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From: Jani Dennis [soulsax@xtra.co.nz] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 11:49:15 a.m. Submission 162
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Jani Dennis
Address

230 Comers Rd,

Rd 1 3542
New Zealand

Map It

Email

soulsax@xtra.co.nz

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

My further comments:

Not just the mining but all the tailings left behind for local people to deal with, these poisonous by-products are with us for many generations
to come, for our children and grandchildren to worry about. These tailings poison our beautiful country for centuries to come.

I would like to speak to my submission.
e No
I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e Yes
I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.
Yours sincerely,
Jani Rona Dennis
Date

10/03/2014
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L. Taylor-Bird
P O Box 202
Whitianga
10th March 2014

Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

RE: Letter in support of my Submission on the TCDC Proposed District Plan

My name is Linda Taylor-Bird and | own a holiday home in Whitianga

| oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames
Coromandel District Plan (“Proposed Plan™) as they relate to renting out of private
dwellings/holiday homes.

There is no proven evidence that the consumption of local resources and the amenity
effects on neighbours are any different with holiday rental holiday homes compared to
properties used by their owner/family/friends.

The proposed changes will affect existing holiday home owners, as well as those that aspire
to holiday home ownership in the Coromandel. In particular | believe the rules:

e Wil decrease the income | receive from my holiday home — income | use to offset
expenses such as rates and maintenance.

e Couldreduce the value of my property as holiday home ownership becomes less
desirable in the Coromandel due to the limitations imposed on holiday rental.

e Will mean less choice for tourists wishing to stay in the Coromandel, resulting in fewer
visitors to the region, impacting on Coromandel businesses as result.

¢ Will not change the amenity effects arising from holiday home usage on the
Coromandel

| seek the following decision from the Thames Coromandel District Council:

As Principal Relief

(i) Amend the definition of "“Visitor Accommodation” in the Proposed Plan, such that the
rental of holiday homes is specifically excluded from the definition.

Or, in the alternative, if the principal relief in (i) above is not accepted

(i) Amend all references to the permitted activity conditions for Visitor Accommodation in
the various zones throughout the Proposed Plan relating to “6 tariff-paid customers on-site at
any one fime" instead amending this to “12 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one time”,
and delete any condition requiring the activity to be undertaken within an existing dwelling,
minor unit or accessory building.

And, in relation to both (i) and (ii) above

(i) Any conseqguential amendments necessary as a result of the amendments fo grant the
relief sought above.

| look forward to your response.

Yours faithfully,
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10™ March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

RE: Letter in support of my Submission on the TCDC Proposed District Plan

My name is Robert Gledhill and | own a holiday home in Cooks beach

| oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames
Coromandel District Plan (“Proposed Plan”) as they relate to renting out of private dwellings/holiday
homes.

There is no proven evidence that the consumption of local resources and the amenity effects on
neighbours are any different with holiday rental holiday homes compared to properties used by
their owner/family/friends.

The proposed changes will affect existing holiday home owners, as well as those that aspire to
holiday home ownership in the Coromandel. In particular | believe the rules:

e Will decrease the income | receive from my holiday home — income | use to offset expenses
such as rates and maintenance.

e Could reduce the value of my property as holiday home ownership becomes less desirable in
the Coromandel due to the limitations imposed on holiday rental.

e Will mean less choice for tourists wishing to stay in the Coromandel, resulting in fewer
visitors to the region, impacting on Coromandel businesses as result.

e  Will not change the amenity effects arising from holiday home usage on the Coromandel
| seek the following decision from the Thames Coromandel District Council:

As Principal Relief

(i) Amend the definition of “Visitor Accommodation” in the Proposed Plan, such that the rental of
holiday homes is specifically excluded from the definition.

Or, in the alternative, if the principal relief in (i) above is not accepted

(ii) Amend all references to the permitted activity conditions for Visitor Accommodation in the
various zones throughout the Proposed Plan relating to “6 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one
time” instead amending this to “12 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one time”, and delete any
condition requiring the activity to be undertaken within an existing dwelling, minor unit or accessory
building.

