
From: Leigh Edlinger [leigh.13@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 3 March 2014 4:18:16 p.m.
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 
Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

I 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. 

• I require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I 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).

• I 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. I 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). I 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. 

• I 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. I want the Plan to Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

• I need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.

I 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.

• I 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.

• I support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

• I 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. 

• I 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.

• I 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. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I 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. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.
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• 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: I 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. 

   No

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

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Leigh Edlinger

Date

  03/03/2014
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From: JUDE O'CONNOR [jucon@vodafone.co.nz]
Sent: Monday, 3 March 2014 5:01:05 p.m.
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 
Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

I 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. 

• I require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I 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).

• I 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. I 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). I 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. 

• I 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. I want the Plan to Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

• I need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.

I 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.

• I 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.

• I support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

• I 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. 

• I 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.

• I 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. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of Section 
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.
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• 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. I 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: I 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. 

   No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  JUDITH MARY O'CONNOR

Date

  03/03/2014
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Proposed Thames- Coromandel

District Plan
THAMES

COROMANDEL
DISTRICT COUNCIT

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

Your submission canbe:

Online:

Posted to:

Emailto:

Delivered to:

www.tcdc.govt.nzldpr

Using our online submissions form

Tharnes-Coromandel District Council

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Private Bag, Thames 354o

Attention: District Plan Manager

customer.servicesptcdc. govt.nz

Thames-Coromandel District Council, 5r5 Mackay Street, Thames

Attention: District Plan Manager (ar to the Area Ofices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whitianga)

FurlName(s) ll-ALoU r uG LCSUGV ftulS; i-:t Clc

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address

Postal Address

{ov'n€ , lr{ r^Ji C tC -sr , C-(>r'l'r
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l*f,i:#:;,"0* q4tt c | 645 Mobireno. t t-t+ 111 61-1 o

If you need more writing space, iust attach additional pages to this form'

PRMCYACT rggj
please note that submissions are public information. Infomation 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 untler the Resource Management Act 1tD1. Your contact details will only be

used for the purpose of the proposed District ilan process. The information will be held by the Thames-coromandel District council' You have the right to access the

informatiol and request its cortection.

Pasel.2 lll|fr[1ilulill[lwfi|Jlfiuflfl[ilrulrufiilffi www.tcdc.govt,ru/dpr V01-201211 DisfrictPlanSubmissionlorm5

Submission 103

Page 306



The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates ta are:
(please speci8r the Obiecfivl, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)

Mysubmissionis: __ -_- _r-_^-,^_^r^ ^. .

(ciearly state whether you suppoRT or opposB specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving

reasons for your view)

t support[r oppor" J the abovePlanProvision.

The decision I seek ftom the council is that the provision above be:

Retained n DeiratedT nmendedJ asfallows:

Iwish to be heard in support of my submission- I y Mru

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a ioint case with them at a hearing'

signatureofsubmitter 
- 

D'f" It'3 t+
person making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission'

please note that if you are a personwho cauld gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission,your right to make a

submission may be limited by clause 6 of schedute t of the Resource Management Act 1991.

I cauld gain an advantage in trade campetltionthroagfifhis submission. I y

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 subiect matter of the submission that -
a) adverselyaffectstheenvironment: and

b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. []r Iiv

If you require {urther information about the proposed District Plan please visit the councilwebsite www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr

Page2 of2
www.tclcgovt,nzldpt V 01201211 District Plan Suhmiseion Fom 5
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Submission 1
The use of the Matarangi Structure Plan to manage activities within the area covered by the

Structure Plan, and the inclusion of Hole 1 and Hole 2 of the Matarangi golf course within

the Structure Plan, are suPPorted.

Reason The Structure Plan approach is the most appropriate technique to provide for future

high quality development at Matarangi. lnclusion of Hole 1 and Hole 2 of the golf course in

the Structure Plan will help ensure that the intentions of earlier subdivision consents at

Matarangi can continue to be upheld.Relief Sought That the Matarangi Structure Plan

continue as the principal technique for managing change and development at Matarangi and

the area encompassing Hole 1 and 2 of the golf course (Lot 36 DPS 72837) be included

within the boundary of the Structure Plan.

