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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 ta)

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

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

reasons for your view)

I support B oppose the above plan provision.

Reasons for my views:

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

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

Retained D Deleted D Amended as follows:

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

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

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

Signature of submitter M/iﬂw ) Date [N - [C) :

Person making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisatior making the submission.

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

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y 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 fo trade competition or the effects of trade competition. Y D N

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

Page20f2 wintedc.govt.nefdpr Vslaai2i1’ District Plan Submission Forin 5
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11" March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

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

Qur names are Neville Bowler and Maeve Fleming, we own a holiday home in Pa Road, Hahei.

| oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames
Coromandel District Plan (“Proposed Plan”) as they relfate 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 {o
holiday home ownership in the Coromandel. In particular | believe the rules:

o 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.

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

As Principal Relief

(1) 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 {1) above is not accepted

{2} 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 (1) and (2} above

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

I look forward to your response.

Yours faithfully,

Neville R Bowler and Maeve Fleming.
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SUBMISSION TCDC Proposed District Plan

Form5
Submission on publicly notified Proposed District Plan

Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991

To  Thames Coromandel District Council

Name of submitter:

This is a submission on the THAMES COROMANDEL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN (PDP):
Notified on 13 December 2013

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:

Objectives Policies & Rules relating to Matarangi Settlement, Matarangi
Structure Plan, Matarangi Golf Course and the land containing Holes 1 & 2 in
particular.

OUR SUBMISSION:

We SUPPORT the inclusion of the Matarangi Golf Course land and “greenkeepers hill” within the Open
Space Zone.

We SUPPORT the extension of the Matarangi Structure Plan to include land containing holes 1 and 2 of the
Golf Course.

We seek amendments to ensure the spit end zoned open space zone where land containing the Matarangi
Golf Course lies outside the Structure Plan Area is maintained as open space, free of buildings
and structures.

REASONS:

The development of Matarangi as a coastal settlement was based on retaining open space around clusters
of residential development. The land currently containing the Matarangi Golf Course has been set aside as
open space to delineate the residential clusters. It is appropriate that the Golf Course land including Holes 1
and 2 (Lot 36 DPS 72837) is zoned as open space. It is also appropriate that objectives policies and rules are
in place to ensure that the open space is not compromised. The Structure Plan overlay with Open Space is
an appropriate method for ensuring the golf course land is retained as open space.

DECISION SOUGHT

The Matarangi Structure Plan overlay is retained as the primary method of retaining open space qualities at
Matarangi. Open space zone is applied to the entire golf course land and to greenkeeper’s hill.

The open space zone applies to the land currently occupied by golf course and golfing activities whether or
not the land is retained as a golf course or for playing golf.

1
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SUBMISSION TCDC Proposed District Plan

The Open Space Zone is retained as the appropriate zone to ensure golf course land provides the open
space relief from buildings or structures between residential clusters to maintain natural values
characteristics and attributes of the sand spit.

Objectives Rules and Open Space Zone Purpose and Description are amended to make clear that the open
space zone has no development rights because all development rights have been transferred into the
development clusters zoned residential commercial and industrial at Matarangi.

OUR SUBMISSION:

We Seek the following amendment to 27.3.1 Objective 1 to recognise that where open space is not
currently accessible by the public for example the land containing holes 1 and 2 of the golf course it is
to remain as open space because the development rights have been transferred to development cells.

DECISION SOUGHT

Delete Objective 1 and replace with the following:

“Matarangi remains a high amenity settlement based on neighbourhood cells defined by areas of
private and public open space.”

OUR SUBMISSION:

We Support the Amenity Landscape Overlay at Matarangi and seek an amendment to their
boundaries to more consistently apply over length and depth of ocean beach.

The Amenity Landscape Overlay is inconsistently applied to ocean beach margins and spit end. The
overlay needs to be extended to include all the land that meets the qualities the objectives and
policies for Amenity Landscapes seek to protect. This includes the contribution to open space and
natural values made by the land containing Holes 1 and 2 of the golf course.

DECISION SOUGHT

Extend the Amenity Landscape to cover Holes 1 and 2 (Lot 36 DPS 72837)

OUR SUBMISSION

We Support Part Il Overlay Objectives & Policies Section : Section 7 Coastal Environment Objective
1 for subdivision use and development in the coastal environment with amendment to provide a
new additional policy to ensure that where open space has been provided in exchange for
subdivision and development opportunities, that open space is protected from future subdivision
and development regardless of who owns the land.
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SUBMISSION TCDC Proposed District Plan

Within the coastal environment new settlements such as Matarangi are established on the basis of
identifying land for development and preserving land to provide open space free of buildings and
structures so that the development is contained within cells or neighbourhoods separated by green
belts.

This will ensure high level objectives and policies give effect to Policy 6 NZCPS {2010) and provide
the framework for the Matarangi Structure Plan provisions that in turn lock in place the trade off
for allowing development to occur in exchange for open space. This needs to be made transparent
so that future developers do not double dip by expanding development into the green belt that has
been set aside from development under the guise of consolidating development on an existing

settlement.
DECISION SOUGHT
Add new to Section 7.3 a new Policyla as follows:

Avoid buildings in structures in open space areas set aside to preserve natural attributes and
contain development to clusters within settlements located in the coastal environment.

