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From: Kay Piper [misssurfandsun@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, 14 March 2014 4:37:31 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Kay Piper

Address

9 Tattersfield Place
Hamilton 3204
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

0211185189

Email

misssurfandsun@gmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining 
priority over other forms of development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of Section 
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.
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• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable 
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.

• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge 

this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

 
In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that 

has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Kay Piper

Date

  14/03/2014
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From: John Norton [John.Norton@lochores.co.nz]
Sent: Friday, 14 March 2014 4:36:54 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on TCDC Proposed District Plan

 Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC

Our names are Evelyn and John Norton and we own a holiday home in Sandy Bay, Port Charles, along with 3 other 
branches of the family.

We strongly oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accomodation throughout the Proposed Thames Coromandel 
District Plan as they relate to renting out private dwellings/holiday homes.

It seems to be some sort of “catch all”definition which will have a seriously detrimental effect on the region and its very 
nature. We are very proud and happy that our family-owned bach becomes a wonderful family gathering place. It is set up 
to house several families – to us that is the point of our bach and I believe we reflect a huge part of what the Coromandel 
peninsula is all about…a wonderful escape where people gather in groups and communities to enjoy nature and each other. 
We are also very happy that we can provide that same experience to others when we sometimes rent out the bach to deffray 
the expenses. It is only for a small part of the year that that happens and we use rain water and some bore water and have 
our own septic tank. The nearest shop or facilities of any sort are half an hour away. How do we possibly impact badly on 
anyone else? The consumption of local resources and amenity effects are no different whether they are used by 
owner/families or by people renting the property. And frankly it is blatantly unfair and wrong to expect or demand that 
these baches be only used part time. Nowhere else are councils expected to provide part-time amenities and our rates as it 
is, give us precious little when we are so self-reliant and focused on nature not amenities. Again, I say it is hugely unfair to 
deprive us of our small income which allows us to keep and run the family bach and which also provides happy, healthy 
sharing time for others.

This ruling will impact badly on the whole of the nature of Coromandel – and turn it into another isolated individual users 
type of location just like the big cities. How wrong can you get it!!!??? Some of the best things that happen at Sandy Bay –
like the Fun day and the sand castle competition are generated from this very community natured, extended family type of 
involvement that this proposed plan is trying to stamp out. It seems to be some sort of concerted effort to turn an area that 
I’m proud to be associated with because it is NOT elitist into a commercial, private playground for the rich. Sharing 
accomodation makes it feasible for people who aren’t as wealthy to enjoy wonderful holidays together and it makes it 
feasible for existing owners to carry on owning these family baches.

As you can see I am totally against this Proposed Plan! Whatever the problem is that you are trying to solve, this is a 
mighty, indiscriminate  club which is going to change the nature of this wonderful area if allowed to proceed as it is.

Please consider amending the definition of “Visitor Accomodation” in the Proposed Plan to specifically exclude holiday 
homes.

Thanks for listening
Kind regards
Evelyn and John Norton

John & Evelyn Norton
MOB: 027 256 4676 (John) | 027 538 3596 (Evelyn)
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From: Blair Clarke [blairclarke.bc@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, 14 March 2014 4:33:31 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Blair Clarke

Address

86 Hataitai rd
Wellington 6021
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

0274174670

Email

blairclarke.bc@gmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining 
priority over other forms of development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of Section 
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.
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• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable 
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.

• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge 

this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

 
In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that 

has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Blair Clarke

Date

  14/03/2014
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Transpower New Zealand Limited (“Transpower”) is the State Owned Enterprise that 
plans, builds, maintains and operates New Zealand’s high voltage transmission 
network (the National Grid) which links generators to distribution companies and major 
industrial users. The grid, which extends from Kaikohe in the North Island down to 
Tiwai in the South Island, transports electricity throughout New Zealand. 
 
The National Grid comprises some 12,000 km of transmission lines and over 170 
substations. This is supported by a telecommunications network of some 300 
telecommunication sites that link together the components that make up the National 
Grid. 
 
Statutory Framework for Electricity Transmission 
 
Transpower's electricity infrastructure is a significant physical resource that must be 
sustainably managed under the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”), and any 
adverse effects on that infrastructure must be avoided, remedied or mitigated. Section 
31 of the RMA sets out the responsibilities of district councils, including at section 
31(1)(a) 'the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and 
methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, development, or 
protection of land and associated natural and physical resources of the district’. 
 
The National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (“NPSET”) confirms 
the national significance of the resource and the need to appropriately manage 
activities and development close to it1. The objective of the NPSET is as follows: 
 

“To recognise the national significance of the electricity transmission network by 
facilitating the operation, maintenance and upgrade of the existing transmission 
network and the establishment of new transmission resources to meet the needs 
of present and future generations, while: 

 
• Managing the adverse environmental effects of the network; and  
• Managing the adverse effects of other activities on the network”. 

 

1 The Ministry for the Environment has prepared guidance for local authorities on how to 
implement the NPSET in plans and policy statements. See~ 
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/nps-electricity-transmission-implementation-guidance-
jan2010/index.html 

SUBMISSION BY TRANSPOWER NZ LTD ON THE THAMES-
COROMANDEL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 2013 PURSUANT 
TO CLAUSE 6 OF THE FIRST SCHEDULE OF THE RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

 
3 
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Section 75(3)(a) of the RMA requires a District Plan to give effect to a National Policy 
Statement. 
 
