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Form 5 
Submission on publicly notified Proposed District Plan 

Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Thames Coromandel District Council 

Name of submitter: Ken and Jaine Were 

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 l a n d  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. 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 
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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. 

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 II Overlay Objectives & Policies Section: Section 7 Coastal Environment Objective 

Lawrence cross Chapman & Co Ltd 
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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. 

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 c) 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 II 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. 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 
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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." 

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 MatarangL 

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, 

• 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. 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 
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We do not wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

We could not gain a trade advantage through this submission. 

LAWRENCE CROSS CHAPMAN & CO LTD 

...,. .. 
( , G r d  

c 
, 
i i i, t*rence 

Director 

12 March 2014 

Address for service of submitter: Ken & Jaine Were 
C/o Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

P0 Box 533 

THAMES 3450 

Telephone: 

Email: 

Contact person: 

07 8686 3315 

Graeme Lawrence 

Director 
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SUBMISSION TO THE THAMES COROMANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL ON THE 
PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN (DECEMBER 2013) 

Submitted by 

Bruce Vickerman 
Email - seehigh@slingshotco.nz 
10 Elliot Rd 
RD4 
Paeroa 

Ph. 078624919 

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

• I do not wish to present a joint case with others at  a hearing. 

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

General Comments: 

I oppose the Plan in its entirety as it has failed to recognise my cultural and 
spiritual values as a 5th generation European New Zealander, and my 
connection to the land based upon property ownership and stewardship of the 
land without interference. 

I feel that this whole Plan is a many-pronged attack upon the economic 
viability of one small group of the community ie. Coastal landowners, using 
layers of rules, requirements for expensive ecological reports, prevention of 
firewood collecting, prohibitive fees and permissions, land grabbing by use of 
so-called boundary buffer zoning and a general move in the direction of 
making it difficult to run stock on the land further down the track. 
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We the coastal landowners require proof that there is a biodiversity problem 
and suggest that there is no justification for the planning dollars spent on all of 
these complicated layers along the coastline. Also that the inconsistencies 
show the layers are badly done. 

The Coromandel is 70% bush for goodness sake and there is bush at the 
water's edge on a large amount of the coast. The greatest coastal areas with 

no coastal bush are in and around the eastern coast urban developments but 
the plan makes no mention of the effects of these areas on the environment. 

This brings me to my next point of objection to the whole plan being that there 
is so much singling out of that small group of people (coastal landowners) in 
the name of protecting the environment. But there is no similar attack on 
private property within urban areas based upon environmental concerns. We 
all care passionately about the environment and have an emotional link to the 
land. The stress and emotional stress caused by the production of the layers 

on private landowners is immense and must be recognised and reversed. 

I also oppose the whole plan in its entirety as it denies me fairness and justice 
in its execution by being (possibly purposefully) too complicated to be able to 
fully understand the extent of intent, the rules and impacts on the people and 
its communities. 

Since over 30% of the Peninsula in already protected in DOC land, TCDC should 
focus their efforts on working with DOC to enhance biodiversity in these areas 
in order to satisfy their obligations under the RMA. TCDC could encourage 
private landowners in biodiversity by respecting their property rights, and 
allowing freedom to be good stewards of the land. 

Ch im~e sought - Remove the overlays from private property. 

Particular sections o f  t h e  Plan t h a t  I wish t o  c o m m e n t  o n  are: 

Section 4: Information Requirements for  Resource Consents 

I oppose the requirements for professional reports. I oppose these because 
they will turn into a "clip the ticket" system for —ologists that will be another 
nail in the landowner coffin to no good effect. 
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Change sought - If professional reports are required they must be paid for by 
the party requesting the report - not the landowner. 

Section 6: Biodiversity 

I oppose the use of the WRC SNA maps for the rules related to biodiversity as 
they are inaccurate and unverified (eg. An SNA on our place is a stand of pine 
trees). 

Change sough - remove paragraph 3 Section 6.1. 

6.2 Issues 

Biodiversity is improving (as stated in Section 32 document) so losses cannot 
be attributed to private landowners, 

Change sought - delete 6.2.2 

Section 29: Biodiversity 

29.1 - I oppose the reference to the use of WRC SNA's. I oppose the 
requirement for an ecologist. The SNA's are inaccurate and unverified. The 
landowner should not bear the financial burden of the WRC's flawed process. 

Change sought— remove 29.1 paragraph 2 and all other reference to the use of 
WRC's criteria for determining significance. 

Also remove all other references to the requirement for an ecologist (29.1 
Table 1 and Table 2). 