OUR SUBMISSION

We seek an amendment to 27.3.5 Matarangi Structure Plan Rules Rule 1.1 d} to limit the extent to
which buildings and structures may be erected in the open space zone containing the golf course at

Matarangi.

DECISION SOUGHT
Add to Rule 1.1 ¢) the words “and the maximum number of buildings on the site shall not exceed 3.”

Amend the standard for site coverage in Rule 1.1 d) to “1% or 75m2 gross floor area whichever is the
more restrictive”

Amend Rule 3 Subdivision in the Open Space Zone by adding a new proviso as follows:

“c) The new lots shall remain part of “site” for the purpose of applying 27.3.5 Rule 1.”

OUR SUBMISIUON

We seek a consequential decision to amend the definition of “site” in Part Il Section 3 Definition to
be in line with the definition for site in Operative District plan provision for development on the
Matarangi Golf Course land.

DECISION SOUGHT

Add to definition of “site” the following: “ the Matarangi Golf Course on Lot 1 DPS 83350, Lot 36 DPS
72837, Part of Lot 19 DP 331131 & Lot 101 DP 365624, including the golf course club rooms which are
restricted to Lot 1 DPS 83350.”
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SUBMISSION TCDC Proposed District Plan

OUR SUBMISSION

We seek amendments to Section 50 Open Space Zone Description and Purpose to ensure the
primary purpose of the zone is made clear for Matarangi.

DECISION SOUGHT

Add to Open Space Zone purpose at Matarangi the following words:

The primary purpose of the zone is to ensure:

¢ open space qualities are achieved and natural attributes are preserved,

e open space zone applied to land in private ownership development rights identifies where
development rights have been transferred out into the development cells or clusters

¢ open space zone vested in Council is to be managed as open space free of buildings or
community facilities. Buildings and structures required for recreation purposes are located
within the Recreation Area or land specifically identified for the purpose at time of subdivision
(eg tennis courts, skate park, emergency services, boat trailer parking etc)

OUR SUBMISSION

We seek consequential amendments or relief or such other relief that would meet the submitters
concerns

DECISION SOUGHT

Any other consequential amendments or such other relief required to give effect to the submitters
concerns.
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SUBMISSION TCDC Proposed District Plan

| /We wish to be heard in support of my submission.
If others make a similar submission, I/we will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

I/We could not gain a trade advantage through this submission.

Signed

Date /,Z/é?» /0?6/17[

St Mary - B

Telephone: verereeenenans ookl T Q/
Email: L. (‘(u(é/ﬁl/f&‘ ........
Contact person: f@f/@[‘\-)@@g/“ @ A

]Lj@&/ ///lq // .i
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel

© C COROMANDEL
District Plan g

THAMES

Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

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

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

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

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

Submitter Details

Witiiam  6vq  Back 3 SiPrd MM EALET LA ck

Full Name(s)

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address WLIG\‘;‘( & MCﬂf ¢ Lo

Postal Address {)‘3 fox Hlbg
SHok TLAAD  STMXT  Aoth(CAND | (lus

L

Phone no.

include area code O‘{ [ b {f ob Mobile no. oT{ T2i L{- 3 8

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

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

e NIRRT S ——
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Your Submission

i
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)

PaAaT T —ovemriA Ulves ol v And foligess - SECma~ ]
farc VI ~osvett Ay Auud (fiscmion W
Peavmnmt MAPS - MaP 2bcC

My submission is:

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

I support [] oppose E/ the above plan provision.

Reasons for my views:

PLeate fefed 1o astACHED ScHSbod A Jev A o

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

Retained [ ] Deleted |  Amended [Q/as follows:

PLisASS QeFet 10 ASTRLHED fededi e @A DevAres

Proposed District Plan Hearing

y Uwn

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. @’f Lln

Date i%{/ i

, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

I'wish to be heard in support of my submission.

Signature of submitt

Person making the submiss:

Trade Competition

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

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y M

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. D ¥ D N

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

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

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 8GB 0234 COROMANDEL
customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz | wwiw.tcde.govt.nz DISTRICT COUNCIL
—

Page2of 2 www.tcdc.govi.nz/dpr V01201211 Disirict Plan Submission Form 5

Page 2491



Submission 581

Submission on the Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan
Submitters: William & Sophie Black

Date: 12 March 2014

As noted in the standard submission form the details of our submission are set out in this
attachment.

We are property owners at 409 Thames Coast Road, Te Puru South. We have studied the Proposed
District Plan (PDP) in some detail. We have very specific concerns in relation to Section 7 and
Section 34 of the PDP, together with Map 26C, and we expand on these concerns below.

Section 7 of the PDP outlines how the Coastal Environment was determined and refers to the
consolidation of “two pieces of work commissioned by the Council”. The second of these reports
(the Ecological Assessment of Natural Character Report (the EANCR) has been used to identify a
Coastal Environment line. This line has very significant implications for property owners in Te Puru
South, ie the area of Te Puru south of Sarjants Road. We have studied the report in some detail in
order to satisfy ourselves as to the methodology of preparation, the merits of its conclusions and the
underlying basis for determining the Coastal Environment line.