Resource Management (National Environment Standards for Electricity Transmission 
Activities) Regulations 2009 (NESETA) came into effect on 14 January 2010. The 
standards: 
 

• Specify that transmission activities are permitted, subject to terms and 
conditions to ensure that these activities do not have significant adverse 
effects; and 

• Specify resource consent requirements for transmission activities that do 
not meet the terms and conditions for permitted activities. 

 
The NESETA applies to the high voltage National Grid transmission lines in existence 
on 14 January 2010. The standards in the NESETA recognise and provide for the 
effective operation, maintenance and upgrading, relocation and removal of the existing 
transmission network, having considered operational constraints and technical 
requirements. The standards provide a framework of consent requirements and 
permissions that take into account the policies in the NPSET. The NESETA does not 
apply to new lines.2 
 
It is important, given its national and regional significance, that the National Grid’s 
management is properly addressed in the Thames Coromandel District Plan (“TCDP”).  
The national significance of the National Grid should be recognised in the TCDP.   
 
Transpower welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the draft of the TCDP 
and looks forward to the opportunity to discuss these comments further with Council 
staff as the Plan is developed further. 
 
Thames Coromandel National Grid Transmission Assets 
 
The following National Grid transmission assets are located within the Thames 
Coromandel District (refer to location map in Attachment A): 
 

• Kopu - Waikino A 110kV line on towers; 
• Kopu Substation at Warahoe Road, Matatoki. 

 
These assets are correctly described in section 30.1 Background (Electricity 
Transmission Line Buffer Notation) of the Proposed TCDP. 
 
  

2 The Ministry for the Environment has prepared guidance to assist local authorities with 
reviewing and amending plans to fully incorporate the NESETA. 
See~http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/neselectricitvtransmissionregulations/plans1.html. 
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1.0 GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1.1. Transpower provided feedback on the Draft TCDP.  Much of the feedback did 

not make its way into the Proposed TCDP and therefore some matters overlap 
the submission lodged to the Draft TCDP. By way of summary, the  provisions 
of the Proposed TCDP need to ensure: 

 
• That the NPSET is given effect to; 
• Appropriate recognition is given to the provisions of the NESETA; 
• The sustainable management of the National Grid as a physical resource; 
• The benefits of the National Grid to the district are recognised; 
• Appropriate provision for the ongoing operation and maintenance of the 

network, including ensuring that lines can be accessed; 
• That the existing network can be upgraded in order to meet growth in 

energy demand; 
• The protection of the existing network from issues of reverse sensitivity and 

the effects of others' activities; and 
• Appropriate provision for the planning and development of new lines. 

 
1.2. Transpower is satisfied that the Proposed TCDP will achieve most of the 

outcomes set out above. In particular, the Proposed TCDP recognises the lines 
and substation of the National Grid as essential infrastructure for the district. 
Section 19 Utilities includes strong objectives, which recognise the importance 
of such network utilities for the district and the need to ensure that their safe, 
secure and efficient use and operation is protected from the adverse effects of 
other activities.    
 

1.3. The lines of the National Grid are appropriately shown on the planning maps.  
The policies which follow the above Section 19 Utilities objectives seek to 
encourage the establishment, operation, maintenance and upgrading of 
network utilities, which these comments support.  There are a number of 
amendments suggested however to the proposed policies, to better achieve 
this outcome.  
 

1.4. Similarly, the Proposed TCDP establishes an electricity transmission buffer 
corridor management approach, which is strongly supported by Transpower.  
Since the development of the draft and proposed provisions however, 
Transpower has continued discussions with key stakeholders and refined 
further its transmission corridor management approach.  These stakeholders 
have included Federated Farmers of New Zealand, Horticulture New Zealand, 
and developers and as a result the transmission buffer corridor management 
approach relating to rural areas has been further refined.  This refined approach 
is discussed further in these comments with suggested new district plan 
provisions.   
 

1.5. These further discussions have resulted in a proposed “Area of Management” 
around designated substations.  The 150m Area of Management is not intended 
to be a clear area where nothing can occur.  Rather, it is an area within which 
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Transpower is notified of subdivision, sensitive land use development (such as 
homes, hospitals and schools) and other intensive development so it can work 
with developers to ensure development is appropriately designed and potential 
adverse effects on and from the National Grid are avoided or mitigated. 
 

1.6. These comments on the Proposed TCDP are to both the Plan and its maps 
generally, as well as to specific provisions.  Where appropriate, new wording is 
suggested to assist officers. Transpower would welcome any opportunity to 
discuss how the District Plan is giving effect to the NPSET and NESETA with 
Council officers. 
 

1.7. These comments focus mainly on the provisions to ensure the operation, 
maintenance and upgrading of the existing National Grid assets in the District 
are not compromised.  While no new National Grid assets are planned within 
the District at this stage, Transpower also considers it important to ensure that 
the TCDP makes appropriate allowance for new National Grid assets to 
establish within a planning framework for this eventuality in line with the NPSET. 
Any significant new electricity generation within the district will need to connect 
into the National Grid which could require a new transmission line. 
 

1.8. Overall, while generally supported by Transpower, some modifications and/or 
clarifications are required to the Proposed TCDP in order to address all of the 
relevant general resource management issues identified in paragraph 1.2 
above. The specific changes required to achieve this are outlined in the balance 
of these comments.  Firstly however there are a number of general matters 
which apply to the Proposed TCDP as a whole which are addressed in this 
section.  These are dealt with in turn below, before the comments relating to 
specific sections. 
 

Planning Maps 
 

1.9. Transpower supports the notation on the proposed planning overlay maps 
(overlay maps 36, 36A, 36C, 32 and 32A) of the Kopu - Waikino A transmission 
line.  This and the designation for the Kopu substation fulfils Policy 12 of the 
NPSET, which requires territorial authorities to identify the electricity 
transmission network on their relevant planning maps, whether or not the 
network is designated. 