And, in relation to both (i) and (ii) above

(iii) Any consequential amendments necessary as a result of the amendments to grant the relief
sought above.

| look forward to your response.

Yours faithfully,
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Rob Gledhill

Page 566



Submission 165

Page 567



Submission 165

Page 568



Submission 165

Page 569



From: Dawn and Derek McMillan [dawn.mc@paradise.net.nz] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 11:14:20 a.m. Submission 166
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Dawn and Derek McMillan

Address

601 Thames Coast Road RD5
Thames 3575
New Zealand

Map It

Phone
6478682757
Email

dawn.mc@paradise.net.nz

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

My further comments:

We strongly oppose any mining of any area along the Thames Coast. The impact of infrastructure for the mining and the continual stream of
heavy laden vehicles associated with the industry along the scenic route, and through small villages will have a hugely negative impact on
people who live here, and those who visit this beautiful coast. We certainly do not want our treasured valleys and streams, visited by so
many overseas travellers, destroyed or polluted by mining. And we do not want any toxic storage ponds in our fragile subtropical rain

forests!

I would like to speak to my submission.
e No
I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e Yes
I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.
Yours sincerely,
Dawn and Derek McMillan
Date

10/03/2014
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Proposed District Plan from Wisneski, Evelyn Submission 168

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: Evelyn

Last Name: Wisneski
Street:66 Woodside Road
Suburb:RD 4

City:Hamilton

Country:New Zealand
PostCode: 3284

Daytime Phone: 078295563
eMail: eeebeew@gmail.com
Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could @ | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam & | 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?
Visitor Accommodation

Reason for Decision Requested

| oppose/object to the new proposal that visitor accommodation be limited to 6 tariff paying guests onsite and that beyond that a resource consent permit is required. If a property is set up adequately to cater for
more than than 6 guests the owners should be able to rent the property without requiring resource consent. This is an invasion of property owners rights to utilize their property. Providing conduct of the occupants
does not infringe on other property owners e.g. noise etc the number of occupants is irrelevant.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Proposed District Plan from Sieling, Dirk Submission 169

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: Dirk

Last Name: Sieling

Organisation: Sieling Farms

On behalf of: Dirk & Kathy Sieling
Street:142 Moewai Road
Suburb:RD 1

City:Whitianga

Country:

PostCode: 3591

Daytime Phone: 8665167

Mobile: 0211540123

eMail: dirksieling@xtra.co.nz
Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could (= | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
@ lam ¢ |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
C Agent
€ Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions
Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART Il - OVERLAY ISSUES, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES > Section 6 - Biodiversity
¢ Support

s Oppose
¢ Neutral

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

1. Earthworks and clearance of vegetation for the purpose of fenclines, farm tracks and races should be included as a permitted activity. 2. The biodiversity section needs to have a guiding principle added that
states that outcomes will be sought through collaboration, incentives and encouragement of voluntary remedies/solutions. The use of ecologists should be on the basis that it is a last resort by mutual consent and
only apply where major areas of biodiversity are at stake. 3. Remove references to WRC planning maps re SNA's

Reason for Decision Requested

The WRC maps are based on a desktop exercise which has lead to major problems in HDC where a lot of these areas had to be deleted. If that is the basis for deciding if an area is significant or not it will be an
extremely poor and controversial tool. The use of "suitably qualified" ecologists will make consents prohibitive for farmers and lifestyle block owners. Having been through an Environment Court process with HDC it
is clear that vast amounts of time and money (both landowners and ratepayers) can be wasted by relying on consultants. Collaboration would be consistent with the principles of the RMA. It is also the only way to
get land owners on board.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART Il - OVERLAY ISSUES, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES > Section 6 - Biodiversity
" Support

¢ Oppose
s Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Add a bullet point to say that existing use rights will be protected

Reason for Decision Requested
The RMA concerns itself with existing use rights and this needs to be refelected in the objectives. Where abrogation of existing use rigts is deemed desirable, the community needs to engage the landowner and
arrive at negotiated solutions

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART Il - OVERLAY ISSUES, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES > Section 9 - Landscape and Natural Character
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Proposed District Plan from Sieling, Dirk Submission 169

" Support
& Oppose
¢ Neutral

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

Agree with the intentions but: 1. Add a bulletpoint that existing use rights must be protected. 2. Earthworks and the clearance of vegetation for the purpose of fenclines, farm tracks and races should be a permitted
activity in Natural Character areas. 2. 3. The Natural Character section needs to have a guiding principle added that states that outcomes will be sought through collaboration, incentives and encouragement of
voluntary remedies/solutions.