It appears that a number of very significant conclusions and decisions have been made as a result of
the report but in doing so some fundamental matters have either been overlooked or ignored in the
process. This has very significant negative implications for property owners in Te Puru South. We
expand on these issues below.

Firstly, we note a very significant limitation in the scope and basis of preparation of the report. Page
1 of the report specifically highlights that the assessment was undertaken as a “desk-top” exercise.
By its nature a desk-top exercise implies a high level review without going into specific detail. This is
confirmed by the comments that follow on in the report which explain that field inspections were
undertaken at a “selection of sites” only. Furthermore, the report states that mapping was
standardised at a scale of 1:10,000 and that this reflects the “limitations of data and budget relevant
to this study”. While these limitations in scope may be understandable in the context of the
exercise undertaken, the fact that the report has nevertheless been used to form the basis of the
Coastal Environment line is very concerning. It appears that conclusions have been drawn and
decisions made with clearly insufficient rigour, detail and full analysis of all of the relevant facts.

Secondly, the report goes on (at page 10) to specifically highlight that “due to the variable nature of
natural and physical influences, determining a district wide coastal environment zone will inevitably
involve some degree of subjective judgement”. Again while this is understandable, our concern is
that conclusions have been drawn and decisions have been made based on judgements that are
insufficiently objective, leading to significant negative implications for property owners in Te Puru
South.

Thirdly, we note (at page 31) the comment that while “the assessment has sought to use objective
criteria, there are limitations imposed by the guality of available information for each ecosystem and
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the assessment does involve a level of considered judgement”. In addition the report repeats the
reference to limitations in both the data and the budget relevant to the study. Furthermore, the
report notes that “where inspections were undertaken there were instances where field access and

I"

inspection was not practica

Putting all of the above facts together, which clearly demonstrate significant and material limitations
in the basis of preparation of the report, we are very concerned that conclusions have been drawn
and decisions made based on insufficient data, which are consequently wrong. This has a very
negative impact for the owners of properties in Te Puru South.

Environment Court

Leaving aside the significant limitations and restrictions in the report preparation, we note that the
report makes some further very relevant and pertinent observations, all of which appear to have
been either overlooked or ignored. For example, at page 9 of the report, there are quotes from the
Environment Court which, inter alia, refer to the fact that the coastal environment is not a “zone
which might be readily identified by lines on a map”. Furthermore the Court noted in that particular
case that in defining the environment there will frequently be “grey areas and blurred edges”. In
another case, the Court highlighted that the coastal environment “will vary from place to place”. The
report also highlights that the Environment Court has generated a substantial amount of case law
regarding the coastal environment and that this should provide guidance as to how it should be
defined. Yet, this guidance appears to be subsequently either ignored or overlooked in determining
the Coastal Environment line.

We also note that the report seems to focus far more on the East Coast of the Coromandel than it
does on the West Coast. Throughout the report there are references to eleven East Coast beaches
while we noted only one reference to a West coast beach. This East Coast focus is consistent with
another report relied on by the Council and scheduled in the Council’s “District Plan Review Project
Background” material, being the November 2012 report entitled “Coromandel East Coast Beaches:
Potential impact of Projected Project Climate Change on Coastal Erosion over the next Century and
Review of associated Coastal Setback”, prepared by Focus Resource Management Group. We note
that both this report and the EANCR report are prepared by Focus Resource Management Group. As
a general observation there appears to be an over-emphasis on the East Coast to the exclusion of
the West Coast, with the result that conclusions about the East Coast are in many respects being
applied to the West Coast. This ignores the fact that the coastal environment is significantly
different along the respective coasts. The West Coast, and as highlighted in this submission, Te Puru
South in particular is being prejudiced as a result.

Experience of Te Puru South property owners

As has been previously noted in earlier submissions, many of the properties along the beach at Te
Puru South have been in family ownership for decades, some approaching 100 years, others possibly
longer. The actual experience of the property owners should be taken into consideration in
determining coastal environment lines since this is by definition actual ground-truthing in practice.
What is quite clear from the actual experience of our family and that of families around us is that Te
Puru South beach is in fact building up rather than eroding over time. We understand that this may
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have to do with the fact that it is a delta. Looking at our actual experience of Te Puru South the sea
level has only once in our families’ collective memory ever flowed significantly onto the property.

Conclusions

Broadly mapping a line across a district is imprecise and gives rise to errors in its application. This is
clearly acknowledged in the EANCR report. Furthermore, as highlighted in this submission there are
significant issues with the methodology and basis of preparation of the actual underlying reports on
which the Council has relied. In addition, the findings of the Environment Court that the coastal
environment “will vary from place to place” and that there are “grey areas and blurred edges” do
not appear to have been adequately taken into account in determing the line. The comments in the
EANCR report that “determining a district wide coastal environment zone will inevitably involve
some degree of subjective judgement” are concerning since this subjective judgement as applied in
the PDP has very negative implications for property owners at Te Puru South.

Of further concern is the comment noted in the TCDC website under Frequently Asked Questions
that “Coastal erosion risk information.....has been updated, refined and ‘ground-truthed’ to the point
where we can now include it in the Plan”. Put simply, in the case of Te Puru South, the coastal
erosion risk information has not been ground- truthed and nor has it been refined to the point
where it can be incorporated into the PDP with any degree of confidence.

