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1.0 Submitter Details 
i i .  This is a submission on the Proposed Thames-Coromandel Distdct K i n  (the Proposed District 

Han). The submitter's details are set out below: 

Katherine Piper 

Postal Address P0 Box 101, Whitianga 

Email Address krpiper@wave.co.nz 

Phone (07) 866 4555 

2.0 The specific provisions of the Frogs" ' d  District Plan that my submission relates to are: 

2.1 25.5 - Cooks Beach Expansion Site D.velopment Plan 

2.2 38.6 Rule 11— Espanac1e Reserve - Discretionary activity to alter, waive or reduce an esplenads 
strip (from th(- 20rn required) 

2,3 Earthworks Rules Rules about management of earl iiwork t ensure that no sediment is 
' i e  river, e.g. sediment Irises or sto?rs w d e t t i e n  gonds. 

3': 

1 1  The submitter the owner and occupier of the land at SEC 111 SO PURANG, 27 Purangi 
Landing, Cooks Reach 

3.2 The Proposed Disti Ci Plan applies the following zones and overlays to the land described in 
paragraph 3.1 shove: 

I Run! 

Cs" Y(s): I Amemtv anRscape 

Natural Character 

Within the Coastal Environment areu 

33  The submitter supports the inclusion of the pro y described in par agroph 3.1 oh eve within 
the Rural Zoov, and wptHn the Amenity LOnck'SH 5Lo:urul Character and Coastel [ovboament 

sea eve Thvs. 

s'ch Cxprsnss'r Cite Do:  s C M a  

3,4 Cia oeR' fRs' i  [C r i [ T t T ' C e  eS H mcificrule 
?f lJ velopwent o f a l :  Pt Dacre's Grant 57094. 

3,5 iRe Ia ci subject to t H  development ph? 
. : Ho the Coastal Living zone, the Open Space 

sane and Lvvi iHn Dir? C tal t/o 

3 [.• E .• t 'Cfs' ./o Th 'Co i: sr. fos itmfvisfo i se/I! /:0 fi is s ' I  iSH! w:t./: 

.aposcc/ cC..saloon :eo t at Cooks Does!?, C....led/no; . !Cn's 's  foe of or;rs?acV a 
s's' 2 '  'C '7,tna Is? !Io :nlsIivn 

'fro 
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3 7  C!an 2 . h P  'C tiptcionfl i Dr. . i v i L r m  t H n '  to ufi iwith 
) p i n i H H L  nifl ! t ' H  I 

i i  p . ]cdl  1 ho Hid tilt ( to on n e t  ftow uitiiHt t r o i b  thu [Otto t t [pv ) tb 
h i  to the ru i 

t g , i  LLu.';. 

3.8 Clause 25.5.3(g) states that the comprehensive stormwater management plan must be 'fully 
implemented' by the developer prior to survey plan approval under section 224 of the RMA. 

3.9 Thu submitft'r sr(nks to enure that ufficient ass rn it ofth v ay in which tormwa is 
both t k ] t H  uid Ut.tootd of H oo]cr to ens i lot erso ft c t c  ii 
Puru tot ury. 

hti / i t ' tc ior i  /H Pv/ty t tat a md Assessment Matters 

110 ub 25,73-7.1 i t ,  out otto of t,ntoirds th , t  iro u'puirad to hi  mc't for rH, ,uhdivision of 
l i t '  u ' th v i i i "  ' o H u l  t t  thi' ton flovoioprnrnt H o  to be e,lt l irtcd to l0it0t1ry 

o t N ' i t \ I ,  Ridc H 5 . J .  t i t o '  that subdivision not ni tirt the stondard' ut out in Pvc 25.5.3.1 
1 o m p y i n  i t  tivity. The suhmit t r  cupo r t '  rule 25.5.3.3. 

coo p k ond Road Access 

3. 11 )'oh. rh, ou tie purpose to lb' oH h H o  f l v r l c ' p r ' n r t t  Pot 
25.5.2,7(o) ttnt c ti ut subdivision hsipri md I iyout whl "re P i / u  n i,,rr,, 'r of  1 ns 
from 'ho o.ttoiivision to Purangi Iluod by 11m2 nip in tcrscr ttont ft it/i PuroO 'tool i t  In/I) 

gennro f/i' in accordur(c onto fl/a qrarri A." 