 
Designation 
 
1.10. The Kopu Substation at Matatoki is designated in the Operative Thames 

Coromandel District Plan.  This designation is reflected in the Proposed TCDP 
Appendix 2 (Map Overlay 32) as “TRANZ 1 Transpower Substation, Electricity 
Substation, Lot 1 DPS 56757, 138 Warahoe Road, Matatoki”. Transpower has 
requested that this designation rolled over with only some minor corrections 
made. 
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Terminology for Infrastructure 
 

1.11. As discussed below in the comments on section 15 Settlement Development 
and Growth, the Proposed TCDP variously refers to ‘strategic infrastructure’ 
and ‘key infrastructure’ and ‘regionally significant infrastructure’. None of these 
terms are defined in the Plan. 
 

1.12. While the Proposed Plan’s approach to strategic infrastructure is broadly 
supported, there is a need for consistency when referring to the infrastructure 
of the district.  While Transpower’s submission in this regard relates to the 
examples found in section 15, there may be others in other sections of the Plan.  
While Transpower has no particular preference used to describe the 
infrastructure of strategic or key importance to the district, it requests that a 
single term is used consistently through the Plan (and if necessary defined).  
However any term used must recognise the national significance of the National 
Grid; i.e. it is not just significant to the district or region.  
 
  

Providing for the Establishment of New Electricity Transmission Lines and 
Infrastructure 

 
1.13. As noted above, there are currently no new lines proposed or planned within 

the district.  Transpower considers however that the TCDP should make proper 
provision for these should they be required in the future, with a consistent 
approach used throughout the district. In this regard, with linear infrastructure it 
is important that there is a consistent regulatory approach along existing and 
future routes.  The resource management issues arising from such 
infrastructure can be reasonably determined across the district as a whole, with 
a consistent regulatory approach applied to deal with these issues.  Transpower 
annually reviews and forecasts the future electricity demand to ensure that the 
National Grid has the necessary capacity to meet the growing electricity 
demand in the country. Transpower is seeking to gain the maximum efficiency 
that it can out of its existing network but in some cases upgrades and 
development of the National Grid are required to meet the growing demand. 
The NPSET requires that this development and upgraded be enabled by the 
District Plan framework. 
 

1.14. Transpower notes that ‘above ground electricity lines’ are variously provided for 
within the zones and overlays of the Proposed TCDP, including in certain zones 
or overlays (such as the Rule 7, section 32 Landscape and Natural Character) 
a non-complying activity status.  In others, a non-complying activity status has 
been applied where certain standards are not met (for example non-conformity 
with the pole height rules in Section 50 Open Space Zone, Rule 8).   
 

1.15. Transpower requests a consistent approach throughout the Plan to provide for 
above ground electricity lines and the removal of non-complying activity status 
(including where a particular standard is not met).  A discretionary activity status 
would be satisfactory to Transpower, provided there is no non-complying status 
attached where related standards cannot be achieved. 
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1.16. In Transpower’s view any non-complying activity status for a new lines does not 
provide for new transmission resources as required by the NPSET.  It can be 
very difficult for large linear infrastructure such as a new transmission line to 
pass the gateway tests in section 104D. Under the NPSET, Transpower has 
obligations to avoid adverse effects on existing sensitive activities, and areas 
such as town centres, outstanding natural landscapes, of high natural 
character, and of high recreational and amenity value where it can.  These 
matters are taken into account as part of the route selection process for a new 
line. Complete avoidance of an area of high natural value may have more 
adverse effects than an encroachment in a natural area; e.g. by the need to 
locate the line close to a settlement or by the additional kilometres of line that 
is required to avoid a natural area.  When assessing the adverse effects 
National Grid infrastructure the constraints, route and location selection process 
and benefits must be considered under the NPSET.   
 
 

1.  GENERAL RELIEF SOUGHT 

1. That the provisions of the District Plan are amended to ensure that: 
a. Full effect is given to the National Policy Statement for Electricity 

Transmission 2008 (NPSET); 
b. Recognise of the Resource Management (National Environmental 

Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 
(NESETA) and ensure that there are no conflicts with provisions of the 
District Plan and NESETA (s44A of the RMA);  

c. The protection of the existing National Grid network from issues of reverse 
sensitivity and the effects of others’ activities through the provision of 
appropriate National Grid Corridors and Yards based on the 
characteristics of the transmission line;  

d. Provide an appropriate policy framework for the development of new 
National Grid electricity transmission lines; and 

e. Provide for the on-going operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of existing National Grid transmission lines. 

 
One way of achieving the points above would be to adopt the relief sought 
throughout the balance of this submission 
 

2. Retain notation on the proposed planning overlay maps (overlay maps 36, 36A, 
36C, 32 and 32A) of the Kopu - Waikino A transmission line. 
 

3. Amend the references to ‘strategic infrastructure’, ‘key infrastructure’ and 
‘regionally significant infrastructure’, and other similar such references, through 
the entire Plan to ensure consistency in terminology. 

 
4. Amend the Proposed TCDP to provide for new above ground National Grid 

electricity lines as no more restrictive than discretionary activities in all zones and 
overlays, including where any standards are not met. 

 
5. Amend the Proposed TCDP to include cross referencing between sections, in 

particular to enable plan users considering development and subdivision 
proposal to understand the full range of objectives, policies, rules and 
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assessment criteria that may be relevant. 
 

6. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 
amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these submissions, 
as necessary to give effect to this submission. 