Noting all of the above we feel very strongly that the overlay mapping as reflected in Map 26C and
the Current Coastal Erosion Area needs to be revised and amended, together with necessary
amendments to Sections 7 and 34 of the PDP so that the unique characteristics and environment of
the Coromandel West Coast area of Te Puru South is properly taken into account and accurately
reflected in the PDP and associated mapping. Not to do this and to simply apply what is proposed in
the PDP ignores Section 62 of the New Zealand Biosecurity Act, ignores Principle 5 of the New
Zealand National Biosecurity Strategy 2000, ignores the Environment Court rulings and as a
consequence severely impacts on the rights of Te Puru South property owners, both now and in the
future.

William Guy Black Sophie Margaret Black
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel -

District Plan o e

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)

Submitter Details

r\kLEN AR GARET WM ie@

or Orgammnnn {Jj rele mn:)

Full Name(s)

Email Address e b\)G “'e {\ @ x+(a c o n 2'
Postal Address q/g w H‘T-TE' HAV C N KOAD

GLENDOWIE, ﬂHCKMND .o’h

| Phone no. |
include area code \IUbIEf. [m O & , 8 8 Ll'b 50

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

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

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule Map or other reference your submission relates to)
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| My submission is:
| (clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving
reasons for your view)

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

pwﬁi\‘; re(r(v Jro e &ifwm‘gan:]i/lﬂ l@“&/ whldr\ (‘afms
pa_ti_’f_ ot nhs submissen.

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

Retained | | Deleted| |  Amended [X] as follows:

{)_E.ES{-: FL_“'CV kx_/ W C"(('OMPC)V\A'ADI \@“e/_wh;&\ :6_,'_,%_
49@(1" ok Anis S;,,Lbnmss cA . g R

Proposed District Plan Hearing

' I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. D ¥ @ N

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. D : A El N

Signature of submitter /{Mq/ / W e 10 ]’ 3! 20I%

Person making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition

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

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D 4 @ 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. U > U N

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

THAMES

COROMANDEL
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Page2of2 www.tcdc govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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13 March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councillors,

My name is Ellen Walter. I am a trustee of a family trust which owns a holiday home
in Whangamata.

I 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 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 I believe the
rules:

+ Will have a negative impact on the potential income available from use of the
holiday home - income which is used to offset expenses such as rates and
maintenance.

o Could reduce the value of the 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.

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

I urge you to reconsider these rules in your Draft Annual Plan for 2013/2014 and
look to implement a system more like that used by Queenstown Lakes District
Council that provides allowance for holiday homes to better distinguish them from
true commercial accommodation.

I 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" by changing these to “12 tariff-paid
customers on-site at any one time”.

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.

I look forward to your response.

Ellen Walter
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THAMES-COROMANDEL

Thames — Coromandel Proposed District Plan DISTRICT COUNCIL

Submission by: "
Graeme Harrison 13 MAR 2014

101 Tararu Road, Thames RECEIVED&Y:/\(\/\\
gsharrison@xtra.co.nz L\'W .....
Beoodom - .. - ol L e |
13 March 2014 |

My submission is informed by my long residence in Thames (over 30 years) and my
work with bees since the early 1980s on the west coast of the peninsula. Visiting my
bee sites from Colville to Puriri, and years of tramping, has given me a solid
knowledge of the west coast terrain. My work with Sea Scouts and the Coastguard,
and my love of boating, has taught me about our amazing marine environment.
Prior to becoming a beekeeper | worked for the Electricity Department and in the
latter part of that career was an operator of the sub-station in Thames.

Firstly, | ask the Council to retain these sections.

e Section 3: Definitions Dwelling has been modified to include activities
accessory to a dwelling, including beekeeping and having chickens and/or
livestock, with management through Council Bylaws. There are no more
healthy wild hives. Towns must encourage small-scale beekeeping (both
honeybees and bumblebees) to pollinate vital fruit crops. Bees are also
essential for clover, a necessary part of pastoral farming.

e Section 54: Residential Zone Rule 5 A solar panel meeting the specified
standards is permitted. | think any encouragement we can give to the use of
alternative energy benefits our community.

Seco_ndlx, | ask that quarrying not be included as a part of mining in the plan.

Finally, | ask the Council to amend the Proposed District Plan to stop any further
mining (mineral extraction) on the Peninsula.

| don’t want to bore you with all the different sections that need to be changed. Just
please add my voice to the call for an end fo mining. | don't see any convincing
evidence that recent mining on the peninsula has produced prosperity for the
communities where it is happening. | frankly find the legacy of the tailings that we
are leaving our children and grandchildren frightening and reckless.