Submission 2

The Open Space zoning applied to the area encompassed by the Matarangi golf course is

supported.

Reason The zone gives effect to the intention of the proposed Matarangi Structure Plan, and

to previous versions of the Disfiict Plan, to retain the area occupied by the golf course as

sftucturing open space separating compartments of residential development.

Relief Sought That the Open Space zoning over all land occupied by the Matarangi golf

course be retained.

Submission 3

The Purpose, Obiectives. Policies and Rules of the Matarangistructure Plan should be

altered and expanded on to ensure:

a. That better provision is made for dedicated walking routes, other than on roads

b. That an appropriate width of reserve is provided between the Whangapoua Harbour

edge and any future residential development.

c. That any future subdivisions are clearly required to provide a ratio of 4O% open space

|pGA% residentiallots.
d. That all open space areas within new subdivisions are either vested in the Council as

reserve, or have a consent notice on their title that preserves public access to the open

space in perpetuity.

Reason The quantity and quality of open space provision that is evident in most of the early

subdivision of Matarangi has not been provided with the more recent development that has

occurred on the southern side of Matarangi Drive. To avoid this happening in future a more

specific statement of purpose is required, and strong rules are required to ensure that

appropriate open space is provided and that it is protected in perpetuity.

Relief Sought

(a) That the second paragraph under '27 .3.2 Purpose' of the Draft Plan be deleted and

replaced with the following wording: New development will be based around Whangapoua

Harbour w1h distinct neighbourhood cells defined by areas of open space. There will be

enhancement of the naturalcharacter of the Whangapoua Harbour coastline, protection of
the Coromandel Ranges visual backdrop and strong and dedicated pedestrian connections to

the ocean, the harbour, the commerciat centre, other neighbourhood cells and to
recreational opportunities

Submission 103

Page 308



(b) That the following new or replacement standards be included under a new heading'Key

Structural Elements' in Rule 4 (subdivision in the Residential Zone) of the Matarangi

Structure Plan.
(i) Residential lots are no closer than 40 metres from Mean High Water Spring

(MHWS) or the Whangapoua Harbour boundary of the esplanade reserve vested in

the Council, and any land between the residential lots and the existing Council reserve

is vested as Council reserve; and
(ii) Subdivisions provide a ratio of 40% open space to 600/o residential lots; and

(iii) All open space areas either have a consent notice on their title that preserves

public access and the open space character in perpetuity, or are vested in the Council.

{c} That the above three standards are governed by the following rule: Subdivision in the

Residential Zone that fails to meet any of the 'Key Structural Elements' standards is a non-

complying activity.

(d) That Diagram A of the Matarangi Structure Plan be amended to show the direction of key

pedestrian routes through land stillto be developed, and that new Diagrams be prepared to
demonstrate that these key pedestrian routes should be range between 10 and 15 metres in

width and include a concret€ path and an appropriate number and variety of trees.
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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:

I could I could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am I 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

Proposed District Plan from Jenkins, Dean

Created by Online Consultation  Page 1 of 1    
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Waitete Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  33 Alfred St, Onehunga, Auckland 
Email:        daen@jrcontracting.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 to 
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 to 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: 
 
 
I 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. 
 
I 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 I 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 to be included as a Heritage 
building in the District Plan. The “Shell Bach” is of poor build quality with the home made shell tiles 
ready to fall off at any moment, and it is a mix/match of many building products as I 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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Waitete Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  33 Alfred St, Onehunga, Auckland 
Email:        daen@jrcontracting.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 area, 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. 
 
I 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 Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  P.O. Box 215, Drury  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 to 
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 to 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: 
 

• ‘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.      

 
• 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/entrance 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 
• As it 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 Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  P.O. Box 215, Drury  2247 
Email:        oshere@xtra.co.nz 
 
 

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

 
• 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 Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  P.O. Box 215, Drury  2247 
Email:        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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Waitete Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  P.O. Box 215, Drury  2247 
Email:        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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Waitete Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  P.O. Box 215, Drury  2247 
Email:        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 Bay Company Ltd 
 
Address:  P.O. Box 215, Drury  2247 
Email:        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]
Sent: Tuesday, 4 March 2014 3:14:56 p.m.
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:

I 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. 