 

 
 

2.0 SECTION 9 LANDSCAPE AND NATURAL CHARACTER: 9.3 OBJECTIVES 
AND POLICIES 
 

2.1. The Proposed TCDP does not identify any areas of landscape and natural 
character over the existing National Grid in the district.  Transpower is 
concerned however to ensure the objectives, policies and rules relating to 
landscape and natural character properly provide for any future (but as yet un-
planned) National Grid infrastructure. 
 

2.2. Transpower supports the policy approach in section 9 of the Proposed TCDP, 
and in particular expressed at objective 1 that outstanding landscapes should 
remain outstanding and their values protected from inappropriate and 
cumulative subdivision, use and development.  Importantly, this policy seeks to 
protect the ‘values’ of the outstanding landscapes rather than the landscapes 
themselves.   
 

2.3. For Transpower’s part, it is guided by Policy 8 of the NPSET which requires that 
in rural environments, planning and development of the transmission system 
should seek to avoid adverse effects on outstanding natural landscapes, areas 
of high natural character and areas of high recreation values and amenity and 
existing sensitive activities.   
 

2.4. Transpower notes the outcomes sought by policy 1c that, where in an 
outstanding landscape, network utilities shall be located away from ridgelines 
and prominent landforms.  Transpower supports that the policy and 
acknowledges that network utilities may in some circumstances need to cross 
ridgelines and, if so, adverse effects are required to be remedied.  This 
acknowledgement is particularly relevant to National Grid infrastructure which 
is linear: to avoid ridgelines altogether may be practically and technically very 
difficult (if not impossible) and impose significant costs.   
 

2.5. The requirement to remedy adverse visual effects of network utilities crossing 
ridgelines and the examples provided of tunnelling underneath, camouflage or 
vegetative screens are too limited for National Grid infrastructure.  In this 
regard, we are satisfied that ‘mitigated as far as practicable’ has been included 
in this policy since the draft version of the TCDP. This allows for a wider range 
of solutions (ie. not just providing for visual effects to be repaired by way of 
remedy, but providing also for visual effects to be mitigated by way of, for 
example a design solution). The main way of avoiding adverse effects of 
transmission lines is through the route selection process. 
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2.  7.3 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in 
strikethrough)  

1. Retain Objective 9.3.1  
 
2. Retain Policy 9.3.1c  

 

 

3.0 SECTION 15 SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT AND GROWTH 
 
3.1. Section 15 sets out the issues, objectives and policies relating to settlement 

development and growth within the district.    
 

3.2. While it is recognised that the Proposed TCDP provides only limited 
opportunities for subdivision within the Rural and Open Space zones that the 
existing National Grid traverses, it is important that the TCDP recognises the 
potential for other activities to impact on the operation, maintenance and 
upgrading of the network. 
 

3.3. Such an approach is consistent with Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET, which 
require RMA decision makers to manage activities to avoid reverse sensitivity 
effects on the National Grid network, and ensure sensitive activities are avoided 
within National Grid buffers and ensure that the operation, maintenance, 
upgrading and development of the National Grid is not compromised. 
 

3.4. New development, land use and subdivision can compromise the operation, 
maintenance, upgrading and development of regionally significant 
infrastructure, such as the National Grid. Allowing subdivision and development 
to encroach on existing National Grid infrastructure can compromise the ability 
to access and maintain the lines, to the security of supply and result in ongoing 
safety risks.  These effects can occur from the likes of buildings, development, 
operation of machinery3, dust or undermining from earthworks in close 
proximity to electricity transmission infrastructure. Encroaching activities can 
also give rise to reverse sensitivity effects on the National Grid.   
 

3.5. Transpower considers that Issue 15.2.4 does not appropriately capture this 
issue within the Thames Coromandel District context. This Issue states that 
incompatible land uses can cause reverse sensitivity issues and limit 
commercial and industrial opportunities.  Transpower also considers that 
reverse sensitivity issues can also limit the efficient operation, maintenance, 
upgrading and development of key strategic infrastructure such as the National 
Grid.   
 

3 It is recognised that the District Plan does not manage the operation of machinery.  
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3.6. There are a number of objectives, policies and methods which stem from this 
issue.   
 

3.7. While the principal of the objectives and policies which follow this issue are 
supported, Transpower does not consider that the buffer corridor management 
method proposed appropriately responds to the issue of reverse sensitivity on 
significant infrastructure.  Transpower’s approach to buffer corridor 
management has been reviewed as a result of ongoing consultation between 
Transpower and stakeholders. The changes requested to the Proposed TCDP 
in this regard are discussed below when commenting on the relevant parts of 
the Plan.  
 

3.8. As noted above, the objectives and policies relating to settlement growth and 
development are supported by Transpower.  In particular,   Objective 15.3.4 
seeks that settlement development and growth provides for a diverse range of 
land uses and living choices.  Policy 15.3.4e seeks that mixed land use should 
be encouraged where it supports vibrant settlements and does not result in 
undue reverse sensitivity effects.   
 

3.9. Objective 15.3.1 seeks that settlement development and growth uses capacity 
in existing or planned water, wastewater, stormwater and roading infrastructure.  
Policy 15.3.1h notes settlement development and growth should maintain the 
efficiency and safety of the District's key infrastructure including the 
transportation network (roads, wharves, marinas and airfields), water, 
wastewater and stormwater  
 

3.10. While these objective and policy are supported, Transpower consider that the 
objectives and policies need to refer directly to the National Grid and respond 
to the reverse sensitivity issue and the requirement to ensure that the operation 
and maintenance of the National Grid is not compromised.   
 