This is not “our land” to exploit any way we see fit. Those attitudes went the way of
kauri dams and cattle grazing on river banks. Guardianship or stewardship of this
land requires us to find viable alternatives to mining to sustain ourselves.

e | don't want to speak to my submission.
Yours sincerely,

\ '3 Te3" 20y

CW Harrison Date
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Thames-Coromandel
District Council
Whanvamatn Sevvice Centre |

1imeraot - | BRUCE SCOTT - ARCHITECTS (2007) LTD

RBCEAVEDBY: PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS
P.0.BOX 20
WHANGAMATA
Principal: Bruce Scott - Registered Architect Phone / Fax 07/8657361

Mobile 021715419
email: bruce.scott1 @vodafone.co.nz

PROPOSED THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT PLAN SUBMISSION

SECTION REFERENCE:

Sections 44 & 54

We wish to present a submission objecting to the changes proposed to the above Sections 44 & 54

We refer more specifically to Sections 44.9 and 54.8 (Assessment Standards, Matters & Criteria) General
standards (f).

SUBMISSION:

We oppose the proposal to reduce the allowed boundary wall height for garage / non-habitable room from
the current District Plan allowed 3.0M x 6.6M long (Section 513.3) to a rule requiring the maximum height of
2.0M x 6.6M long

The current plan allows a property owner to build a garage / non-habitable building to 3.0M x 6.6M long
which complies with the daylight recession plane rule of 3M & 45 deg. The provision over-rides the yard rule
of 1.5M allowing the building to be built into the side yard (and 3.0M rear yard) without neighbour approval. It
allows compliance with the over-riding daylighting rule and allows the side yard between a garage side wall
and a fence that often becomes a “rubbish” storage area to be removed with the garage wall on the
boundary.

We believe that this negates the opportunity to allow a property owner to build to the boundary to achieve a
usable garage space with little or no effects on an adjoining neighbour while, of course, complying with the
daylight recession rule of 3.0M & 45 deg. The provision only allows for the wall to be 6.6M long which in

most cases is only a short length of a total boundary.

We do not require to be heard or to be included in a joint case of similar submissions.

REQUESTED OUTCOME

We request that the current District Plan rule Section 513.3 is incorporated into the proposed plan.

Bruce Scott Architects (2007) Ltd

i
/

10 March 2014
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel o
COROMANDEL

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)

Full Name(s) Ko her % /(&z % gaxfo/

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address /J&]!‘o(,i‘é. d\j )C‘f'/—&l G e ) 2
Postal Address /é? /;/ZDF /6’f:f ?0( M&?—/ (A (éM
/
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Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993
Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purposc of the Proposed District Pan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right (o access the

information and request its correction.
Page1of2 | www.tcdc.govinz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Submission 585

14" March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

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

My name is Keith Baird and | own a holiday home in Oamaru Bay, Coromandel.

| 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:

o  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,

V4

-
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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@(‘,’\u«{l K (‘) allR andlowna holiday home in CovVOMENC Q/l
Osbovne

| 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:

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

* 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.

¢ 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.

* Wil 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
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.

I look forward to your response.

Yours faithfully,
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From: Anne Duncan [dunochs@xtra.co.nz] o

Sent: Thursday, 13 March 2014 9:45:39 p.m. Submission 587
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Anne Duncan

Address

126 Oratia Plc , Onemana
Whangamata 3691
New Zealand

Map It

Phone
07 8656456
Email

dunochs@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:

| 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 inten%gf%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%l’péﬂ@ﬁ%?aﬁ%%le
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values
expressed by Coromandel communities.

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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission.

e No

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

e No

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

Yours sincerely,

Date

Anne Duncan

13/03/2014
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Submission on the Thames-Coromandel Districthouncil
§

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan 2014

By: Name/Organisation

Submission 588
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O1 By 2

1 am concerned that the Thames Coromandel District Council Proposed District Plan (PDP) does not
adequately protect the Districts intrinsic values; these values, environmental, social and economic, are

appreciated and enjoyed by residents and visitors alike.

As this plan is likely to have duration of in excess of 10 years, | think that it is vital that it provide appropriate
protection of these values for future generations, and the Council is charged with this responsibility under the

Resource Management Act 1991.

Specific points that | oppose in the plan:

Changes Sought:

Section 14: it seems that mineral extraction is being
promoted at the expense of any other
industry/development.

Amenity areas are not afforded adequate
protection.

Remove requirements to restrict other activities in
preference to as yet unknown mineral deposits.
include Amenity Overlay in Policy 1a.

Section 32: | believe that all mining should be
prohibited in Outstanding Landscape, Amenity
Landscape and Natural Character areas.

Amend Overlay Rules to prohibit all mining activities
in these areas.

Section 37: This section does not adequately protect
many important areas including the Rural or
Conservation areas from surface mining, or the
Rural, Industrial, Conservation, Recreational, Coastal
Living or Residential from underground mining.

Amend Table 3 to prohibit all surface and
underground mining in these areas.

Specific points that | support in the plan:

Suggested Additions:

Section 14: | support Objective 3: people, property
and the environment have a right to be protected
from contamination and residual risks posed by
mining activities, and TCDC must ensure that this is
clearly reflected throughout the plan.

People have a right to be protected from
contamination and risks {(including residual risks)...

Section 32: | support Council prohibiting all mining
in areas that have been identified as significant.