3.12 C I i  its° H dd1.(i' t 'los Phci r "[tore no direct vehicle access onto Put cool hOOd f r i l l  rmv 
a "  ho t /a l  i 

3.13 otto. 2 includos hi' f o H ' ' i n "  n I P '  of discretion: 

ad links are p V I t o  cd/of i ,  t i  io v' / ft 

The uH'i i t  to which the internal road nuiwod, restrict' 0 0 / 7 0  lv o o r i t ; q  arid 
int'ro'ctions onto Purangi Road." 

3.14 Diaprnm A for the ('auto t uch  F>tpnttion Sfta Pevolnprrrnt Pl"r' " n  'vohtok' o c ' ' '  for the 
pi op .'d r4veloprnc'ni. 1. rho'vs two u coos points onto Purar i  . J ,  nU on '  iIUrzjnjqi 
I ondinp Pr 

3.15 f t  1 to P ii f l j :  'n 'm A ,  e b r  to the ndb it i i  on' ° 1, p flu if 
d f l L  t i  : " 2  o ,  / 7 0  / t  foiu,('.' No cliroct 0 0 1  ' i i  it/a Purwn [1, 

3.16The submitter wtpoort" thu c ri e, i i  i nt on] n t proi'oions of / l '  htt o Or, :efonm,'utt ['Ian to 
ro'v ( t iH i t '  it-u Oct a i P ,r b' to 11] 1 1 of tb '  t t i ]  r'v I 

3.17 However the provi iuto of the Site Development Plan are ambiptivt s as to the intendc'd 
provision for vetin tWo access to Purangi Landing Road, both from the subdivisicio 't h ut also 
to çI from Pmonni flood, 

3.18 I, ] • '1 ' nil 
H 'tot 

"I t Or t' 'vido ]ct 

Ii' 

Submission 515

Page 2118



H 

ts 

rid 

125 

327 

Submission 515

Page 2119



4 0  Deds ion  a 

4.1 Retain the ning of land at SEC 11 SO PURANGI within the Rural Zone, and within the Amenity 
Landscape, Natural Character, and I Livironment: Area overlays. 

4 2  m i  id dance ? ' 5  to include the information that ;houcI be included in the Stormwater 
I c m :  L Ln and the matters it is eckin to address. 

• Support requirement for stormwater management plan but amend 
prov;iena to provide better clarity about the sic I,/contents/purpose of 
stormv'ater management plan, focussing spectficaHy en: 

• Rttnrmwater quality, quantity and mb of dischr (to avoid 
scouring and erosion) 

• Mectiinisoma to ensure tho ongoing man,), t and maiuto anra 
of stormrtater treatment syste rn 

4 3  Retain [tale 2 5 . 1 3  whirh states that subdivision not meeting the standards in Rule 2 5 5 3 1  is 
a nor complying nrhvty, 

4,4 Amend CLu iso 7R5 so that the proposed pIne clearly a rtiriiatea the expected f ina l  1 earl layouts 
and hoer the configuration of the parking area and any roads to Pirmangi [anding RoasT wW 
continue to provde parking for residents on each aide of the Pu ma ngi Rver, Merhnntsm to 
provide this information anm1 provv;ions to erisu me sequential timing. 

4 5  Clarify whether the Landscape Management Plan and/or the required yard are intended to 
fate to the Coastal Environment Overlay. 

4 Clause 25.531 (Er) reqwrin tThplanade 

5, Q Chac 

Si. ivJ c heard in support of my submission. 
52  If others ma he a similar sutjmission, I will consider presenting a joint case with theni at a 

he a ri up 
5.3 I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this at hmisdon, 

..I i• 

/• 

Pil•rer' 
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a a a / 

Full Name(s) 

or Organisation ( f  t k' ant) 

Fma 

Postal Ad 

.jit 
( he 
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to 
t ICS  10) 

My s- io is: 
(ci ri T or 'Ic pa rict I i t  t ,  vish I endrnents made.g 

port L l  oppi the abo 'plan in. 
m y  views: 

Th 

let2d n' 

I S ii 

I f  oth subm will consider pre a joint case with them at a hearing. Y I i N 

Signature ,. 

Person making the sr n, or ii ho d to sign on I If of an ( ion maki P 
fission. 

I Y , ,  ' e  C u  . the subu w o  I t  u a 
i of 11 s( ceMai it ct )9I. 