• I require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I 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).

• I 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. I 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). I 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. 

• I 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. I want the Plan to Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

• I need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.

I 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.

• I 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.

• I support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

• I 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. 

• I 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.

• I 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. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I 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. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.
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• 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: I 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 I 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, I 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. I 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, I 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. I 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. 

   No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  John Nikora Marks Te Taniwha

Date

  04/03/2014
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 

Address: 

1' 

Phone: . * Email: 

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 o f  the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

I 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 POP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I 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), 

• I 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, I 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). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I 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. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

• I need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the POP. 

I o p p Q S e c t i o n  37 -Mining Activities. 

• Section 37.4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 
access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37,4 Table 1 of the POP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 
in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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L oppose Section j j M i n i n  Activities. 

• I 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. 

• I 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. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 
effects of historical mining in the District. 

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. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I 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. I 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: I 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 o f  the Coromandel warrants robust protection especially a s  there is so 
much economic  revenue and employment dependent on our reputation a s  a clean green 

holiday destination. It is vital w e  do  not allow mining into the Peninsula, a s  this is contrary 
to the existing Natural Character of  the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further comments: 

.............. 

:.. .,. 

- . . .  1.- . 

• I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature Date 
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17 December 2013 

W I Moffitt and M A Moffitt 

106 Casement Road 
Whangamata 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan - Designation by Thames-Coromandel District Council 

I am writing to let you know about the inclusion of designations (both existing and proposed) for 
public work in the Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan. The Proposed Plan was publicly 
notified on 13 December 2013 and is open for submissions until 5 pm 14 March 2014. 

You are receiving this letter because the Council has inclu led a. designation in the Plan for a public 
work that may directly affect you. All designations are described in Appendix 2 - Designations 
Schedule of the Plan and mapped on the Overlay Planning Maps. 

I encourage you to take a look at the Proposed District Plan and check out the Planning Maps and 

Appendix 2 to see what this may mean for you. The Plan and related information can be accessed 
online at www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr Alternatively, you can view a copy at one at the Council offices, 

District libraries or obtain a CD from Customer Services at the Thames Office. A copy of the Council's 
application for each designated site it also available at the Thames Office. Anyone can make a 
submission the Proposed District Plan including the designations: 

Online: www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr (using our online submission form) 

Post to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, Private Bag, Thames 3540 Attention: District Plan 

Manager. 
Email: customer.servicestcdc.govt.nz (subject: Proposed District Plan Submission) 

If you need any further information or clarification, please give Bruce Baker a call (07) 868 0200. 

Yours faithfully 

y 

Leigh Robcke 
District Plan Manager 

District Office: 

I> -16/4 7 8 
O F : - - C  WHANGAV IA 

w,,w : :Go\ ..z 
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Proposed Thames  Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: I t i  r74 
Address: 

Phone:O Email: 

I. 

Given the OIL standing landscapes and ecology of  the Coromandel Peninsula, we  need 
much stror 'r '-lanning regulations to protect our environment from Industrial Mining 

Activities, w r  the benefit of communities and future generations. The PDP does  not 
articulate the special Qualikec, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, 

therefore: 

I oppose  any prtof the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining 
Activities, incIudnqunderqçund mining, in the District, especLjjyJfl 
CONSERVATION COASTAL, RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES 

• 1  require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I require the Plan to Prohibit 
all Miqjng_ALILjjj~I~Utstanclinci Natural Landscai)e. Natural Character and Amenity Landscape 
Overlays in the Section 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). 

• I 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. I 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). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I 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. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

• I need to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP. 

I 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. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 
j f l  all Qn1Jncluding prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect, 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 

Page 346

Submission 109



I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

• I 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. 

• I 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. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 
effects of historical mining in the District. 