Map these areas on private land also to ensure that
there can be no loss of biodiversity or amenity value
in our district, and include underground mining as
prohibited in these areas. Underground mining can
have significant impacts such as vibration which can
effects factors above ground.
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Submission 588

Section 37: | support the prohibited status for Exploration should not be a permitted activity.
mining in parts of this section. Council should extend the prohibited status to
include all conservation, rural, residential and coastal
areas for both surface and underground mining.

In the Plan, Council have acknowledged that mineral extraction is an important and significant resource
management issue for the District, and | consider that this significance supports the creation of a rule
requiring notification (in accordance with S77D(a) of the Resource management Act 1991). Furthermore,
given the economic implications of industrial scale mineral extraction activities for other industries, | consider
that it is in the best interests of the District for broad participation in these decisions. Non-notification in itself
can create economic uncertainty for development and business investment.

| am concerned that Council have not adequately addressed the issues of biodiversity loss, and are allowing
some clearance of indigenous flora to be a permitted activity. | would like Council to either map all Significant
Natural Areas (including ground-truthing), or restrict clearance of indigenous vegetation to enable ground-
truthing to be carried out thereby ensuring that such areas are adequately protected.

Additional comments:

ol was Pouc\.\w Pﬁ o TR %@‘Qa ’%ca&m qﬂo
Dot B pey Yo v 5 b |

/@/(Lm 2RI O PSRN VN S LQM‘K‘C&:LM /<vv\/~— | r\oz.mm\\u

—

Nc o~ mode . Aain 2o .S(«a\.ﬁd V&k £ SC\WMWCJ Link

—_—

Please complete:

=LY, E/{ | could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
Oyod If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the foliowing:
| 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
Oy DN/ If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
OY BN 1 wish to be heard in support of my submission
CON  1am aresident or ratepayer in the Thames Coromandel District

SIGNED:

Please post to: Thames-Coromandel District Council Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan Private Bag,
Thames 3540 Attention: District Plan Manager Don’t forget - Submissions close 5pm March 14, 2014
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From: Suzanne Clegg [thephysio@midwinter.co.nz] o

Sent: Thursday, 13 March 2014 9:46:07 p.m. Submission 589
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Suzanne Clegg

Address

11 Aileen PI
Whangamata 3691
New Zealand

Map It

Phone
07 865 9100
Email

thephysio@midwinter.co.nz

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

« Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining
priority over other forms of development. | oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. | completely disagree with the inten%gf%t}on
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%l’péﬂ'@ggt‘aﬁéi%le
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values
expressed by Coromandel communities.

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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

My further comments:

I am unhappy that some people are willing to risk everything that is special about our area so that we can sell 90% of the mined gold to
India, most of which is used in dowries (figures quoted from Kit Wilson, Newmont Gold). It is clearly a ridiculous situation. No mining
activities are safe. There are always tailings and they always need to be put somewhere. Nowhere is safe from potential earthquakes in
New Zealand and, once our rivers are contaminated, we are in trouble.

Worried about jobs? There are other industries our town could sustain, which would encourage a more permanent resident population with

negligible adverse effects on the environment. But to risk all we value for a few hundred transient jobs? | don't think so!

| would like to speak to my submission.

e No

| 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,

Suzanne Clegg

13/03/2014
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Submission 590

Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 7=

Submission by

Name: /%7&}” /é/ //Z/O@O/' ;
aagress: (70 Thames Cocs? KO//
Phone: /¢ 2 72 (7. Email:

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

| 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.

e | 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.

e 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).

e | 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.

S

e 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 within the
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities.

= —

e

e | 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.

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

e | 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.

e | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
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Submission 590

| 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.

foresT fires

¢ | 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 and the detrimental
effects of historical mining in the District.

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

e 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 these values expressed by Coromandel communities.

s 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:
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.\./ | would like to speak to my submission.
e | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

Signature: Date: 7’3/ /4/ .
P H Wood
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Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning
regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

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

e | 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.

e 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).

e | 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.

e 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 within the
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities.

e | 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.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

e | wantthe 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.

e | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
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| 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.

e | 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.

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

e 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.

e 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 these values expressed by Coromandel communities.

e 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 eftfec!, and the language amended in Secticn 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: 4
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T. do NeT BetLigve THE 'Proposel Destnet Plovn FAIRLY EEFLECTS THE
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e | would like to speak to my submission.
e | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

Signature: [§ M_e(' Date: /7. Meorrch 2214
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Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning
regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

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

e | 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.

e 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 tc 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.

e 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 within the
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities.

e | 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.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

e | 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.

e | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
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| 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 and the detrimental
effects of historical mining in the District.

e Of particular concern to6 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 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 sainc effect, and the language an‘ended iin 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:
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o | would like to thank the Council for thls oppodunlty to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

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

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

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

e 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).

e | 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.

e 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 within the
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities.

e | 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.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

¢ | wantthe 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.

e | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.
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| 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 Disiricf 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 envirohmentai legacy and the detrimental
effects of historical mining in the District.

Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the
presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and
development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of
development. | 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 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’ campalgn 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:
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1 would like to speak to my submission.
I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

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

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

e | 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.

e 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).

e | 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.

e 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 within the
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities.

e | 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.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

e | 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.

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

e | 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.