I could gain an 4 ti r 

lf you c e i n  trade cc I through 
. e a c o r  I 

a) ad I 

h) does n date to trade c o r e  no r  the effects of trade competition, E L N 
I f  yo , : /iSlt 1 'WW J cI 

) 5 
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PROPOSED THAMES COROMANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL DISTRICT PLAN 

Submission on behalf of: P3 & MA Mahoney 

R a t e p a y e r s :  8 F l o r e n c e  P l a c e ,  H a h e i  Beach 

R e f e r e n c e :  Part  3C - Consultation 

From reading the proposed changes to the TCDC District Plan, it does appear that  the 

drafters have either not considered or adequately reflected the views of the Hahei 

community as incorporated in the detailed submissions and report originally prepared 

and submitted to Council under the document: 

Hahei Community Plan 

Draft 2005 to 2015 

The submissions as previously presented to Council at its behest, followed very 
exhaustive and detailed consultation with members o f  the Hahei Beach community. The 

results were incorporated in the plan submitted to Council. Essentially the opinion of the 

community at that t ime regarding future growth of  the Hahei Village was the 

recommendation that: the TCDC accept the plan as a positive step forward by  the 

community in determining the destiny and future o f  Hahel. I t  was also suggested that 

the views incorporated in the community plan be incorporated in the Council's Strategic 

Plan. 

I t  is indeed unfortunate that the now proposed reviewed TCDC Plan does not appear to 

make specific reference to nor incorporate the recommendations as then presented to 

Council, with the emphasis of Council now apparently being on the blueprint and 

identification of  the principal growth areas, namely: Thames, Coromandel township, 

Whitianga and Whangamata. 

The current review of the District Plan does however incorporate some proposals for 

rezoning of part of  the rural land on the western fringe of the Hahei Village area. This 

former rural zoned land is now to be considered as a rural l ifestyle" zone. However, 

without any specific details or disclosure, there appears to be no regard had to the 

obvious requirement for a comprehensive review to be undertaken by Council regarding 

the need for sustainable infrastructure essential for preserving the existing amenity and 

in consideration of  any future growth strategy for the Hahei Village area. 

The infrastructure issues which need to be identified and planned include: 
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(a) S e w a g e / w a s t e  w a t e r  disposal 

Acceptable sewage disposal for all existing properties and ratepayers, before 

any consideration is given for further land to be developed for residential 

purposes. Anecdotally, comments/suggestions have been made that  the existing 

TCDC Treatment Plant in Pa Road has available capacity for  further 

development. I f  there is currently excess capacity in this treatment plant, why is 

this not being utilised for the benefit of  existing ratepayers, rather than the 

continuation of existing septic tanks and individual in ground sewage disposal 

systems? 

(b) W a t e r  reticulation 

Again, this is a critical infrastructural element which needs to be addressed, with 

as many as three or possibly four separate water supply systems operating in 

the village. Many of the rateable properties within the village area do not enjoy 

the advantages of  a reticulated water supply and rely upon tank and roof fed 

supply which is not a satisfactory long term solution. 

(c) S t o r m w a t e r  disposal 

There appears to be no specific reference to Council's planning or intentions for 

appropriate stormwater disposal/runoff,  particularly where this discharges into 

the Wig more Stream and other smaller waterways. The lack of  any coherent 

long term planning or implemented policy in this regard has given rise to major 

health issues in both the Wigmore Stream/Estuary as well as in the Tutaritari 

Reserve/Stream. These matters need to be clearly addressed in any planning for 

development within the Hahei Village urban area. 

(d) Parking for  beach access 

I t  is well recognised by most residents and observant visitors, that  there is a 
undersupply of available community parking for those wishing to utilise the 

beach and other amenities. This situation is notably evident with the shortage of 

parking for the multiple thousands of  visitors over the summer period wishing to 

visit Cathedral Cove. 

This shortfall will likely be further exacerbated if the suggested Council/Mayor's 

proposed coastal walkway project linking Hahei Beach with Hot Water Beach is 

pursued. 

2 
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(e) Beach resource 

The attractive Hahei Beach is an amenity which over a defined period in the 

summer months receives intensive use and provides much enjoyment to 

residents, visitors and in particular family groups. The beach however has over 

recent years become far more congested with concessionaires and licensed 

operators operating from the beach for various tourist related activities. This 

coupled with the growing number of  tractors and motorised vehicles, particularly 

along the eastern end of  the beach near the Wigmore Stream/Estuary, is now 

well at capacity with little or no further capacity in the event of further urban 

development. 