29.3.3.1 - I support all these being permitted activities, but require additions 

as below: 

Change souht  - Add in provision for landowners to cut firewood for their own 
personal use. 

sought - 29.3.3.1j) - modify to allow the ability to clear 2m from a 
fenceUne. This allows mechanical access where required. 
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Section 9,1: Landscape and Natural Character 

I disagree with the amount of the Peninsula classified as Outstanding 
Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity landscape. These labels have been 
far too liberally applied. 

Change sought — Remove these overlays altogether. 

For Outstanding Landscapes reduce the overlays to only include places known 
to be great public assets, like Hot Water Beach hot springs, Cathedral Cove, 
Shakespears Cliff and New Chums beachfront. 

32.7: Natural Character Overlay 

32.7 Rule 15 - Landowners like any farming operation on private property, 
must be permitted to make farm tracks. These are not outstanding areas and 
normal farming activities must be allowed for sensible reasons. 

Change sought - 32.7.15.1b) - Allow the formation of normal farm access 
tracks and fencing in areas of Natural Character. 

Section 14: Mining 

I totally support responsible mining activities. We need more income 
opportunities brought to the people of the District. Where there is the 
possibility of an economically beneficial responsible mining operation, even in 

areas of Landscape, Natural Character, historic heritage etc., it should be 
considered, 

14.3 - I support this section. 

Signed: Date: 
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IN THE MATTER 

AND 

IN THE MATTER 

SUBMISSION OF PETER PRATT 

of the Resource 
Management Act 
1991 

of submissions under 
Clause 6 of 
Schedule 1 of the Act 

ON THE PROPOSED THAMES COROMANDEL DISTRICT PLAN 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Planners 

Graeme Lawrence 

Director 

P0 Box 533 Thames! Tel 64 7 868 3315/ graeme@lcc-planning.co.nz 
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The Ngaure and Mangiao Block (the Block) is Maori Freehold Land. The Maori Land Court 

(MLC) at the request of the 5 owners ordered a petition of the Block in 1997. 

Coincidentally TCDC was at this time carrying out its District Plan Review and the owners 

(McCaskill and Others) in the Block applied for rights to develop using the MLC partition 

plan as a basis for a structure plan to be included in the Proposed District Plan. 

After several years and a number of trips to the Environment Court, Judge Bollard ordered 

on the 215t of March 2003 the amendment to the TCDC Proposed District Plan to include the 

current Structure Plan (341.2). 

The structure plan technique was used for the following reasons: 

• the land was Maori land in the ownership of several families 

• would involve hapu partitions under the Te Ture Whenua Act 1993 (TTWA) and/or 

subdivision under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 

• subdivision, creation of general title and development of the land was likely to be 

intergenerational 

When the Structure Plan was developed there were no geotech or landscape reports. The 

boundaries had not been surveyed. More detailed information became available when a 

first stage subdivision was being prepared for two lots. Application was lodged April 2007, 

consent granted in June 2007, tortuous RMA and TTWA processes delayed issue of a 

transferable title until 2011 for the 2 new lots 61H and 61G. There are still further stages to 

complete. 

The restrictions in the Operative Plan did not make it easy to find a good outcome for these 

2 new sections. It also became clear that the Plan was in conflict with providing a good 

outcome for further development and in particular the best location of house sites. 

The Structure Plan (341.2) has not been included in the current Proposed District Plan and 

has zoned the Block as Rural Zone. 
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These submissions provide the opportunity to rectify the omission and to provide District 

Plan provisions for the development of this Maori and; to round off the eastern end of Little 

Bay coastal enclave; and provide coastal living to meet the aspirations of its Maori owners. 

This would achieve the purpose the RMA and the Objectives and Policies of the New 

Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS 2010) in particular: 

• encouraging the consolidation of existing coastal settlements (NZCPS Policy 6(c)) 

• recognising tangata whenua needs for papkainga (NZPS Policy 6(d)) 

1 0  ....••. . . .. 

Reasons: The land is last remaining land owned by the Maori owners in their 
Kennedy Bay Tuateawa Waikawau rohe. For Peter Pratt and his 
whaanu this is their coastal papakainga. 

The attributes and features of the land have been investigated and a 
first stage development completed in anticipation that further 
development opportunities would follow. 

The investigations (as borne out in Stage 1 subdivision SUB 2008/77) 
show that the land is suitable for subdivision and development of 
additional houses with accessory buildings and communal facilities. 