• 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. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I 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. I 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 r n :  I 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 amenUed fti Section 1 t o  accurately 

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it. 

The special nature of the Coromandel warrants robust protection especially a s  there is so 
much economic revenue and employment dependent on our reputation as  a clean green 

holiday destination. It is vital w e  do not allow mining into the Peninsula, a s  this is contrary 
to the existing Natural Character of  the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further comments: 

We-lot 

( 
c t  c . / 7 c t  ! / e  5pecefc 

. 1 '  . . -  ./. 

......... 

of pete 

• I W O U d  ' 
. 1T7I1  i —,ion, 

• I would c "thn '. tt. s e ' w i t h t h t  Ti. 

• I would lU Hank the c:c.unu,, or this opportunity to submit on the PDP. 

* ... .. 
Yours sincerely, 

Signature: 7 Date: 
/ 
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Did:er Heller,,, head of B&gacom, 
Belgium's largest telecom company, 
told children that radiation from 
mobiles is dangerous. He was with 
the tennis player Justine Henin in an 
initiative organized with Child Focus 
and Microsoft, according to Sud Info 
on 25th November 2012. He said of 
GSM: "The waves are dangeroL.s." 
According to a report on BFM TV 
Bellens asks his mobile caiiea 
back on a landline. He has 
Fi on the 27th floor off 
where his managers . a 

On 29th January the UK gov n, 
announced that gas and electricity 
home networks would use Zig Bee 
systems at 245 GHz for 70%, with a 
later 868 MHz for 95%, and wired fo 
5%. The UK government thus wants 
to expose nearly all the population to 
2B cancer agents, instead of using the 
safe option of wired links. 

The Biolnitiative 2012 Report covers 
1,800 new studies complied by 29 
authors from 10 countries, but none 
from the UK. The Lbolnitiative website 
has been accessed 10.5 million times 
since 2007. Professor Hardell said: 
"The existing FCC/lEE and ICNIRP 
public safety limits and reference 
levels are not adequate to protect 
public health." Dr Martha Herbert 
said: "We should minimize wireless 
and EMF exposures for people with 
autism disorders, children of all ag(s, 
people planning a baby, and during 
pregnancy." Dr David Carpenter said: 
The status quo is not acceptable in 

light of the evidence for harm" 
çsee page 23). 

See page 14 for the continuing saga of 
the battle between Marino's proof that 
ES is a real neurological syndrome 
against Rubin's psychosomatic EMF 
Neurosis. It's time for the HPA, UK 
government and WHO to change their 
outdated views and catch up with the 
scientific consensus accepting the 
reality of ES. 

a 2002 the ICNIRP, although still 
holding to its obsolete heating-only 
limits, warned governments to take 
ac:ian to pi otect those people who 
ar •ore sensitive to EM exposure: 

roups in a population may 
rences in their ability to 
port:cular N IR [non-lonising 
exposure. For example, 

a on the elderly, and some 
: y  ill people might have a 

o erance for one or more forms 
N.E eoasure than the rest of the 

pra. a:a' Under such circumstances, 
:.reful or necessary to 

rie,e 1 :  .aaa'ate guideline levels for 
differ .'iithin the population, 

H 1010 odor t1ve to adjust 
too general population 

craups The HPAand 
at aa.ve still not taken 
years (see rage 4). 

See page 4 for how the UK 
government is apparently in an 
extreme "hot spot" over forcing abroad 
citizens functionally impaired by 
ES, against their UN human rights. 
Where are the UK's White Zones 
as recommended to the UK by the 
Council of Europe in 2011° 

The European Environment Agency's 
latest report shows how scientific 
developments coo outstrrp research 
into thee health effects On mobile 
phones [p1,)47) it proposes: 
1. "All reasonable measures to reduce" 
EM exposure, especially for children. 
2. Reconsider the scientific basis of 
present EMF exposure standards, 
which have serious limitation such as 
"reliance on the contested thermal 
effects paradigm". 
3. "Provide effective labeling and 
warnings about potential risks" for 
mobiles. 
4. Generate funds for "the urgently 
needed research", eg industry grants 
or levy on mobiles. 