Further, there is inadequate monitoring and policing by Council of  vehicles which 

travel along the beach beyond the indicated Council signs at the foot of  Wigmore 

steps. The demand for trailer and tractor parking could possibly be partially 

alleviated over the peak 4/5 week period by Council identifying and the public 

utilising some of  the nearby reserves. However, this will need to be 

appropriately policed and monitored to ensure that residents can still enjoy the 

benefits of  these vested reserves, particularly for young children and families 

and their recreational activities. 

Proposed rural lifestyle zoning 

The proposed District Plan identifies approximately 38.5 hectares or 96 acres of  land, 

formerly zoned rural, adjoining the western fringe of  the Hahei Village area now to be 

rezoned "rural/lifestyle". This land bisected by the Hahei Beach Road, together with the 

adjoining 8 acre allotment on the western corner of  Hahei Beach Road, is apparently 

identified as an area suitable for low density subdivision down to a minimum of  2.0 

hectares per allotment. 

The proposed rules also provide that the two hectare allotments can with adoption of  a 

structure plan and appropriate resource consent approvals be reduced further to a 

minimum of  600 square metre building site. The proposal as-such: is to rezone this land 

based on the existing rules and create the opportunity for further intensive residential 

development without appropriate regard being given to provision of  and addressing 

essential infrastructure elements as identified above. The long term potential of  this land 

for future development under the proposed"rural l ifestyle" zoning could well then 

provide up to a further 200 building allotments which will place further demand and 

constraints on the existing infrastructure services with particular impact on: sewage 
disposal/treatment, stormwater run-off, water supply, available parking within the 

3 
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existing village area and future utilisation of  the beach, particularly with additional 

tractors, boats and motorised transport. 

Submission 

I t  is the writers' submission that: 

Any further intensive residential development within or adjoining the Hahei 

Village area should not proceed until Council has undertaken a comprehensive 

investigation and report on the essential infrastructure requirements for the 

existing and any planned future development. 

That the "rural l ifestyle" zoning as proposed and rules associated therewith, are 
inappropriate and inconsistent with the inherent objectives o f  the District Plan to 

provide sustainable development in this location which will preserve and enhance 

the amenities of  the locality as well as avoid development which is detrimental to 

both the environment and the attractiveness of  the locality. 

Proposed Structure Plan for incorporation in the  proposed District Plan as 
submitted by owners /appl icants  o f  3 8 3  hectares  o f  t h e  "rural l i fes ty le" land 

The suggestion of a draft Concept or Structure Plan being considered and incorporated 

as a part of  the "rural lifestyle" zoning change, is in the submitters' view a totally 

inappropriate mechanism to be considered or adopted by Council when addressing the 

prospects for future development of  land so zoned. The current proposal as suggested by 

the existing owners is in our respectful submission arguably an attempt to enhance the 

value of  this land for the possible eventual sale to an independent third party who could 

in the same manner as the present owners then likely use the Structure Plan or Concept 

Plan as the base negotiating document for further potentially more intensive 

development. 

I t  is therefore submitted that the "rural l ifestyle" zoning as proposed should provide as a 
permitted use: subdivision to the stated minimum of  2 0  hectares but with any further or 
intensive development being the subject of  a notified application where the community 

and affected property owners/ratepayers, will have the opportunity to consider the 

proposal in greater detail and make their respective submissions accordingly. 

The scale and type of  development for this "rural l ifestyle" land should not be left to the 

discretion of planning officers and applicants based on a Council adopted Structure Plan, 

without due regard to the overall effect and impact on the existing Hahei Village 

4 
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deve lopmen t  a n d  t h e  opportuni ty  for affected proper ty  o w n e r s / r a t e p a y e r s  t o  make 

appropr ia te  submissions. 

The  Hahel Village with its special cha rac te r  a n d  a t t r ac t iveness  should not  be 

compromised  a n d  t r e a t e d  for fu ture  residential d e v e l o p m e n t  in .a m a n n e r  similar to  that 

which h a s  t aken  place ove r  r ecen t  y e a r s  in nea rby  Cooks Beach a n d  in o t h e r  coastal 

locations such a s  W h a n g a m a t a  a n d  Matarangi. The  unique qualit ies of th is  special a r e a  of 

Hahel should be  protected  a n d  a n y  future  d e v e l o p m e n t  only unde r t aken  with provision of 

sus ta inable  support ing infrastructure. 