 
3.  SECTION 15 SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT AND GROWTH 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in 
strikethrough)  

1. Amend Issue 15.2.4 as follows: 

Issue 15.2.4 
Incompatible land uses can result in reverse sensitivity issues and restrictions 
on commercial and industrial opportunities and the efficient operation, 
maintenance, upgrading and development of strategic infrastructure.   
 

 
2. Amend Policy 15.3.1h as follows: 

Policy 1h 
Settlement development and growth should maintain the efficiency and safety of 
the District's key infrastructure including the transportation network (roads, 
wharves, marinas and airfields), water, wastewater, stormwater and strategic 
infrastructure. 
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3. Retain Objective 15.3.4 as notified 
Objective 4 
Settlement development and growth provides for a diverse range of land uses 
and living choices  
 

4. Retain policy 15.3.4e as notified: 
Policy 4e 
Mixed land use should be encouraged where it supports vibrant settlements and 
does not result in undue reverse sensitivity effects.  
 

5. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 
amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these submissions, 
as necessary to give effect to this submission. 
 

 

 

 

4.0 SECTION 16 SUBDIVISION: 16.3 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

4.1. As noted above, there is limited subdivision potential within the Rural and Open 
Space zones of the district which the National Grid traverse.  Inappropriate 
subdivision can however adversely affect the National Grid lines and 
substations and therefore it is important that the District Plan provides at a 
minimum some guidance as to appropriate subdivision in proximity to the 
National Grid infrastructure.   

4.2. Policy 11 of the NPSET requires that a buffer corridor be identified where it can 
be expected that sensitive activities will generally not be provided for. While 
Policy 10 requires that reverse sensitivity is managed and the operation, 
maintenance, upgrading and development of the National Grid is not 
compromised. The design and layout of a subdivision are often key stages of 
giving effect to these provision. If subdivision is inadequately considered and 
controlled it could lead to subdivision patterns that inappropriately limit where 
buildings can be sited on sections, and it has the potential to generate amenity 
and reverse sensitivity issues due to the relationship between the National Grid, 
and subsequent development / land use.  In extreme circumstances, poorly 
controlled subdivision has given rise to circumstances where unbuildable lots 
have been created and/or maintenance and access to the lines is compromised.  
In other circumstances, it has given rise to situations where lines aerially bisect 
lots, thus inappropriately limiting their development potential.  
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4.3. Given the limited subdivision potential within the zones beneath the existing 
National Grid lines in the district, a comprehensive rule and assessment criteria 
regime is not sought in this instance.  Rather, guidance in the relevant policies 
and subdivision standards is proposed against which discretionary subdivision 
consent applications will be considered. 

 
4.4. Transpower seeks in this regard that Objective 16.3.10, which as drafted is 

limited to ensuring subdivision does not result in additional costs to the 
community for infrastructure, be expanded to also ensure that subdivision 
avoids adverse effects on infrastructure.  The suggested wording is set out 
below. 
 

4.5. In addition, a new policy should be added to provide greater guidance on the 
outcome sought of ensuring subdivision is designed so that activities (including 
building platforms) can be set back from transmission lines to ensure the 
adverse effects on and from the National Grid are appropriately avoided, 
remedied or mitigated. 

 
4.  16.3 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in 
strikethrough)  

 
1. Amend Objective 16.3.10 as follows: 

Objective 10 
Subdivision of land does not result in additional costs to the community for 
infrastructure and avoids adverse effects on significant infrastructure. 

 
2. Include a new Policy 16.3.10b as follows: 

Policy 10b 
Subdivision shall be designed to ensure that activities (including building platforms) 
are appropriately positioned in relation to the National Grid to ensure the adverse 
effects on and from the National Grid are appropriately avoided, remedied or 
mitigated. 
 

3. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 
amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these submissions, as 
necessary to give effect to this submission. 

 

 

5.0 SECTION 19 UTILITIES 
 
 
5.1. Transpower generally supports the recognition in paragraph one of 19.1.2 

National Policy Statements, that National Policy Statements have been 
established for Electricity Transmission and Renewable Electricity Energy 
Generation. This paragraph correctly notes that the NPSET seeks to manage 
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the adverse environmental effects of the electricity network and of other 
activities on the network. It goes on to record that the NPSET is accompanied 
by a NESETA which specifically applies to the operation, maintenance, 
upgrading, relocation, or removal of existing transmission lines only.  In 
addition, it recognizes that the electricity network is a matter of national 
significance, as recognised in section 4 of the NPSET.   
 

5.2. Transpower also supports the group of issues in 19.2 which refer to the critical 
role that network utilities play and the need to manage the district’s resources 
in recognition of this role.  Specifically, Issue 19.2.1 notes that while network 
utilities in the district may have adverse effects on the environment, they play 
an essential role in providing services to the district's communities. Issue 19.2.2 
appropriately states that inadequate and unreliable supply of network utility 
infrastructure throughout the district can undermine economic growth and the 
sustainable management of resources, and can adversely affect community 
wellbeing. Issue 19.2.3 notes that the safe and efficient operation and 
maintenance of network utilities can be put at risk through inappropriate 
subdivision, land use and development. 
 

5.3. Transpower supports the approach to these issues expressed in objective 
19.3.1 and 19.3.2.  Some of the policies and the methods (specifically the 
transmission corridor approach) which stem from these objectives should be 
redrafted however to give them proper effect. 
 

5.4. Transpower generally supports the approach of policy 19.3.1b which 
encourages the establishment, operation, maintenance and upgrading of 
network utilities, however the explicit requirement to avoid adverse effects on 
the coastal environment, natural character and historic heritage could result in 
an expectation that Transpower undertake onerous mitigation; i.e. 
undergrounding sections of the National Grid.  
 