Reason for Decision Requested

Existing use rights are a part of the RMA and the principle of protecting these should be expressed in the document. Outcomes may be desired that curtail existing use rights. This should be a
community/landowner collaborative process creating win-win out comes.This would be consistent with the principles of the RMA. It is also the only way to get land owners on board. Consenting processes are too
fraught with costs time delays and reliance on consultants to be of any use to land owners. The use of "suitably qualified" ecologists will make consents prohibitive for farmers and lifestyle block owners.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VI - OVERLAY RULES > Section 29 - Biodiversity
¢ Support

(" Oppose
(¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Amend rules to allow for the harvesting of a firewood in the rural area on the basis of 10 m3 per annum per associated dwelling on the rural unit (dwellings may be on another lot forming part of the rural rating
unit or may be on a different lot altogether but the occupier may be employed on the rating unit)

Reason for Decision Requested
Lots of rural houses use firewood for heating and all families associated with a rural business should have access to sufficient firewood at the discretion of the land owner.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VI - OVERLAY RULES > Section 29 - Biodiversity
s Support

¢ Oppose
¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Support provision for clearance of vegetation for fences, tracks, races survey lines etc.

Reason for Decision Requested
This makes sense, it is not an activity that has required or will require buraucratic oversight.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VII - DISTRICT-WIDE RULES > Section 38 - Subdivision
¢ Support

" Oppose
= Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Add an amendment to rule 8.1 to say: Subdivision credits granted under the previous District Plan will remain valid.

Reason for Decision Requested
Where landowners have previously covenanted land under the old rules with the intention of creating an additional lot they should be entitled carry out that intention

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIl - DISTRICT-WIDE RULES > Section 38 - Subdivision
" Support

" Oppose
¢= Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
add an amendment to say that where sufficient conservation/amenity gain is demonstrated the rigidity of the 2, 4, 10, 14 ha rules can be relaxed

Reason for Decision Requested
Allow for flexibility and landowner/community collaboration/negotiation

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VII - DISTRICT-WIDE RULES > Section 38 - Subdivision
" Support

{ Oppose
(¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Amend 11.1 ¢ To say that an esplanade reserve may be waived when public access would unduly interfere with current activities on the land.

Reason for Decision Requested
A lot of cow races exist on river banks, public access would cause great problems for farmers moving herds of stock along these tracks and races, stock can be disturbed and people bring dogs and guns to the
reserves causing major issues for farmers.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIl - DISTRICT-WIDE RULES > Section 38 - Subdivision
¢{= Support

" Oppose
¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Support Rule 14 A: 20 ha average

Reason for Decision Requested
This is a practical rule which provides flexibility and allows farms to stay in business as farmers can reduce their debt loading by selling small lots without compromising the integrity of the farm as a unit.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VII - DISTRICT-WIDE RULES > Section 38 - Subdivision
¢ Support

{~ Oppose
(¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Support but amend Table 2 point 4 by adding after :"and storm water to each lot", WHERE SUCH SERVICES ARE REQUIRED BY THE DISTRICT PLAN

Reason for Decision Requested
This will ensure that such services cannot be required in those zones where the district plan does not state that they are required.
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Proposed District Plan from Sieling, Dirk Submission 169

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIII - ZONE RULES > Section 48 - Low Density Residential Zone
" Support
(s Oppose
¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Amend by adding earthworks for fences, farm tracks & races as a permitted activity in 5.1

Reason for Decision Requested
Some land zoned this way is still being used as farmland at the moment and farming practices should be able to continue until such time as the land is being developed.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIl - ZONE RULES > Section 56 - Rural Zone
" Support