PI Mahoney MA Mahoney 

5 

Submission 517

Page 2130



I 

1 

2. 1 

1 

F 

Submission 518

Page 2131



L 

te 

.1• 

Submission 518

Page 2132



Pioposeil Than e sCe: an. 

12- 

( q w /  0 P I 

Vsnit istt 

0 1 0  0 

P o p  oP P , ( I I  IOo/Ir( 

10(1/i 

I 

C i i ' .  0 Os C IC si Is 

CE I 
I 

I 

Full Name(s) 
k 

or C, i tranisat n s[ ye/i soil) 

sail Address 

Postal Address 

Phone no. 5 5 / i l l s  USSI' ash 

YOU P 

PRIVACY ACT 1093 
se note tT ol .t 

oil 

ortTI 

I 5/ I 

Submission 519

Page 2133



(please spe( , the Objective 

Nct) 1 

tX 

My submi.c on is: 
( c l e a r l y 1 - t e r  you SUPPORT or OPPO ; of the Proposed District Plan o cc ai 
reasons for r view) 

I support RI" 
oppose 

LII the aba , i  ovision. 
Reasons for my views: 

tT\O1. 

'L 1 , 

T h e '  o cf  ni i ,  Como, ihaf 

Retained Deleted [Ti ICiN,: 

I14to?. 

If  others: a Sf 'ot 

Signature o f  submitter 

tring. LII i' WN 

or "thor 

F' a: note th if you are a per: in who cot gc i an advan f competit h the subi "our C 
submission maybe limited by Clause 6 of Sd of tI 

I couldgainan advantage in trade r u n q : H o  :itut '' 

If you could gain an advantage in -ide competi t ough this seT on lea, e n 1 o t e  the following: 

I am directly affected by an f o; he: the : that - 
a) adversely affects th 

b) does not relate ,:. 1 1 Y 

If  you require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council webs ite wwwtcdcgovtnz/dpr 

s t m n s n s  H , 5 S t h  r . M ,  NNW, 
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From: kevin harris [kevinraynz@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 12 March 2014 3:52:56 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

kevin harris

Address

28 B Great North Road, Saint Johns Hill
Whanganui 4500
New Zealand

Map It

Email

kevinraynz@yahoo.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.

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  Kevin Ray Harris

Date

  12/03/2014
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My submission is: 
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From: Simon Lear [simon@bsound.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 12 March 2014 3:53:06 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Simon Lear

Address

203 Mount View Road
Thames 3500
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

07 868 3957

Email

simon@bsound.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,

  Simon Lear

Date

  12/03/2014
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From: Jude Lay [judelay@xtra.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 12 March 2014 4:02:02 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Jude Lay

Address

734 A Mt Pleasant Rd
Thames 3500
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

078687069

Email

judelay@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 
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.

My further comments:

 

Whilst the opportunity for Companies & Influential individuals with the monetary resources to 'sell' their ideas to the Government or other 
Regulatory bodies exists, regardless of their agenda, there will always be conflict.
If each individual could honestly feel the effect of their decisions on the future of this world, and act according to what is best for all 
concerned, there would be no need for any of us to take up arms or carry banners.
When enough of us stand up and say 'NO' to activities that undermine ( :-) ) the Assets of our Communities, we will be heading in a 

sustainable direction.

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 Lay

Date

  12/03/2014
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From: Elisabeth Corkill [tookey@xtra.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 12 March 2014 4:23:41 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission

Please accept our submission
 
Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan
 
Lisa Corkill and Mark Eastwood
9 Tapu Creek Farms
Coroglen Rd
RD5 Thames 3575
 
Ph 07 8684765
 
Our submission relates to
Part VIII - Zone Rules - Section 56 - Rural Zone - Rule 5, Festival, Event. 
We have sent correspondence to the TCDC in regard to recent events held adjacent to our property "Chronophonium" was 
held on 10-12 January 2014 and caused a terrible disruption to our lives, and the nearby locals.
 
We oppose the specific parts of the proposed plan and would ask for amendments to be made - in view of respect to the 
locals in the Tapu Valley
 
Locals have raised serious issues around living in the near vicinity of these types of festivals. There was serious noise 
pollution, and mental fatigue caused by this event, and there is the possibility of more events to be held in our area. It is 
unacceptable, disrespectful, and unreasonable. 
"Music Festival" is a specific type of event - posing many different issues. For the festival to have the freedom to play 
music all day and all night until 04-0500hr each morning, at such a volume, and where the language used in the songs was 
filthy and offensive, is unacceptable and needs limits and specific rules to be adhered to.
 
