their preferred tv channels. It is in the best interests of the Coromandel economy that the council does not make this option more
expensive because motels cannot or do not offer these facilities. Warwick Harvey On behalf of the Harvey Family Trust 6th March 2014

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013
" Support

{ Oppose
¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Th Corc del Prop d District plan?

Reason for Decision Requested

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIII - ZONE RULES > Section 54 - Residential Zone
 Support

¢{s Oppose
¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Th Corc del Prop d District plan?
Section 54.4 Rule 1

R for Decision Req ted
There are existing rights for holiday homes. The RMA is not designed to deal with competition issues. This proposal appears to be an unanalysed response to a submission from the Motel Owners Association The
proposal has the potential to have a negative impact on tourism on the Coromandel

Attached Documents

File

Submission to TCDC re change in District Plan regarding the need for resource consent for holiday homes where there are more than 6 fee paying
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Submission to TCDC re change in District Plan regarding the need for resource
consent for holiday homes where there are more than 6 fee paying guests.

We make the following points in relation to the proposed change in the District Plan
regarding the need for resource consent for holiday homes where there are more than 6 fee
paying guests.

1. Existing Use Rights
“Section 10 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) states that land may be
used in a manner that contravenes a rule in the District Plan if the use was lawfully
established before the District Plan or Proposed Plan was notified.

For example, a house that was built in 1974 and complied with all the relevant legal
requirements in place in 1974 has existing use rights as it was legally established.”
(TCDC Web site)

Owners of properties who choose to let them on an occasional basis have existing
use rights which means they are able to continue to use their property as long as the
"scale, character or intensity" of use does not change (in other words, as long as
they keep using it as they have been). This use was lawfully established in the first
place. Checking with the Council has identified that there are no specific
requirements for a property owner who chooses to rent their homes on an occasional
basis.

2. Resource Management Act not designed to assist businesses cope with
competition
In Section 5(2) of The Resource Management Act the act is defined as meaning
“managing the use, development and protection of natural and physical resources in
a way or at a rate which enables people and communities to provide for their social,
economic and cultural well being and their health and safety”

It primarily focusses on the environmental impact of an activity.

It was not designed to enable a business or a type of business to use the act of the
consenting process to restrict the lawful activity of another simply because of
competition.

The NZ Herald of September 25™ 2013 reported that the Motel Owners’ Association

of New Zealand was “lobbying councils in a bid to make holiday home owners have
to apply for resource consent if they rent their baches to more than six people. The
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Motel Association says that private accommodation providers are undercutting
motels because their costs are lower....... "

The Motel Association’s Opinion Piece on Holiday Homes, Apartments, Bed and
Breakfasts etc states in its final paragraph that “...baches, cribs, holiday homes,
apartments of bed and breakfasts... can all operate at a distinct financial
advantage......”

Section 104 3(a) (i) of the Resource Management Act states that:

"A consent authority must not (a) when considering an application, have regard to—
(1) trade competition or the effects of trade competition

The Ministry of the Environment Fact Sheet 2: Trade Competition, Representation at
Proceedings and Environment Court Costs notes that”

“Amendments to improve the RMA include:

e limiting the ability for trade competitors or other potentially frivolous or
vexatious parties to participate in objection and appeal processes, unless they
are directly affected by an adverse effect of the activity on the environment

e discouraging the covert use of third parties by trade competitors

e requiring decision-makers not to have regard to trade competition or its
effects

e reinstating the power of the Environment Court to require security for costs
as a way to dissuade frivolous or vexatious appeals

e requiring the Courts to award extensive costs against parties who are found
to have anti-competitive motives.”

The form for this submission confirms this in that it asks submitters to note whether
they could or could not gain commercial advantage in trade competition through this
submission.

. No documented analysis

Thames Coromandel District Council staff were asked in phone conversation what
documented analysis had been undertaken prior to this proposal being included in
the proposed District Plan. They advised that there were no written
recommendations leading to this proposal.

If this is correct, it suggests that this proposal is no more than an unanalysed
response to the lobbying from the Motel Association.

. Minimal Environmental impact
There is lesser impact on the environment of a home on the Coromandel which is
occasionally occupied than one which has permanent residents.

It has been argued that permanent residents have sometimes complained about the
noise of tenants in neighbouring properties. It has been our experience that on the
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infrequent occasions on which noise from neighbours has been an issue, it has been
relatives and friends staying with the property owner rather than paying guests.

Any environmental impacts from noise are already addressed in the district plan with
noise provisions in all zones. Noise complaints can be addressed on a case by case
basis by noise control officers, irrespective of whether the noise is generated by
more than six people and whether they are fee paying or not.

From an environmental impact perspective, there is no logic to requiring a consent
imposing consent conditions on property owners who have fee paying guests and not
to those who do not. There is no difference in environmental effects from these two
types of guests, whether these relate to noise, traffic impacts or amenity use.

. Negative impact on tourism for the TCDC economy.

The District Council has identified tourism as a key economic activity. The Council’s
web site states, "The Council is absolutely committed to tourism and supporting the
sector.”

Discover Coromandel which the Council supports notes on its web site, "7he
Coromandel has a superb range of accommodation from luxury lodges, to intimate
B&Bs and holiday homes. Whatever your selection you'll be sure to meet friendly
locals from 7he Coromandel.”

Clearly a range of accommodation is seen by Discover Coromandel as important the
Coromandel economy.

A Council press release of June 28™ 2013 stated “The Council has adopted a new
Events Strategy as part of its economic development strategy to attract more tourists
and holiday home owners to the district”

Artificially increasing the cost of an important form of accommodation is not in the
best interests of the economy in the broadest sense.

. The importance of choice for tourists and holiday makers

Any tourist or holiday maker currently has a choice of accommodation options.
Many holiday homes offer some seeking to stay on the Coromandel advantages not
available in a motel.

e Facilities for a group of 6 or more (often one family) to stay in one
space where they can prepare meals using an oven and with a
wide range of equipment rather than the limited equipment
usually found in motels.

e The ability for six or more people to eat at one table and relax in
one space.
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e Storage for bikes and other sporting equipment and in some cases
use of bikes and sporting equipment.

e Books, games, cds, dvds and other resources which motels do not
provide.

e Safe playing area for children without vehicles of other guests
coming and going.

e Barbecue that they do not need to share with other groups

e Washing machines and driers.

¢ Ability to use their own Sky Card and so watch their preferred tv
channels.

It is in the best interests of the Coromandel economy that the council does not make
this option more expensive because motels cannot or do not offer these facilities.

Warwick Harvey
On behalf of the Harvey Family Trust
6™ March 2014
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