The Block has similar attributes as the balance Little Bay settlement: 
• The Block is in Little Bay. It does not extend the settlement into Teeny 

Bay or to Waikawau Bay. 
• The area in the Block for development is within 200 metres of the beach 

with setbacks built into the Maori Land Court hapu partition. 
• The ridge that forms part of the Block is no higher than the built on 

ridges within the built environment of Little Bay. 
• The Block has a substantial cover of native bush and scrub within which 

houses can be nestled as they have been in the rest of the settlement. 

The special attributes of the Block are: 
• the land is Maori ancestral land 
• the land has been retained and used by its owners for coastal 

living 
• the Ngamoko Stream runs along the western boundary of the 

Block 
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a rocky outcrop to the sea on the front of the eastern ridge of the 
Block does not form the headland to the Bay. The owner has 
riparian rights over this. 

Decision Sought 

The land contained in Ngaure and Mangaio Blocks be zoned Coastal Living Zone. 

2 X .  ...•:. ..:.• . .: . . . . . . . . .  .. 

Reason 

The overlays constrain the form, location and style of subdivision on the land in a 
manner that is not consistent with the rounding out of the Little Bay settlement to 
include the adjacent Maori land. 

The overlays would prevent buildings being placed on the stable elevated sites 
recommended by the owner's geotech advisers. 

The land has similar attributes as the balance of Little Bay settlement where the 
indigenous vegetation provides a setting for the housing development. The Block 
does not contain the ridgelines or headlands that envelope and enclose Little Bay 
settlement. 

Management of the vegetation clearance and building design by way of coastal living 
zone rules similar to the current rules for Coastal Residential policy area would more 
efficiently and effectively achieve the purpose of the RMA and the Objectives and 
policies of the NZCPS (2010) as well as the Objectives and Policies of the Proposed 
Plan. 

Decision Sought 

Delete the overlays from the Coastal Living Zone 

and 

Amend the Rules for the overlays so far as they apply to land within settlements 
(Coastal Living Zones in particular) so that houses; minor dwelling units; their 
accessory buildings and community facilities such as whare kai, meeting rooms and 
temporary sleeping accommodation can be erected on the Block as a Controlled 
Activity with matters of control the same or similar to those in the Operative District 
plan for Coastal Residential Policy Area. 
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3.0 : . . . . .  .•...•.•.••••••••••.•. ••.•••• .••••••• .•. 

Reason 

Section 41.2 sets out the primary purpose of the Coastal Living Zone to be a place 
where people can live or holiday in a natural coastal environment. The overlay rules 
together either prevent the appropriate utilisation of the Block for coastal living or 
alternatively create an unacceptable cost with little or no compensating 
environmental benefit. 

Decision Sought 

Amend appropriate sections to provide an Activity status for houses, accessory 
buildings, minor units and communal buildings as Controlled Activities with matters 
of control as set out in Section 853.2 Coastal Residential Policy Area at 853.2.1.3 & 
1.4 Little Bay (see attached). 

Reason 

The appropriate subdivision classification, standards and matters of control are 
those contained within the Operative District Plan or Section 38 Tables 2 and 4. They 
have worked well to create the high standard of development that has resulted at 
Little Bay. 

Decision Sought 

Amend Rule 38.4 Controlled Activities to add under Rule 6.1 Subdivision creating 
one or more additional lots, the words "in the Coastal Living Zone at Little Bay" so 
that the rule reads as follows: 

i f  Subdivision creating one or more additional lots in the Recreation, Road or 
Coastal Living Zone at Little Bay is a Controlled Activity." 

Decision Sought 

Add a new Rule under Rule 6 that requires subdivision in the Coastal Living Zone at 
Little bay to meet the standards for Coastal Living Zone in 38.7 Table 2. 
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. • )  I - . .  . 

Decision Sought 

Any other consequential amendments  or relief required to  give effect to the 
submitters concerns. 

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

We could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

Director 

On behalf of Peter Pratt 

Dated 13 March 2014 
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14th March 2014 

Dear  Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors, 

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

My name is Bridget Gilbert and I own a holiday home with my husband (Paul Edington) in Matarangi. 

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 bytheir 
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, impactingon Coromandel businesses as result.

• Will not change the amenity effects arising from holiday home usage on the Coromandel.
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 Accommodationin 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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Thames - Coromandel Proposed District Plan 
Submission by: 
Liz Butterfield MNLM 
101 Tararu Road, Thames 
lizbutterfield 101 @xtra.co.nz 
8690609 

13 March 2014 

A. Introduction 

The Proposed District Plan (PDP) represents a crossroads for the Coromandel 
community. The Council has set the stage - celebrating our beautiful 
environment, preserving our rich heritage while looking for innovative ways to 
sustain our community. This new District Plan must reflect the societal change 
ahead, an era of high-speed broadband, more flexible workplaces and local 
businesses being better able to compete globally. At the same time, the 
challenge of protecting the unique bio-diversity of the peninsula has never been 
more critical. The peninsula has a long, fascinating history of reliance on primary 
industries - dairy, forestry, mining and fishing to support our communities, but 
often at the expense of our environment. This is no longer a sustainable 
economic model, nor appropriate for responsible guardianship of this land. 