Contents: 

ES-UK news 
ES news 
ES in the media 
Readers' Comments 9 
Earthing 11 
Practical hints for ES, 

MCS and CFS 11 
1 Hz radiation 12 
In memoriam 13 
Rubin & Wessely rebuffed: ES 
proved, psychosomatic refuted 14 
Politics and Health 20 
Legal and financial news 21 
Biolnitiative 2012 23 
Further scientific evidence for ES 25 
Smart phones: major health alert 26 
ES stories 27 
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HPA a n d  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  Health 
advice a n d  ac t ion  still awaited 

We still await the HPAs or Department  of Health's 

advice on how to deal with the ever-growing list of 
specific speciific prooien ci which are referred to this charity. 
These inciude the following: 
(a) how children s e n s i t i s e d  t o  PP can access schools 
using Wi-FL unless each area has one or more 
schools without Wi-Fi or mobile phone use; 
(b) h o w  people should Peep their jobs when some 
empLi w cr cici'Hc to, te,-,l'i,_t PT cxp wir horn 

1~nd lrcrw 
(c) hov.1 peopie, can  ci icrd H' - c i  forced out of their 
hcrre s b e c a u  qhboLjrs use Wi-Si and mobiles 
which irradiate other peoples property, or masts are 

foe 
(d) how ES p e o p l e  can have symptom-free access 
to public and commercial spaces when shopping 
centres, I bier e a n d  o t h e r  pudli buildings could 
easily turn of then Wr-Fr for part of each day to provide 
radiation-free Hries of access, and train and bus 
companies could provide coaches free of Wi-Fi and 
mobiles, a s  in other countries; 
(e) how much progress is being made 
"white zones" free o f  PP exposure in 

town ir 
- 

tomembc 
Europe in 2011 

Dr Heymann, chair of th. 
Michael Bevington, chair of toe 
24th January, expressing great syc 
of sufferers. He recommended, howeve 
first seek help from their GP, but did not aa 
issue of whether GPs have the power to rernu. - 
EM pollution which causes  ES suffering He reec: 
t he  sugges t ion  of a meet ing with ES-UK on the 
g rounds  that  it would not b e  useful. 

The above questions therefore remain unanswered, 
since the HPA (Public Health England, from April 2013) 
a n d  Depar tment  of Health a p p e a r  responsible  for the 

ng inaction over  the UK's very high levels 
E'. pollution a n d  thus  for ES oeople ' s  suffering. 

E \ w : n e  ION IRP in 2002  r e c o r  s e d  this problem 
of sensit ive sub-groups  of the  pm - ' a l  population 
needing lower safety limits ( s e e  front page),  s o  the 
HPA a n d  Depar tment  of Health should  h a v e  had  time 
to implement a plan of action by now. 

_~ __J 9 r_ 

cu. Jm\l 

The BBC Inside Out report of 11th 
February 2013 with Paul Murphy 
featured Silvia Wilson. S h e  had to 
leave the UK and settle in Green 
Bank, USA, instead. Professor 
Johansson comments: "She 
clearly puts the UK authorities in 
an extreme hot spot' since the 
United Nations clearly states that 
it is a very strong violation of the 
UN human rights to force anyone 
with a functional impairment to 
leave their home or quit their 
job. And s h e  even had to leave 
her own country.." Where 
are the UK's White Zones, as 
recommended by the Council of 
Europe in 2011, in each town and 
city? 

44 

-w-. 

P. is a 'nosic'r V 
'orldwide" 

T . American Academy of 
E wironmental Medicine (AAEM) 
has  been studying and treating 
the effects of the environment 
on human health for over 50 
years. In its report on "EM and RF 
Fields Effect on Human Health" 
of 12th April 2012, the AAEM 
comments: "In the last 20 years, 
our physicians began seeing 
patients who reported that electric 
power lines, televisions and other 
electrical devices caused  a wide 
variety of symptoms. By the 
mid 1990s, it became clear that 
patients were adversely affected 
by EM fields and becoming 
more electrically sent  m e .  In the 
lest  five y e a r s  with th ' - 