+ | wantthe 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 and the detrimental
effects of historical mining in the District.

e 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.

e 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 these values expressed by Coromandel communities.

e 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 Coromande! 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:
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¢ | would like to speak to my submission
» | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission
* | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.\/

Yours sincerely, i
Signature: ’ g[ﬂ-#@zpop Date: )g/() 2 ] (7L
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Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

j
\
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.govi.nz

Delivered to:

__Submission 594 ‘
|

Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames

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

Submitter Details

or Organisation (if relevant)

Full Name(s) %l' OU\C?’( Mkd&d@/( DQ}(/C(

Email Address

Pab(vd@vlﬁ @ YA~a . Lo\

Postal Address /D-’( % & S [‘"ﬁ/}ﬁ’@ <

LOMATIAY G

Phone no.
include area code

Mobile no.

02/ 226 3909

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

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

information and request its correction.

.

V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Your Submission |
i

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

Setion 59 - Waorf @ Zore Pute o Visor, Auorvopriibh
§(«’€C¢éccﬂcuy \ b rves‘l—rb('tr\gq o pecmifled achvilh, Jo

& vl pad visies st on st atany @f(g' Time_
Restrchone ot at’/vlfﬂs k\/ (et poratec) n Distad Play 5

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

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

y‘,()éé’,efﬂb hig v(dﬁé\wivftbtt%/ aa@ﬁ@dzﬁfwﬂ sice (796 L/MII‘ e,
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The decision I seek from the Cg?}ls that the provision above be:
Retained |___] Deleted Amended D as follows
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Proposed District Plan Hearmg

T

M [In
Signature of submitter A/ ‘ : Date / = ﬂW 25 ésf

e St
Person making the submission, or aumoﬁse&'ia\signﬂ half of aly organisation making the submission.
Trade Competition

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

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

I could gain an advantage in tr§de competition through this submission. D Y D 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. I:I V¢ D N

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

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

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

o DISTRICT COUNCIL
customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz | www.tede.govt.nz e ]
w

Page2of2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel

District Plan

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 EHE NOL cosovienriionisss
Attention: District Plan Manager

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

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

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.
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Submission 595

Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)
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My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving
reasons for your view)

I support D oppose B/ the above plan provision.
Reasons for my views:
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The decision I seek from the Council is that the provision above be:

Retained D Deleted Amended D as follows:

Proposed District Plan Hearing
I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. D ¥ D N
If others make a similar 3751011, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. @Y I:l N

%ZfW ot 2B = = A

Person making the subm15510n or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition

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

Signature of submitter

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. I:I Y B/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. D Y. D N

Ifyou require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council website www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr
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Submission 596

Proposed Thames-Coromandel

B 5 CORDMARDEL
Dlst rlct Plan DISTRICT COU&CIL

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

Your submission can be:
To CTS

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

0 IAD N
13 MAR 2014
Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council Thames-Coromande! District Goune!
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan Coromande!

Sile No:

Private Bag, Thames 3540
Attention: District Plan Manager

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

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

Submitter Details '
Full Name(s) ﬂ/@.n = L\{/'OV\ B&/ x’VO B\

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address bc’»\v’{"/tﬁm . v AN e\i é) ¥ L/O\ = CO -2
— ) - i
Postal Address 3/2« { ( ' &/I QV\C\IVV\ 24& &%) )

C{)\/a/v\(»\hcf Q ]
Erl:fc:g:a?eoécode ', W, g/(g e g/l A (T) Mobile no. 027 2.5 é é l L: Q

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.
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Submission 596

Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)
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My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving

‘ A
reasons for your view) % o @
I support E/ oppose E/ the above plan provision.

Reasons for my views:
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Retained [ | Deletedﬂ/ Amended I?_I as follows:
J

g  re@

Proposed District Plan Hearing

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.

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

Signature of submitter 3 ¢ - Date 4 / 3 / 20 IT

¥

Person making the submission, or auuorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition

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

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y D/IV/

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. I___l Y D N

If you require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council website www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 1 4 MAR 2014
Submission by é ; D o DL . L z
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Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning
regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore:

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

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

e 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).

e | 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 within the
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities.

| 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.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

e | wantthe 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.

e | support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion.

= SubMigsion 597
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; | oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

effects of historical mining in the District.

contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

UV

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

Su'bmission 597

+ {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.

-_ In.summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and

e |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 smali communities.

+ | want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental iegacy and the detrimental

o 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.

o 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 upholid these values expressed by Coromandel communities.

s ' 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 Coromandei has

~overlays, or other such relief that has the same efféct, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately

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:

e [ j ission.

. lwould i ting-a.ioi

o Siriar-Sabmission.

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

Yours sincerely, /

Signature:

Date: ///9;/20/{
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Submission 598

Proposed Thames-Coromandel

District Plan M anne

THAMES

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

Your submission can be:

Online: www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr e R
Using our online submissions form e ! ;
Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Private Bag, Thames 3540
Attention: District Plan Manager Lo

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

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

Submitter Details - -]
— - = /'«--} ; = '
Full Name(s) ..\_3 o< r/’ I~ /Tl(ﬂl \/\‘( ANV L%CE &C’c/ V”’}'%?