¢ Oppose
s Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Agree but: amend to: 1. add earthworks to establish a fence, farm track or race as a permitted acivity. 2. add earthworks to establish farm effluent ponds as permitted activity if they are established under WRC rules
3. add farm culverts and bridges as permitted activity if they are established under WRC rules

Reason for Decision Requested
The Regional Council has rules in place and there is no need to duplicate processes tying up Council and landowner resources unnecessarily when the Regional Council rules are totally adequate

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIII - ZONE RULES > Section 57 - Rural Lifestyle Zone
¢ Support
 Oppose
¢s Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Agree but amend to add: Earthworks to create fences, farm tracks & races as a permitted activity Farm culverts and bridges as a permitted activity as long as they are subject to WRC rules.

Reason for Decision Requested

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > APPENDICES > Appendix 5 - BS5252 Colour Chart
" Support
(¢ Oppose
¢ Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
Change the colour plan and apply the restrictions to dwellings with high visibility

Reason for Decision Requested
| agree with the rationale that extreme colours could be very offensive and intrusive but this colour chart is far too restrictive. People need to be able to add some personality and colour to their dwellings. Also the
visibility and location of the dwelling should play a role in colour restrictions.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PLANNING MAPS > Map 17 - Whitianga
 Support

(s Oppose
" Neutral

Which provisions do you like or want to change in the Thames-Coromandel Proposed District plan?
1.Remove (and review) proposed zoning for industrial, airfield and residential areas.

Reason for Decision Requested

The zoning for Whitianga needs to be reviewed because: 1. Zoning along property boundaries is not the right way to get the best outcomes. Zones should be planned on land that is the most suitable for a
purpose, irregardless of property boundaries. 2. Zoning has not taken into account reverse sensitivity issues. 3. The zoning of Council land (taken under the works act for specific purposes) as "airfield" is a poorly
disguised attempt to rezone this land as effectively industrial. It should only be used for runway extension, sewage or recreation. It has also been identified in hydrologists reports commissioned by Council as a
storm water retention area. 4. Our original submission was ignored because of a lack of follow up evidence. The follow up evidence requested was over the top asking for consent from neighbours and consultation
with iwi. This is rightfully part of a resource consent or private plan change, not a submission to a proposed district plan.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.

} _Pa%e 578
Created by Online Consultation Page 3 of 3



Proposed District Plan from Titter, Stephen & Lynne Submission 170

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: Stephen & Lynne

Last Name: Titter

Street:100 Pa Road

Suburb:Hahei

City:Whenuakite

Country:New Zealand

PostCode: 3591

Daytime Phone: 0274 899 419

Mobile: 0274 899 419

eMail: stephen@haheiconsulting.co.nz
Trade competition and adverse effects:

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

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

Submission

Attached Documents

File

2014 03 Re Submission Draft District Plan_S and L Titter
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Thames Coromandel District Council ("TCDC”)
— Proposed District Plan

Submission: By H Stephen & Lynne M Titter
Ratepayers of 100 Pa Road, Haheli

Reference: Part 3 C Consultation -
Proposed rezoning: 132, 94, and 111 Hahei Beach Road, Hahei

SUMMARY:

The proposed plans to change the zone on Hahei Beach Road (i.e. 132, 94 and 111 Hahei
Beach Rd) from ‘Rural’ to ‘Rural Lifestyle’ are opposed on the basis that such rezoning at
this time is ill-considered, unnecessary, premature, and not properly supported based on
appropriate evidence.

Whilst it is acknowledged that any ultimate intensive development would need to be subject
to consent processes, there is insufficient evidence to support the appropriateness of a zoning
change to even contemplate any development other than that already provided for under the
current “Rural” zoning.

No consideration has been demonstrated regarding Village Infrastructure neither in regards to
the issues that prevail nor to Village planning for the future. The infrastructure required for
the proposed Coromandel Cathedral Cove walkway and a final resolution to existing, and
very long outstanding Cathedral Cove visitor problems, are yet to be determined. At this
time, it would be premature if not irresponsible to even contemplate allowing any
development at the gateway to Hahei, let alone to open the door by making a zoning change
in the absence of any material consideration of infrastructure or impact on the Hahei
environment and the current community.