This submission is regarding: 
Section 3: Definitions 
Section 7 
Section 9 
Section 14 
Section 32 
Section 36 
Section 37 
Section 43 
Section 54: 

Coastal Environment 
Landscape and Natural Character 
Mining Activities 
Landscape and Natural Character Overlay 
Contaminated Land and Hazardous Substances 
Mining Activities 
Conservation Zone 
Residential Zone Rule 5, 6 and 10 

B. I applaud sections of this plan that recognise some of the lifestyle changes 
ahead for the Coromandel, including: more flexible workplace and home 
environments; greater interest in small-scale gardens and livestock; and a need 
in every community for more of our vital pollinators - bees. Also, more families will 
need independent living space for elder family members, and many will be 
going solar in the next 10 years, some even returning energy to the grid. I ask the 
Council to retain these sections. 

Section 3: Definitions Dwelling has been modified to include activities 
accessory to a dwelling, including beekeeping and having chickens and/or 
livestock, with a clear referral of management to the existing Council Bylaws, 
which are very sensible. Home business allows for activities accessory to a 
dwelling (such as a service business) and Minor Unit allows for the addition of 
a "granny flat. 
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Section 54: Residential Zone Rule 5 A solar panel meeting the specified 
standards is permitted. 
Section 54: Residential Zone Rule 6 An accessory building or minor unit that 
meets the specified standards is permitted, with a note clarifying these are 
not dwellings. 
Section 54: Residential Zone Rule 10 A home business with the resident and up 
to two employees that meets the specified standards is permitted. 

C. I ask that quarrying not be included in Section 3: Definitions - Mining, Section 14 
Mining Activities or in Section 3 7 -  Mining Activities. 
Mining should be clearly defined as the extraction of minerals or chemical 
substances from minerals. Quarrying creates a material that is necessary for the 
creation and maintenance of transport infrastructure, and for general 
construction in our community. Well-managed quarries are important assets for 
communities. 

D. I strongly obiect to any part of the Proposed District Plan that allows either new 
mining to occur in the District, or any expansion of existing mining, including 
underground mining. A Council with true economic and community vision would 
see that the era of mining (mineral extraction) on the peninsula is over. In fact, 
mining imperils the single most important asset for our future prosperity - the 
Coromandel environment. Lets relegate mining on the peninsula to the history 
books and move forward. Specifically - 

• Section 7 Coastal Environment The Coastal Environment Overlay needs to 
include a rule that prohibits mining. 

• Sections 9 Landscape and Natural Character, and Section 32 Landscape and 
Natural Character Overlay It is important to uphold the environmental values 
expressed in Resource Management Act 1991 Section 6. I would like the 
Council to prohibit all mining activities in Outstanding Landscape, Amenity 
Landscape and Natural Character Overlays. 

Section 14 Mining Activities The Objectives and Policies in this section 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). There needs to be a clear statement about 
the impact future mining activities will have on the unique conservation 
values and natural character of the Coromandel. There are several problems 
with the sub-sections: 

o Section 14.1 Background The sentence - "The District has a long history 
of mining for gold and other minerals"- is true but only part of the story. 
The other side of this coin are the known adverse effects of historic and 
current mining: the impact on stream health from water-flow through 
old mines; networks of tunnels and shafts riddling certain areas (such as 
Bella Street in Thames or the hole that opened up on Queen Street in 
Thames); and the tailings found on the east side of the Moanataiari. I 
would like Council to include mention of the environmental damage 
as part of that background, as well as the long history of protest 
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against mining from a significant portion of the community, including 
iwi. 

o Section 14.1 Background This section - "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 