5.5. Transpower is concerned with the relatively limited approach to locating new 
network utility infrastructure prescribed in policy 19.3.1c.  This policy requires 
that new network utility reticulation infrastructure shall be placed underground, 
unless: 
 
• A natural or physical feature precludes the establishment or operation of 

the underground network utility; 
• The operation and use of the network utility can only be achieved above 

ground or is already existing; 
• The surrounding environment is likely to be adversely affected; 
• It is in the Rural Area, outside the  Coastal Environment; 
• The utility reticulation infrastructure is for renewable energy generation 

 
5.6. While the intent is understood in relation to piped and ducted infrastructure, the 

policy would appear to reach further than this and capture new National Grid 
lines.  Undergrounding new National Grid lines is not economical or technically 
feasible across large distances and should not be required by this policy.  It can 
also take longer to find and repair faults on an underground cable and this can 
therefore have detrimental implications for the security of electricity supply for 
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a region. The second bullet point of the policy which sets out the exceptions 
goes toward recognising these limitations; however in Transpower’s view the 
policy could be more specific by actually excluding National Grid lines.  
Suggested wording in this regard is set out below.  
 

5.7. Policy 19.3.1e requires that network utilities be developed, operated, 
maintained and upgraded to minimise the generation and/or emission of 
nuisance effects such as noise, light, vibration, odour or hazardous substances.  
Transpower considers that the policy could be amended to recognise the 
important role of integrating surrounding land use to also achieve these 
outcomes.  Suggested wording is set out below. 
 

5.8. Transpower strongly supports the approach established by policies 19.3.2a and 
19.3.2b.  These policies establish the buffer corridor approach, which as 
discussed later in the submission Transpower supports at a policy level in the 
TCDP, subject to the changes to the rules to give effect to these policies. 
 

5.9. Policy 2a seeks that existing and future electricity transmission corridors are 
identified and protected when identifying and managing areas of new 
development.  Policy 2b seeks that subdivision, use and development be 
designed and located to avoid incompatible activities and vegetation close to 
network utilities that may compromise the ability of the network utilities to 
operate safely and effectively.  These policies are consistent with NPSET 
policies 10 and 11 referred to earlier in this submission. 
 

5.10. These policies are also consistent with the proposed Waikato Regional Policy 
Statement (Implementation Method 6.6.2)4 which states that the Waikato 
Regional Council will work with territorial authorise to develop a transmission 
corridor management approach.  The transmission corridor is designed, 
amongst other things, to protect the corridor from inappropriate subdivision, use 
and development and manage the effects of third parties on the safe and 
efficient operation of the transmission network.  
 

5.  19 UTILITIES 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in 
strikethrough)  

 
1. Retain paragraphs 1-3 of 19.1 Background  

 
2. Retain Issues 19.2.1, 19.2.2 and 19.2.3, Objectives 19.3.1, 19.3.2 and Policies 

19.3.2a and 19.3.2b. 
 

3. Amend Policy 19.3.1b as follows: 
 
Policy 1b 
The establishment, operation, maintenance and upgrading of network utilities shall 
be enabled whilst avoiding adverse effects on the coastal environment, natural 

4 It is recognised that this method is subject to appeal. 

 
15 

                                            

Submission 832

Page 3799



character and historic heritage to the extent practicable 
 

4. Amend Policy 19.3.1c as follows: 

Policy 1c 

a) A natural or physical feature precludes the establishment or operation of the 

underground network utility; 

b) The operation and use of the network utility can only be achieved above 

ground or is already existing; 

c) 
d) 

The surrounding environment is likely to be adversely affected; 

It is in the Rural Area, outside of the Coastal Environment; 
e) The utility reticulation infrastructure is for renewable energy generation or 

part of the National Grid. 
  

 
5. Amend Policy 19.3.1e as follows: 

Policy 1e 

Network utilities should be developed, operated, maintained and upgraded and 
surrounding land uses managed to minimise nuisance effects such as noise, light, 
vibration, odour or hazardous substances. 
 

6. Amend Policy 19.3.1f as follows: 
Policy 1f 
New network utilities shall not be located in outstanding landscapes unless: 

a) The infrastructure is subject to a significant functional constraint and the adverse 
effects are outweighed by the overall economic, social and/or environmental 
benefits; and 

 b) The route/site selection process has identified no feasible alternative or it is the 
best environmental outcome. 
 

7. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 
amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these submissions, as 
necessary to give effect to this submission. 
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6.0 UTILITIES RULES 
 

6.1. Policy 2 of the NPSET states that: 

In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must recognise 
and provide for the effective, operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of the electricity transmission network 

6.2. The inclusion of different rule within the different zones is not an effective nor 
efficient method of providing for the development of the National Grid and other 
large scale linear infrastructure. The TCDP contains rules that prohibit electricity 
infrastructure within some zones.  For instance Electricity facilities are 
prohibited within the open space zone.  A Prohibited Activity is contrary to the 
provisions of the NPSET.  Under section 75(3) of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 Councils must give effect to any National Policy Statement. 

6.3. When managing the effects of any new National Grid infrastructure, 
consideration of the technical and operation constraints, the extent to which 
adverse effects have been avoided through the route and site selection and 
method must be considered (Policies 3 and 4 of the NPSET). Under a prohibited 
activity status no consideration of how potential adverse effects have been 
avoided can be considered; which is contrary to the NPSET. 