-/

or Organisation (if relevant)
Email Address \/ ‘ C’ \C' { OV\O\J\CQ (D )(;" ((7\ - C(5 > V'\ Z
Postal Address L} ‘ le\(/(k/\\c 6«/ S* ((/( v\ L: Vi ('i g)C

}:zlc]lggeeaxrle%code 67 (g 2,4 l+L; I} Mobile no. Q ’/2 ( ( ‘C) l{,q ' 2

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.
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Submission 598

Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)
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My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving
reasons for your view)

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

As’ L\Q( over\ay V\CAS nNo de‘.ﬁn\{z e(fé’c, + o v
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e decision I seek from the Council is that the provision above be: - ‘ : n _

Retained D Deleted B/ Amended D as follows:

Proposed District Plan Hearing /

£
I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. D Y M

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. D Y M
*- {v I F il e SRt
Signature of submitter A g 4 pbel f) Date Il S RO | l!“

i
J
Person making the submission, oriauthorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition

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

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y M

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. D Y M

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

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

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 868 0234 COROMANDEL
3 DISTRICT COUNCIL
customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz | www.tcdc.govt.nz

..

Page2of2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Submission 599

Proposed Thames-Coromandel ————~=—raq |

Thames-
District Council

District Plan |

RECEAVED BY:

Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

Online: www.tcde.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.govi.nz

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

Submitter Details
Full Name(s) r&x\)\\o\,\ b@\u&\ %f)% \Q\/\

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address L\ ks O\%Qg ‘\ CX’\ Q vA\‘\@\ < QQ . \\BZ

Postal Address _ 00 Q\ \QQV\ Q&o&m QE \
K)\}\f\@/\o@x \/\/\C‘)j\C"\ :))évof |

S Y BLe & 4'3 q Mobteno. N F 29 39 Lo |

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993
Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the

information and request its correction.
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Submission 599

- 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)

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

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

*Pka. \Q_Q_\/\/\Doa)\ DQ '\‘LL \&&&\§eé\ QQW\W\QPQMQ\ 5\3&
P T iea s \tews ey 9 DK Lsan ‘g@\,\g oLy A\
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The decision I seek from thef&mcil is that the provision above be:

Retained D Deleted D Amended M as follows:
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Proposed District Plan Hearing

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. D Y Eﬁ

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. {Z]/Y D N

N
! Signature ofsubmitterWl > Date I — 3‘ A6/ 4

Person making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition ‘

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

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. I:] Y; BN

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. D Y D N

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

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

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 868 0234 COROMANDEL
: DISTRICT. COUNCIL
customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz | www.tcde.govt.nz

Page2of2 wwiw.tede.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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‘Submission 600

Proposed Thames-Coromandel v
COROMANDEL

DiStriCt Plan DISTRICT COUNCIL

Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

Online: www.icdc.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@tcde.govt.nz

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

Submitter Details

|
Full Name(s)  EONCE—  OAMon (D LécTo2 - TE- Modrncdh azp) i
or Organisation (if rel t) .m o WW Ln I

Email Address i”\/‘)[b <@ ﬂm M (1’7"‘ OSE S

Postal Address f@ g"" Q,z" Py
L Uwoi GpmaTlp

whianioe 02 §Ccle2S | Mobiteno. 9272752828

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

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

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

information and request its correction.
Pagelof2 ”H“’H]ll’"“”“ﬁmml Hl MI""’II“'H“N"H www.tcde.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Submission 600

Your Submission

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

The specific provisions to which our submission relates, aslaid out in the letter attached to this
submission.

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

{ I support D oppose the above plan provision.

Reasons for my views:

Please refer to the a_c.c.(.)r-r;pén.}gng letter which forms part of this submission.

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

Retained D Deleted D Amended as follows:

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

Proposed District Plan Hearing

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

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

Signature of submitter W Date ¢ € A""(ﬂ"' Zet, o

Person making the submission, or authorimajto sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition

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

' I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D ¥ E 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

| h) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. @ Y D N

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

THAMES
COROMANDEL

DISTRICT COUNCIL

Page2of2 www.tcde.govinz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form §
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Submission 600

RE: Letter in support of my Submission on the TCDC Proposed District Plan
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

My name is George Ormond and I am a director of a company, Te Mohanga Ltd, which
owns a holiday house in the Wentworth Valley, Whangamata.

I 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 I believe the rules:

Will decrease the income I receive from my holiday home - income I use to offset
expenses such as rates and maintenance.

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.

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.

I urge you to reconsider these rules in your Draft Annual Plan for 2013/2014 and look
to implement a system more like that used by Queenstown Lakes District Council that
provides allowance for holiday houses to better distinguish them from true commercial
accommodation.

I 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 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.
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Submission 600

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.

On its own website, Thames Coromandel District Council (TCDC) has indicated the
District Plan needs “to be simpler, more user-friendly and cut through unnecessary red
tape to help economic development, while still protecting the qualities that make the
Coromandel such a special place.”

The proposed rules related to visitor accommodation are not consistent with these
stated objectives.

I look forward to your response.

Name: George Ormond, Director — Te Mohanga Ltd.

Address: 350 Wentworth Valley Road, Whangamata. (PO Box 52, Whangamata 3620)
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