We suggest that there is a limit on volume, a limit on hours of music played, screening on use of 
appropriate/acceptable/inoffensive language used in the songs , that all local residents are informed fully of the event at 
least two weeks in advance of the event, and that there is written approval from all local residents. Noise pollution is no 
different than in the city - it affects the neighbours..
If there is no agreement, we do not believe the festival should be allowed to go ahead. 
 
The council should be well aware of the events in advance, and have security in place that the organisers adhere to the rules
 
The majority of us who have chosen to live in the Tapu Valley have chosen to live here for the peace and quiet. We do not 
believe it is appropriate to have music festivals in this area.
We would request that noise pollution be taken very seriously in our area.
 
We wish to be heard in support of our submission
We will consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others make a similar submission.
 
 
Thank You
Mark and Lisa
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From: Elisabeth Corkill [tookey@xtra.co.nz]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 3:25:48 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission re Council's Proposed District Plan

 
To whom it may concern,
Please consider the below letter we sent to council on 14 January as a submission to the Council's Proposed District Plan -
Part Vlll, Section 56, Rule 5, Festival:Event.
In conclusion, as taken directly from our formal complaint, which to date has not be dealt with,
 
"We are very disappointed, tired, and upset about the above concerns. We, and our neighbours were uninformed, 
disrespected, and our privacy and peace was violated and abused. There was no consideration for the local community. Not 
even the Council was aware of this event until it was too late. It seems Mr Hopwood is a law unto himself. As Law abiding 
citizens, we do not understand why one person can cross such boundaries and get away with it?  There was no control or 
public respect in place. Noise was unacceptable and unbearable. Our neighbourhood felt unsafe.
 
Tapu Valley is not an appropriate place for such events because of our above concerns, and as a neighbourhood we would 
ask that this situation is never repeated, and that Mr Hopwood is dealt with lawfully, and fairly in the eyes our local 
concerned community."
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lisa Corkill and Mark Eastwood                                                   14 January 2014
9 Tapu Creek Farms
Coroglen Rd
RD5, Thames
Ph 07 868 4765
Email : tookey@xtra.co.nz
 
 
To Marion Smith
 
Thank you for meeting with Mark and I on 13 January 2014 to discuss our concerns regarding a concert that was held on 
the property next door to us.
The concert, we have found out through our own research, was called Chroniphonium – held on the property of Richard 
Hopwood, Tapu Valley, Tapu, from Friday 10th January 4-20pm to Sunday 12th January, 12 –00 mid day.
We have put our concerns in writing, as a formal complaint.
Our concerns are as follows:
 

1. As a direct neighbour, we were not notified in advance that this event was being held. The first we knew of this was 
when hundreds of cars/people/tents arrived below our property. Loud music began this Friday evening and continued 
through the night until approximately 0430 in the morning. It continued all day Saturday and all through Saturday 
night until approximately 0400 Sunday morning,

2. Our understanding is that none of the surrounding neighbours were informed of this event. We consider this to be 
disrespectful and extremely inconsiderate.

3. The music was extremely loud at our property. We were unable to hear ourselves speak, and could not escape the 
level of constant noise from Friday afternoon until Sunday lunchtime. The level of volume was way beyond what 
would have been considered acceptable, respectable or lawful at a party, or a residential event. 

4. A majority of the vocals were abusive, using language that is unacceptable to be used in public, or around a 
neighbourhood – with children and elderly people around 

5. Because we live in a valley, and on a hill above Mr Hopwood’s property – the volume of music rose, and we did not 
sleep for the entire time the concert was running. We were very sleep deprived, and felt very violated and abused in 
our own home.

6. There was no sound shell used to reduce volume for the neighbours. We consider this to be very unprofessional.
7. I am a shift worker, and had to work shifts as a health professional, on no sleep all weekend due to the excessive 

noise.
8. Those of us who live in the Tapu Valley have chosen to do so for the lifestyle – peace and quiet. This was completely 

disrespected.
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9. We have a small Bed and Breakfast business. Our business will suffer if these kind of events continue in the Valley –
disturbing the peace and quiet, tranquillity, and privacy that people are paying to come to our property for. This is
not the place for noisy, distasteful and disrespectful music concerts.