of var enless devices t h e r e  has 
b e e n  a i l i o s s i V e  m c w i s e  n 
r ad io f requency  (PT) expocare 
from wi re less  d e v i c e s  a s  

repor ts  of h y p e r  s H w  tie ty 

and diseases related to 

EM field and P T  exposure 

Multiple stwii- s coirelate RF 
exposure with d i s e a s e s  such as 
cancer, neurological disease, 
reproductive diso i rs ,  immune 
dysfunc . omagnetic 
hyp . . . , in 

nical 

nical 
-rmal RF 
s criteria 

do edand 
d .,ijff exposure 
t - 

' 

: . ,  

encies. 

- - . clearly 
-prove the 

s from RF 
C ' ,  

' . '  

- 

1 .  

- Once 
a 

- 

- 

- specif ic  tb if eshold of 
inte- y nas  been exceeded, it 
is the frequency which triggers 
the patient's reactions. [p.4] 
The AAEM asks  for recognition 
that EHS is a growing problem 
worldwide," 

4, 
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7/ic p ecificlrovisions of1iW Proposed District Plan that my  S I , J i i s idon  ic/ate'; to arc: 
cc iI Y IIie() ' i t , l ' c l i  liii  \1 l r  eh, c(iIic\ccc I t s  T I / H  I Ho' I 

,Iiy ibo ssioii is: 
• 1 . I 1 [ 

cc 

I s u p p o r t  ()II1Th';2 the allove/H/I/l provision. 
1/casOliS for 1117 1 Wit H 

I iii S A W  1 5 t H / c  from the Council is that the p oiision above be: 

I / b i l l e d  Dc/etcH A m ' n d e d  cr'; foiloius: 

I wish to be heard in support of m y  submission. N 

I f  others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 1 N 

SO/nature of submitter 
- 

Date 

'I S i / l i  i/. i l l  I i  
. 

] i c i L c i c  c l / I l .  I I  / 1 5 / l i / i  SI 

/1/1/cl 0 / i l l  1111/1 bc I/icc/Id 1) v (Icicte 0 i c /  I /s/cc7 1 o", I i, I c I/i 0 /  I t  S / 1 c c n i i i i  c 1 I 19 )c. 

I could -ain an advemlcigv in W e  conipctitioim Ito o y h  this submission. N 

I 1)1/ could Icc 11 c10v,mLi/e in trade (H/lIp/I II 11 lhiouqh ddh sulmiHJon cowpk,w IIi Ii 1 bcc\cl1l1: 

1 (11)) i/h ccliv affected by an effect of "he suibjc / ma/Icr o f  the submission that 

1 Ic I I, Hi I I  1 1 i i '  I; 

ill i i i  i . I J  I [ i l  / cHi Oi i . .  1 . . 
N 

111(1 lc.,/ Ic ju,, III ccIU/i Ic) (111(1)1/ 1/ic /1/ 1, 1 / / /11/ /1/0 HI 1 Hi! 1111 ((1)')) ii ' c  I H 'yovLn/dpr 

/ .i 
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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:

I could I could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am I 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 III - 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.

Proposed District Plan from dodd, thomas and pamela

Created by Online Consultation  Page 1 of 1    
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Y e a r  s u b m i s s i o n  can be: 
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I mutt /0: 
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mavv.tcck . u v t . n ,  Iipi 
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P r o p o s e d  T h a t u c s -  ( ( i t  0 1 1 1 0  ttch'l l)i-itnict Plan 
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cus tomi ' tS€ t rv i ceOa tC( l (  gavIn! 

T h a m e s  - C o r o m a n d e l  Di- h i (  t Counci l ,_s1s  M a c k a y  S t r e e t ,  T h e  ens 

/ 'a 'n t I  I , :  [ I t s  a i Pt iii / n n g i  m (at i o  m/ii t a t  )J1 s in ( i  unmu,n /, /t'/u,ime jmmniln a it / ;1iiiII' 

rt 
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/0 

The specific provisions of ('H District Plan that inc subn;,ssian relates to are: 
(pl u c  if the (Thj EU, . 1 )  0/)U1 r l o i  W a n o w  He)) s w u m m y n )  (lit 

V SlIhInisSU)n is: 
p H S A N  p l y i n A i )  ,,Uic') If ei iv:) 1' , i  " - "  I 1 I H  I '  )111,U iHo 

support oppose ' the above plan provision. 