0 

0 

development of land"-  sounds too much like a fast track for r: 
During the Moanataiari investigation, the community was told i re 
was a high correlation in historic and current mining exploration 
between the presence of gold and the presence of c senic. If tne 
Cc:nci l  wants to take into account minerals in a no n : o r  site, then a 
or t must be made of also taking into account-,,)>,,c minerals, 
pc :ularly arsenic and lead. 
Section 14.1 Background This text needs to be put elsewhere in the 
Plan. "Industrial rock and aggregate is currently extracted from srr 
local quarries. It is used primarily within the local area for access tr oks 
and other infrastructure as part of farming and forestry operations. 
There are options for the resource to be exported outside the District, 
especially by barging to Auckland." I would like Council to move 
quarrying out of the sections grnjrjing. 
Section 14.2 Issues Sub-section 2 states: "Access to mineral and 
aggregate resources can be compromised by land uses or 
developments above or near I deposits, thereby ir g the 
community's ability to provide for its social and economic w neing." 
This statement is based on some assumptions as big as the Martha Pit. I 
interpret this as equating mining with social and economic well-being. 
Where's the evidence? Why isn't Waihi a prosperous town? In fact, a 
strong case has been made for the exact opposite interpretation. Gold 
mining makes a relatively modest contribution to GDP when compared 
to other industries, but has a quantifiable cost in reputational damage 
to our GDP behemoth - tourism, And it is not only tourism that is 
affected, but exported food products, clothing etc., which use the 
clean, green association in their marketing. I would ask the Council to 
amend this section to present a more accurate context for any future 
decisions about mining. 

Section 37 Mining Activities Quarrying needs to be removed from this section, 
including the tables, and segregated from mineral extraction. 

0 Section 37.4, Table 1 In the column for waste rock/tailings storage, that 
activity is prohibited in all but three zones (Industrial, Rural and Rural 
Lifestyle) where it is deemed non-complying. This status is defined in 
Section 1 of the plan as meaning: "The Council n ::y only apprc 
application for a non-complying activity if the on orro effects c 
environment are no more than minor or the a c  ,' , i l l  not be co 
to the objectives and policies of the Plan." I hones don' t  think 
industry, lifestyle block owners or dairy farmers will want a t a r g s  dam 
next door. Where should the tailings be sent - trucked to \ ' i :  over the 
peninsula's current road infrastructure? This table says it's okay to mine 
in some zones, but in 17 out of 20 zones it is pro od to store tailings. 
would ask the Council to take a good, hard look o ' mis. If we can mine 
but we can' t  deal with the toxic by-product, the we have no business 
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g g t a i j j p s .  Mining, including storageof ta iUnsshould be 
Qrohibited in all zones 

Section 43 Conservation Zone It is important that all 'High Value Conservation 
Areas' on the Coromandel Peninsula identified in Schedule 4 are included 
within the Conservation Zone, and mining activities are classified as 
prohibited activities in that zone. 

E. Conclusion 

While gratefully acknowledging what enabled us to grow in the past, the TCDC 
Council must embrace the change needed for the future. This new District Plan 
must chart this new direction and reflect: 

Our strategic advantage: close to New Zealand's business-hub Super City, 
as well as the busiest international airport, and the two largest container 
ports. We will soon be connected by high-speed broadband to a global 
marketplace. 
Our dynamic and creative community, with its solid skill base. 
Our most remarkable asset - our unique, bio-diverse environment. 

Fonterra CEO Theo Spierings said, "If you expect sustainability anywhere in the 
world, it's here. It's Brand New Zealand." Last year Associate Professor Ian 
Yeoman of Victoria University said at an EcoTourism conference, "In the next 20 
years, if you're not clean and green you'll be out of business - the consumer will 
go somewhere else." 

I would also caution that marketing our pristine Coromandel environment at the 
same time as we allow mining invites the scorn of social media. A single headline 
in Britain - "100% Pure Manure" recently threatened to undermine a 10-year, 
multi-million dollar New Zealand tourism campaign. Social media can globally 
lampoon hypocrisy with blinding speed, but can also generate a lot of positive 
approbation for a District that draws a line in the sand and says no to mining. 

For the next ten years, our environment must be our unifying focus. This 
guardianship responsibility must be clearly evident in every section of the PDP. 

I would like to speak to my submission and would consider presenting a joint case 
with others. 

Thank you very much for giv,jng this your consideration. 

C / 
Liz Date 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 
Submission by 

Name: Margie Wood 

Address: 206 Mill Street 

Phone: 078687399 Email: rewarewal @xtra.co.nz 

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 Industrial Mining Activities. 
The PDP does not articulate the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the 

Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

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

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

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

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

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 
'Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL), I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land a s  part of the 
Outstanding Landscape Overlay. 

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

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

I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 
in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration. 

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities. 
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• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 
a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 
must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

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

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

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

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

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

In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 
overlays & 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 Industrial Mining into the Peninsula, as this 
is contrary to the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further comments: 

• I would like to speak to my submission. 
• I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission. 
• I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP. 

Yours sincerely, Margie Wood 

Signature: Date: l2th March 2014 
// 
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