6.4. While Transpower is not currently planning any new extension of the National 
Grid within the Thames-Coromandel District; it must be recognised that the 
district is growing and therefore new National Grid infrastructure could be 
required in the future.  Transpower can also not predict where new electricity 
generation will be developed and any significant new generation will need to 
connect to the National Grid.  There can therefore be locational constraints and 
other technical constraints that can’t be avoided and it may be necessary to 
locate new electricity facilities (at least partially) within the open space zone.  

 
6.5. Transpower notes that ‘above ground electricity lines’ are variously provided for 

within the zones and overlays of the Proposed TCDP, including in certain zones 
or overlays (such as the Rule 7, section 32 Landscape and Natural Character) 
a non-complying activity status.  In others, a non-complying activity status has 
been applied where certain standards are not met (for example non-conformity 
with the pole height rules in Section 50 Open Space Zone, Rule 8).   
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6.6. Transpower seeks that the zone based approach to manage electricity and 
other linear infrastructure is abandoned and a new district wide Utilities Rule 
section is established which efficiently and effectively manages the provision of 
utilities in a stand alone section.  Any new National Grid infrastructure should 
be no more restrictive that a discretionary activity status from any provision in 
the District Plan. 

6.7. Transpower does not consider that it has the expertise nor right to actively seek 
what the relevant provisions are for all of the utility provides in the district and 
would therefore urge the Council to work with the utility providers in developing 
appropriate district wide provisions. 

6.8. The district plan must also ensure that the District Plan is not contrary to the 
provisions of the NESETA.  A stand alone utilities section in the Plan enables a 
clear statement to be included within the District Plan to clarify the relationship 
between the NESETA and the rules in the District Plan.  

  

6.  UTILITIES RULES 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in 
strikethrough) 
 

1. Delete all of the rules relating to utilities in the zone based sections and 
create a stand alone utilities section(s) in the plan that contains the rules 
which manage utilities right across the district.  It is noted that there is 
already a transportation section. 
 

2. Ensure that provision is made for National Grid infrastructure as required 
by the NPSET.  Any upgrading or development of National Grid 
Infrastructure should be no more restrictive than a discretionary activity 
status by any rule in the Plan. 
 

3. Insert a statement or rule into an appropriate section(s) the plan that 
clarifies that relationship between the rules in the plan and the NESETA as 
follows: 

All electricity transmission activities affecting National Grid assets existing 
as at 14 January 2010 must comply with the Resource Management 
(National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) 
Regulations 2009 (NESETA), and no rule in the Plan shall apply unless 
required to by virtue of a specific regulation in the NESETA. 
 

4. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 
amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these 
submissions, as necessary to give effect to this submission. 
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7.0 SECTION 24 RURAL AREA  

7.1. Transpower supports Objective 1 Section 24 Rural Area which recognises that 
a variety of land uses and developments are able to co-exist in the Rural Area 
without conflict and make efficient use of natural and physical resources.  
Utilities such as the National Grid are an example of important land uses other 
than primary production that occur in rural areas. 

7.2. Transpower also supports policy 1a, which recognises that in addition to 
primary production, other activities can have a functional requirement to locate 
in rural areas.   

7.3. Transpower also supports Objective 3 which recognises that reverse sensitivity 
effects and actual or potential conflicts between activities should not impact on 
the continuing effective and efficient operation of existing lawfully established 
rural land use activities (including utilities). 
 

7.  24 RURAL AREA 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in 
strikethrough)  

 
1. Retain Objective 24.3.1 

 
2. Retain Policy 24.3.1a 

 
3. Retain Objective 24.3.3 

 
4. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 

amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these submissions, 
as necessary to give effect to this submission. 
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8.0 SECTION 30 ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION LINE BUFFER OVERLAY 

8.1. Transpower supports the renaming section 30 to the “National Grid Buffer 
Overlay”.  Transpower’s work with stakeholders indicates that the general 
public understands what the National Grid is while there is some confusion and 
misunderstanding as to what a “transmission line” is.  This heading also allows 
for the inclusion of a rule relating to an “Area of Management” within 150m of 
substations. The NPSET applies to all of the components of the National Grid.  

8.2. Transpower supports those parts of section 30.1 Background which record that 
the existing 110kV National Grid line that runs in the district from Hikutaia to the 
Warahoe Road substation is critical for ensuring an efficient and secure supply 
of electricity.  Section 30.1 Background also notes that the Council is required 
to manage development to ensure that activities in the National Grid corridor do 
not affect the ongoing operation, maintenance, upgrading or development of 
the line or result in any incompatibility or reverse sensitivity effects. 

 
8.3. As noted above, there a number of amendments that should be made to the 

Proposed Electricity Transmission Line Buffer Overlay rules at 30.2, 30.3 and 
30.4  (with consequential amendments to section 30.1 Background) to better 
achieve these stated outcomes and also to reflect recent revisions to the 
method proposed by Transpower following consultation with key stakeholders.  
These amendments are set out below. 
 

8.4. The consultation with key stakeholders has resulted in Transpower reviewing 
its approach to the National Grid buffer corridor management to provide for 
some non-sensitive activities to occur within the corridor where they do not 
affect the network.  In a rural context, these changes are intended to provide 
for non-sensitive rural activities such as barns, storage sheds and horticultural 
structures within the corridor, provided they still meet the minimum safe 
separation distances specified in the NZECP34:2001. Compliance with 
NZECP34:2001 is mandatory under the Electricity Act. 
 

8.5. The buffer corridor management approach proposed here defines two buffer 
areas adjacent lines and support structures; referred to as the National Grid 
Yard and the National Grid Subdivision Corridor. The width of the National Grid 
Yard is based on the location of the conductors (wires) under ‘everyday wind’ 
conditions and the access requirements to maintain the lines. The width of the 
National Grid Subdivision Corridor is based on the maximum swing of the 
conductors in high wind conditions for the type of assets within the district.  
 