Reasons for m y  views: 

' , 
' '  1 ,  '•' 

[bc decision I se i i  j /ool  tIle Coon. i/iS that tile pro V/S/Oil a b o v e  0)]: 

I t a i n e i l  Deleted 4niended as follows: 

I wish to he heard in suppw't of' my  submission. Y N 

if others m a l e  a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. ' V V 

Signature o f  submitter ' Date 

I' ii 'I t i i  V N Vs.' N 

Plc u:- Eliot i) ) o H  i o i  II 5 '  ( 1 )  l I / I l '  ' v  l i i i  5 0 7 1 )  (II) (1 i t  HI I)) III) Ii )JIUhitivli 1/ ioti"hi tlic mdmli mml,.001 /10/il 1(1 i v i  ( H 
5/H)) till), Ill /007/7)1 I')' (7)/OS) 6 0' 5) Ii (lU/I I 7 liv N sf lz l fcc\Touoj i i 'nt  0,1 to v. 

I could gain an ath'antoge in trade competition through this subniCsion. V N 

U s o i i  ) 0 0 1 ) 1  '0 , / i l )  W Q W 1 3 0 0 5 ) '  (1) 1) 7)11)' ( 'O t ) f l tUhihI (Hi  M m  u g h  1) t i n .  s u b m i s s i m  j 4 o l s o 1  O I f l p l U U '  t h e  b u o y .  in: 

/ am directly ofJiwt H by on eJJ'e '/ of the subject inouter o f  Hui submission that 

N 

II voll (iS/in /0)1/U I injoImoIUni ohou I/o INojo"ci  P E r u !  P/to phase  ) islE I/u' (,oitn ii v'Pstre svwwtcdc.ov1.iw/dpr 
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel 

District Plan 

customc'r.service 19 [eric. govt.nz 

THAMES 
COROMANDEL 
DISTRICT COUNCIL 

6 . 

Your submission can be: 

Online: www.[cdc.govl n?/dpr 
Using our online submissions form 

Posted to: TIm me-CoronsandeI  District Council 
Pro posed i ha  n i e -  Corot District Plan 

Private Bat ,  Tharne yo 
Attention: fl ;Lricl Plan Manager 

Email to: 

Delivered to: 

10 

T h i ; - C o r o n u u d e I  i)istrict Council, 5ir, Mackay Street, Tillilel 

Attention Di;tiirt Plan Man(7ger ('or to lint .) Offices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whitianga) 

Full 

1ame(s) 

c,r( H- (ifrc-'k'vart) 

E l d  Add 

Postal Address 
- 

Phone no, - ec code 

c) -7 C 

PRIVACY ACT 1993 
10 o n '  h i f  onhmissions are pnhlic information. Information or a k  form including your name and submi,, ion will be accessible t o  f1w mMia and public as part 
or 1 n n nitiun process. Council is required to make thin i nh,i n t  ioi i tvailable under the Resource Mom nunt Act 1991. You mil mm mImiails will only be 
n i l  b r  t i n  i n n  nithi' Prope ml lknnnictplan process. The uibunmmiuu will beheld by theThames-Coroummmmdeb District Council. You limo the right to access the 
hum.  I i i  Inonmi umjm:omlitoturrmuthmmum, 

III lilt it I Ii[ A I 1t ifi I I I V  w ivt.nzldpr I rlCt Plan Submission 

Cl's. 

if y m i i u l i u i u i r e w i i t u i p n n t n t u l t l i i i m i i T j t a e n t n t l n n l u  
- 
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The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that an' submnswn relates to are: 
( p 1 e i e  if ) b j s  tivt, Policy, Rulr, Map oro"irr refeciic vuu Hniu,ion i(luic to) 

- r I 

My submission is: 
is ivht!si yol i SUPP(JflTorOPPOSE specific parts (r fl iojosed District Plan or wish to have ameiiclii( ide, giving 

Lu oui iw) 

i support L I  oppose L I  the above plan provision. 
Reason -for my views: 

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

Retained U Deleted U Amended E l  as follows: 

Iwish to be heard in support oft y submission. L I  Y U N 

I f  others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case wi/h them at a hearing, FRY 

Siuiature 

Person making the sot - - g u  on b c n i f  of oiganisation making the submission. 