The recommendation of this submission is that -

A moratorium should be placed on any such proposed zoning change until such time

as definitive plans are established and funding approved for:

1. Cathedral Cove Visitor access and parking.

2. Coromandel Cathedral Cove Walkway and parking infrastructure.

3. Village Infrastructure specifically determine Hahei waste treatment options and
potable water supply options.

4. That any proposed zoning change includes a Hahei Beach impact statement.

Hahei Beach and the Hahei Village have a number of issues which impact on both the Beach
and Infrastructure some of which may be evident and some not.

SUBMISSION COMMENTARY

The following key areas will be expanded upon as to the specific reasons why the proposed
zone changes are opposed.

1. Rural
2. Cathedral Cove
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3. Coromandel Cathedral Cove Walkway
4. Village Infrastructure

5. Hahei Beach

6. Community Plan

1. Rural -

Rural land on the Coromandel Peninsula is fragmented, and larger blocks are more
economical for dairying, beef or sheep. There are relatively few smaller blocks of land that
are viable economically and often do not appeal to absentee owners.

The Hahei Beach Road properties have been grazed for 100 years and are currently utilised
to rear dairy herd replacements. Dairying is well established through the Hahei/Hot Water
Beach and Purangi area.

Quotes from the District Plan preamble - ‘Protection of rural land resource’.
‘Efficient and sustainable use of land'

To what extent has consideration been given to how a zone change would impact on the
rural environment reflected in these statements?

2. Cathedral Cove -

According to the Department of Conservation (“DOC”) visitor numbers have increased
annually during the past 15 years and currently number 160,000 p.a. The vast majority arrive
by car or camper-van. Buses are also increasing in both number and frequency.

All vehicles MUST enter and exit via Hahei Beach Road. Any development at all would
result in additional vehicles, including recreational vehicles, needing to egress onto this
section of road which is already marginal during peak periods. The safety of the many
cyclists, runners and walkers already using this section of road would be compromised in the
absence of proper consideration, which must include examining the question of whether a
development of a density greater than that permitted under the current “Rural” zoning is
appropriate or viable.

Visitor peaks to Cathedral Cove (100,000 December to April) coincide with the Village peak
holiday period (camp site, B&B Accommodation and ratepayer properties).

The then impact and the projected impact on the Village is well known, and was documented
in the Hahei Community Plan (2005).

DOC have investigated the feasibility of extending their Vehicle Park but no decision has
been reached (Grange Road resident concerns and the impact of the Coromandel Cathedral
Cove Walkway have perhaps stalled the project.) The new venue for the Park & Ride is yet to
be effectively evaluated and perhaps a better alternative may well be on Hahei Beach Road,
leaving the Council waste treatment land available for other considerations. By prematurely
making a zoning change effectively pre-supposes these other considerations are not a
valuable or viable solution; when in fact no thorough consideration has yet been given to
them at all.

Both Tourism New Zealand and Coromandel Tourism continue to promote Cathedral Cove
and Hot Water Beach (both destinations are as one in terms of Tourist planning). There is no
third party which accepts responsibility for the impact on local infrastructure required to
support the projected tourism growth.
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If in a tourism context, Cathedral Cove is the Jewel in the Coromandel Crown, then
Habhei is the Head upon which that jewel and crown sit, and must be given proper
planning consideration alongside the tourism promotion activities.

The gateway entry to Hahei needs to be considered as a potential strategic area in which to
manage the growing visitor numbers and preserve the unique aspects of the Village. Getting
the planning for this critical area wrong, will mean the experience being promoted for
visitors, and the quality of life for the property owners, is lost for ever.

3. Proposed Coromandel Cathedral Cove Walkway

The proposed ‘Walkway’ has been recently promoted, especially by the Council as an
attraction which will be extremely popular with visitors and will encourage more visitors to
remain in the area longer. Visitor numbers for the Walkway alone are forecast to reach 50,000
p.a. within 3 years of the walk being introduced. It would be quite reasonable to presume that
the vast majority of these walkers will coincide with the peak December to April period.