10. Tapu Coroglen road is a narrow, winding road with many one way bridges. It is rural and isolated. We believe that it
is not suited for such a large volume of people – this is dangerous especially when such a concert involves the use of
alcohol and drugs. We do not feel safe, and neither do our neighbours. Some of the patrons at the concert were found
wandering through surrounding private property, leaving stock gates open, and stock was let out.

11. We had guests staying at the weekend, and it was particularly embarrassing to have such distasteful, swearing,
excessively loud music playing non stop all weekend.

We also observe various trucks and people disposing of  general rubbish/soils/concrete/whiteware onto Mr Hopwoods 
property throughout the year – and then it being buried using his digger to cover it up – basically running a landfill. We 
would like to know if this is legal, and wonder if there are any monitoring procedures in place to test the land and the 
nearby Tapu creek running through the property. We are advised by neighbours/locals that this has been going on for 
years?

We are very disappointed, tired, and upset about the above concerns. We, and our neighbours were uninformed, 
disrespected, and our privacy and peace was violated and abused. There was no consideration for the local community. Not 
even the Council was aware of this event until it was too late. It seems Mr Hopwood is a law unto himself. As Law abiding 
citizens, we do not understand why one person can cross such boundaries and get away with it?  There was no control or 
public respect in place. Noise was unacceptable and unbearable. Our neighbourhood felt unsafe.

Tapu Valley is not an appropriate place for such events because of our above concerns, and as a neighbourhood we would 
ask that this situation is never repeated, and that Mr Hopwood is dealt with lawfully, and fairly in the eyes our local 
concerned community. 

We look forward to your response.
Thank you
Lisa and Mark.
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From: Peter Garrick [garrick@manageit.co.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 13 March 2014 11:40:32
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Peter Garrick

Address

62a Hikuai Settlement Road,
Hikuai 3579
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

021 579 298

Email

garrick@manageit.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.

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Peter Garrick

Date

  13/03/2014
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13th March 2014 

Dear  Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors, 

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

Our names are Steve and Kirsty Hood and we own a holiday home in Hahei, Coromandel. 

We 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 we believe the rules:  

Will decrease the income we receive from our holiday home – income we use to offset 
expenses such as rates and maintenance. 

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

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. 

We 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.  

We look forward to your response. 

Yours faithfully, 

Steve and Kirsty Hood 
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Page 1 of 2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01-201211 District Plan Submission Form 5 

Proposed Thames-Coromandel 

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

Your submission can be: 

Online: www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr 

Using our online submissions form 

Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council 

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan 

Private Bag, Thames 3540 

Attention: District Plan Manager 

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

Delivered to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames 

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

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014 
If you need more writing space, just attach additional pages to this form. 
Full Name(s) Kirsty and Steve Hood 

or Organisation (if relevant) 

Email Address – steve.kirstyh@xtra.co.nz  
Postal Address 18 Entrican Avenue, Remuera, Auckland 1050 

Phone no. (09 ) 5246077 
include area code Mobile no.021 911 606 Steve, 0277024930 Kirsty 

Submitter Details 
PRIVACY ACT 1993 
Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media 

and public as part 
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact 

details will only be 

used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the 

right to access the 

information and request its correction. 
Page 2 of 2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01-201211 District Plan Submission Form 5 

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

My submission is: 
The specific provisions to which our submission relates as laid out in the letter attached to this submission.  

I n oppose n the above plan provision. 

Reasons for my views: 

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

n Amended n as follows: 

Please refer to the accompanying letter which forms part of this submission.  

{PlesaePleProposed District Plan Hearing 

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. n Y n N 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. n Y n N 

Signature of submitter - Steve & Kirsty Hood   

Date - 13 March 2014 _______________________ 
Person making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission. 

Thames-Coromandel Dist rict Council 

Private Bag, 515 Mackay Street, Thames 3540 
phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 868 0234 

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

If you require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council website 

www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr 

Your Submission 
Please note that if you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to 

make a 

submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Submission 530

Page 2168

mailto:steve.kirstyh@xtra.co.nz


I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. n n N 

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the following: 

I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that – 
a) adversely affects the environment; and 

b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. n nY 

Trade Competition 

The specific provisions to which our submission relates, as laid out in the letter attached to 

this 

submission. 

Please refer to the accompanying letter which forms part of this submission. 
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