Please note that if  you ace aperson who could ain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your ifs/ct to make a 
submission maybe limited by Clause 6 P Lv/ii dci/ i of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this subinisskin. U Y N 

If you 01-tic1 cuin ccc 1c11,s11lc/( in licidv competition tIirou'1i h i s  , t i j f l n I s I c c f l  phase (omple te  the following: 

I wu directly affected by an ejfrcl a/thu .subject matter o f  the submission that - 
a) ad%ui.k di(,c/s the en\ac onli wil/ilid 

b) dnr. n o t  11 i d l e  to trade (ompotitimi or the effects ul ci I I I  101 1 / i l l .  U N 

I f  you require further information about the Proposed District I d a n  pieusc visit 1hc Council ivuhuiti' www,tcdc.govt,nz/dpr 

II, n r  SI ii (III 1 ii 
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] H I . I . : 5  Of 

jr 

rule c .A 1991 h states "that 
I e is .'.. . ', land in 11 the use or 
poi ii . land f . 

i.ity whose ACTU'.L or POTENTIAL 
H . I  of tt ................... or on any person other than 

t h  
.. 

: . . V i t y i L ! . .  . . . . . .  . 

We walked on t.. . i .  .y In l99 . ,,.. . ,ee deep In Kikuyu, 
blackberry, and Ler in 1 ; : ' ,  ropelik...............we have worked hard to 
retain the n t i v  bush ( h L c h  h. ALL r t d  in the last 20 
years,) as s property ws .i gre rm later subdivided Into 

.11 1 lots. 

.........asinq de ion i: Coroc 
. .,e took 

when 
building our to.............. b.. g it 

. wood burner. ThI. ... ....................b 
. o e . n i g  st. 

(during NUMEROUS pc . 
perienc I on tb p .il r) and s cost 

effective heater In ti .:hs. Counc 1 to look hard at 
the impact on private I l i L :  wuu 1' ' g h t  to use H In a 
responsible manner, with:: bus n: us with ,n .........y 1 Ltion 
and costs. 

' r  the to provide cc 'r  . t'c.bjections on the District Plan. 

I ours : 
Gli R .  '• 
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.4 

Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 

Address: 

Phone: . Email. 

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: 

I oppose  any part o f  the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining 
Activities, including underground mining, in the District, eçiallyjn 
CONSERVATION, COASTAL, RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 

I require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I require the Plan to Prohibit 
all Mmmci 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). 

• I 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. I 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). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmonts 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. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

l need t o .  . ,1 j t  the TCDC has i .  ,..vie',.. 

I 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. 

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

0 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I o p p o s e  Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

I 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. 

• I 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. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 
effects of historical mining in the District. 

• 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. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I 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. I 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: I 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 :ther comr:L: 

t A / 4  

•..•. 
...,,..., 

...,.i. 

.. 

/ 
.. 

.. T . i  ......' 

• I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature' Date 3 / 
/ 

I, 
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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
Last Name: Harvey
On behalf of: Harvey Family Trust
Street:88B Waiatarua Road
Suburb:Remuera
City:Auckland
Country:
PostCode: 1050
Daytime Phone: 09 538 0263
Mobile: 021 450 242
Trade competition and adverse effects:

I could I could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am I 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?
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 decision­makers 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 anti­competitive 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 Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?

Reason for Decision Requested

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

Oppose

Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Section 54.4 Rule 1

Reason for Decision Requested
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 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 

Submission 118

Page 375



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 
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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. 

 

 

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. 
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 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 
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