The planning process, whilst very much in its infancy at this stage, has highlighted the
requirement for a vehicle park (500 vehicles) and has indicated that the Lees Road area
would be the preferred location. This has yet to be fully investigated and at this stage land
options on Hahei Beach Road and in the immediate vicinity cannot be realistically
discounted. The parking solution for the Walkway may also be part of a solution to operate a
Park and Ride to handle visitors to Cathedral Cove.

Until infrastructure options associated with both this project and traffic to Cathedral
Cove are properly determined, it would be most premature and irresponsible to allow
for a zoning change in contemplation of higher density subdivision development of
areas at the entry to Hahei.

4. Village Infrastructure

With respect to basic Infrastructure requirements such as water, waste treatment and storm
water, there has been no proposal presented to resolve current inadequacies let alone plans to
conform to compliance regulations. Whilst promotion of tourism and visitor numbers
continue unabated, no consideration has been given to the suitability of Hahei roading, foot
paths and nor the lack of visitor vehicle parking.

The suggestion made that there is sufficient capacity within the Hahei sewage treatment plant
to accommodate some or all of the proposed development lots is at best misleading. The
discharge consent expires on 31 December 2015 and prior to this a recommendation
regarding Village-wide waste treatment options has to be reported to the Regional Council.

It would also be unfair to those existing ratepayers whom in recent years have not been
afforded an option to connect to the treatment plant.

It should be noted that the Wigmore Stream on occasions already has excessive levels of
pathogenic bacteria and this renders the stream unsafe for users. There could be a number of
factors to consider -
(I)  One could suggest that developing the rural land area would alleviate such problems
emanating from livestock.
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(IT) It could equally be suggested that providing stock with drinking water and preventing
stock accessing the stream and tributaries would solve much of the problem.

(IIT) For the remaining sources of contamination, there may well be areas throughout the
Village that have issues which are as yet to be determined; no 3™ Party has investigated
these properly.

It is incongruous to contemplate any further development when the Council and Hahei
ratepayers are struggling to effectively understand and manage the current environmental
issues, until there is a viable Plan for resolving known issues and providing a basis for
considering future alternatives.

Food for thought from an objective source -

‘I'' Rate World Scenery —3" Rate Infrastructure.’---a futuristic quote from one of the
50,000 track walkers as they read the ‘Warning signs’ and check their inoculations
before crossing the blocked Wigmore Stream mouth.

5. Hahei Beach
The Hahei Beach is one of the key attractions for property owners and visitors to the area
alike. It is a finite and most vulnerable resource.

Further promotion of Tourism and Village development both now and in the future must be
assessed with caution. Hahei Beach itself should be a critical consideration. It has THREE
distinctive user groups: - Beach goers (from the camping ground, property owners, and other
visitors), Concession operators and Boating-related users.

It is evident that there are increasing numbers of day visitors to the western end of Hahei
Beach. For much of the summer, vehicle parking overflows from the beach carpark along
berms either side of Hahei Beach Road into Harsant and Dawn Avenues and up to the store.
Pedestrians of all ages, during these busiest times, must then walk on the road.

All of the four Concessions which operate from the beach (Kayaks, Water Taxi, Diving and
Boat Tours) are benefiting from the promotion of Cathedral Cove. Certainly these businesses
have become more extensive and most require more of the beach and parking area than were
ever originally envisaged.

The eastern/Wigmore stream portion of Hahei Beach is the area utilised for launching and
retrieving boats. Virtually all of Hahei boat owners use this area for launching with the only
access being Pa Road, Wigmore Crescent and onto the beach via the Wigmore estuary. All
boat trailers and tractors are then parked on the Beach. There are no other viable boat
launching alternatives at Hahei.

When sea conditions are favourable, throughout the summer holiday period and long
weekends, boat trailers and tractors are parked tightly together along from the beach front
limit to as far back as the Wigmore Crescent beach estuary access.

Many Hahei property owners and ratepayers came to Hahei for boating, fishing and diving,
and hence have boats. Whilst during the past 15 years there may not have been a large
number of new sections developed in Hahei, many residential buildings have been developed
to accommodate larger numbers of people, and often multiple family groups. Likely as a
consequence, it is evident both tractors and boats are now larger, and more numerous.
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Kayaks and jetskis are also increasing in popularity and often properties will have both a
kyak or a jetski and a motorised boat, which adds to both road activity and increased beach
parking demands.

Based on factual evidence to date, any additional development would inevitably mean an
additional tractor & boat in a conservative ratio of 3 boat & trailer combinations per four
residential properties.

For sections back from the beach as far as those in the proposed development up Hahei
Beach Road, will inevitably mean visits to the beach would most likely be via tractor, 4-
wheel drive, farm-bike, golf cart (increasingly popular) or car. Those going onto the beach
itself, would need to travel along the main Hahei entrance, and via Pa Rd, Wigmore Crescent
and the stream estuary. Others not taking vehicles onto the beach will add to the December to
April congestions by parking their vehicles in streets nearer the beachfront.

Hahei Beach has a finite user capacity for recreational enjoyment, concession operators and
boats. Many believe Hahei Beach has reached that point already when all users are
considered.

Growth and increased popularity has destroyed the charm and the environment of many
beautiful coastal areas around the world, and indeed in some places in New Zealand. Unless
we learn from these examples and exercise foresight for future generations, then Hahei will
fall into that same category. Most ratepayers would have expected one of the last places in
New Zealand where that could occur, would be the Coromandel Peninsula.

A structure plan which initiated the proposed zoning change to Rural Lifestyle, proposed 78
new lots for Hahei Beach Road, in a plan which TCDC Council staff -

“support the overall vision presented in the structure plan................
albeit acknowledging they don't support the scale and density proposed.

In the absence of consideration of the overall Hahei Beach infrastructure and environment,
which clearly has not been considered, how could the Council Staff believe the -

“Subdivision would fit comfortably with the new Environmental Benefit Lot
rule”

It might, possibly, environmentally benefit the land being considered for rezoning (and so
might many other alternatives) but the proposed development most certainly cannot be said
to do so for Hahei Beach and its surrounding roads, unless some analysis has been
undertaken not available to ratepayers.

Before even contemplating any future development whatsoever in Hahei, we challenge
you to consider the impact of 60 more boats & tractors in the Village re-fuelling,
travelling to the Beach, and launching and parking on the Beach, let alone the impact of
the associated people numbers on the environment. Even for a development ultimately
resulting in only 40 new lots, what is the Plan to accommodate the 30 new boats &
trailers.
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6. Community Plan

In 1995 the TCDC requested each Community to formulate their own Plan with the
intention these Plans would become a of source of information for inclusion in the TCDC
Long Term Council Community Plan.

The basis of the Hahei Beach Community Plan was structured from information sourced
through a TCDC Hahei Survey (2004) and a Ratepayers mail-out in 2005. Indicative of the
Community's opinion regarding Growth of the Village, are the responses expressed in
response to the following questions -

TCDC - Question 2 - Planning for town boundary:

287/ 414 responses (69%) — That there should be no further expansion of the current
town boundary.

Concerns were expressed that if development were to occur, it should follow, not
precede, upgrading of the infrastructure — stormwater, sewerage, water supply etc.

The Hahei Beach Ratepayers questionnaire (2005):
‘Do you want infrastructure (water / waste water, roading/parking) issues to be resolved
before allowing development? 228 (90%) - Yes

The concerns expressed in the Community Plan regarding development, infrastructure and
the impact of Tourism (Cathedral Cove) and the determination to retain the charm and
uniqueness of a small village community, are no different today.

Despite being assured by the Community Board, TCDC and Council executives that
Community Plans would be incorporated into the Long Term Council Plan and the Blueprint,
it would appear from the minutes of the District Plan Review Committee that neither the
Committee nor the Planning staff referred to the Hahei Community Plan nor was there any
mention of Community Consultation.

The history of Consultation at the planning level over much of the last nine years has been
poor.

And now, the Hahei community is faced with a proposal for a zoning change which could be
seen as the first step in a fundamental change to the character of Hahei and Hahei Beach
itself, without any real consideration having been given to what the future of Hahei and
Hahei Beach should or even could be.

Conclusion -

Despite all of the assurances in the world from the developers that they may have
understood the change of zone from “Rural” to “Rural Lifestyle” would not the first
step in the process of approval for their proposed development, it would only be human
nature for them to believe just that, and to begin to undertake future consideration
accordingly. It is unnecessary and completely inappropriate for you to give any such
message to these developers at this stage.

The fact that proposed developers have applied with additional information after a first

application for zoning change was turned down by Council staff, doesn't mean that
during the time between the two applications the TCDC has progressed in its own
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thinking on any of the infrastructure and community planning issues discussed above;
and it is reasonably clear it has not.

Past experience for the Hahei area and particularly in regards to parking infrastructure
for Cathedral Cove, would indicate that such analysis and determination is a
considerable distance away. How then can a responsible Council propose making a
change of zone recommendation from “Rural” to “Rural Lifestyle” in a District Plan
without having given due consideration to the sort of planning exercise it is responsible
for undertaking. The proposed zoning change is not an exercise in planning at all, and
should not be allowed to proceed.
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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: Caoimhe

Last Name: Macfehin

On behalf of: Eleanor & Aindriu Macfehin - 454 Kauaeranga Valley Rd Hilary & Martin Rodley - 456 Kauaeranga Valley Rd Elizabeth McCracken & Allan Berry - 452 Kauaeranga
Valley Rd Lyn & Dave Lee - 446 Kauaeranga Val
Street:454 Kauaeranga Valley Road

Suburb:RD 2

City:Thames

Country:

PostCode: 3577

Daytime Phone: 07 8689914

eMail: caoimhemacfehin@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could ¢ | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | 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 > PART | INTRODUCTION > Section 3 - Definitions
s Support

" Oppose
¢ Neutral

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

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SECTION 3, DEFINITIONS, “CAMPGROUND”. « We would like the definition of campground amended to include “where people stay for one or more nights in: A tent without a
foundation; and/or a vehicle that can be legally driven/towed to a different location on request; used for sleeping where no tariff is paid, but the number of temporary dwellings exceeds the number of permanent
dwellings by a ratio of more than 3:1 for a period greater than 7 days.

Reason for Decision Requested
We would like this change in order to ensure that groups of temporary dwellings adhere to the sanitation requirements of a campground. This will prevent a permanent settlement of temporary dwellings becoming
established without the appropriate infrastructure in place.

Thames-Coromandel Proposed District Plan - November 2013 > PART VIII - ZONE RULES > Section 56 - Rural Zone
s Support

" Oppose
¢ Neutral

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

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 56, RULE 5, FESTIVALS/EVENTS IN RURAL ZONE. « We would like RULE 5, TABLE 1 amended to specify that any event to which there is an open invitation i.e. an
invitation to uncapped numbers of people in a public space, including on social media or web pages, automatically falls in the category of ‘more than 250 people’ in Table 1, and can therefore only occur once
per calendar year. «+ We would like RULE 5.4 amended to include consent of any neighbouring property owners as a requirement for any festival, event lasting longer than 24 hours or exceeding the frequency
requirements of Table 1. «+ We would like RULE 5.1 ¢ amended so any festival, event to which access is gained via roads/bridges maintained by private property owners requires the consent of said property owners.
» We would like RULE 5 amended so that all permitted festivals/events must be listed on a calendar of festivals/events on the TCDC website, to allow the public to plan accordingly.

Reason for Decision Requested
We support the PDP's changes regarding festivals, events in rural zone, as the lack of restrictions in the operational plan has resulted in negative environmental and cultural impacts on our community. We propose
that the Section 56 of the PDP be amended (as previously listed) in order to prevent events, festivals having these negative impacts in the future.
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Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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