8.6. The National Grid Yard applies 12 metres from the centre line of an overhead 
transmission line and 12 metres from support structures (towers).  Within the 
National Grid Yard, sensitive activities (discussed below) are earthworks are 
provided for with some restrictions. Within this area, structures and buildings 
are basically only provided for if they are for a network utility or uninhabitable 
horticulture or farm buildings or structure. Intensive farm buildings, commercial 
greenhouses and sensitive activities are not provided for in the National Grid 
Yard.  
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8.7. All structures and buildings are required to comply with either the height limit 
specified, a minimum vertical clearance of 10m below the lowest point of the 
National Grid line, or the safe separation distances specified NZECP 34:2001.  
There rule provides for instances where is obviously a safe vertical clearance 
without the need to refer to the minimum separation distances under NZECP 
34:2001.  
 

8.8. Non conformity with the earthworks, activity or building/structure rules within the 
National Grid Yard is a non-complying activity under the revised approach.  A 
non-complying activity status reflects a policy position that no provision is made 
in the plan for non-conformity with the rules of the Plan and the importance of 
these standards to avoid both reverse sensitivity effects on the network and 
ensure that the operation, maintenance, upgrading and development of the 
network is not compromised (as required by Policy 10 of the NPSET) and the 
development is safe. 
 

8.9. With respect to sensitive activities, Policy 11 of the NPSET directs that they are 
generally not provided for within buffer corridors.  Transpower considers that 
the appropriate status that results from this policy is also non-complying, in 
recognition of this strong policy directive to avoid. A definition of a sensitive 
activity is also proposed.  This builds further on the inclusive definition of the 
NPSET (“Sensitive activities” includes dwelling houses, early childhood 
centres, Papakainga, Retirement villages, seasonal accommodation, schools 
and hospitals”), to provide an exclusive definition that captures all activities that 
are particularly sensitive to the risks associated with National Gridlines.   
 

8.10. Beyond the National Grid Yard, the National Grid Corridor applies to a width 32 
metres either side of the National Grid line.  The National Grid Corridor controls 
subdivision, specifically to ensure that subdivision design and layout properly 
provides for the buffer corridor.  Where, as is the case in the Thames 
Coromandel District, the context is rural and there is limited subdivision 
potential provided beneath the lines, the primary requirement is to ensure that 
every lot has a building platform outside of the National Grid Yard.  
Amendments are suggested below to the subdivision section to control 
subdivision accordingly. 
 

8.11. Transpower also seeks a specific rule relating to buildings within proximity to 
substations.  A 150m “Area of Management” is sought with a restricted 
discretionary activity status.  This Area of Management allows for such building 
where it is appropriate but allows for a full assessment of effects and where 
necessary the avoidance or mitigation of potential adverse effects.  The 150m 
buffer around substations is not intended intended to be a clear area where 
nothing can occur.  Rather, it is an area within which Transpower is notified of 
subdivision and sensitive land use development (such as homes, hospitals and 
schools) and other intensive development so it can work with developers to 
ensure development is appropriately designed.  For example, Transpower may 
be able to suggest layout options such as the location of bedrooms away from 
the substation depending on effects contours.   
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8.12. Even when a substation is operated within the accepted noise limits in a District 
Plan some people can become sensitive to the noise emitted as the substations 
are required to operate 24 hours a day and seven days a week.  Earth bunds 
and/or acoustic barriers can reduce the potential noise nuisance that some 
people experience around the substations. Planting can also be used to screen 
a substation from surrounding development. Other management measures 
could the locating of stormwater infrastructure, greenbelts or roads around the 
substation.  Measures such as these can go a long way to ensuring enduring 
outcomes that benefit Transpower and our neighbours and manage the 
potential for reverse sensitivity effects. 
 

8.13. Transpower will review the noise level information and other studies that it has 
available and where necessarily will undertake new studies to inform 
discussions with the Council and developers.  This work will take some time.  
Until it is completed, Transpower seeks a 150 metre management area to be 
incorporated into the proposed plan within which sensitive activities, intensive 
development, and subdivision are managed and risks for the National Grid are 
appropriately mitigated.   
 

8.14. Once the investigation work is completed, it may be that this management area 
can be reduced.  Examples of buffer areas or setbacks that have been reduced 
as a result of further engineering analysis is the development at Kaiapoi.  There, 
Transpower and the developer agreed on a 35 metre setback for dwellings from 
the substation with acoustic barriers and other mitigation measures; it also 
included the use of a commercial development on one side of the substation 
boundary to block noise to some of the residential development.  In that 
instance, a 35 metre noise buffer was appropriate. In contrast, the Piako 
substation required a larger setback due to the nature of the surrounding 
environment, soil composition and other factors.   
 

8.15. As subdivision is often a precursor to land use change and future more intensive 
development, including buildings, it is important that the act of subdivision 
considers these matters.  The design and layout of a subdivision are often key 
stages to giving effect to land use. 
 

8.16. In accordance with the revised National Grid buffer management approach 
adjacent to lines and substations discussed above, new rules are required for 
subdivisions.  These rules will ensure that any lot created within a National Grid 
Corridor has a building platform outside of the National Grid Yard and any 
subdivision within 150m of a substation considers the effects on the substation.  
 

8.17. While the relief sought has requested a discretionary activity status for 
appropriate subdivision within the National Grid Yard this is an attempt to align 
the provision with section 38 where subdivision in the Rural Zone is 
discretionary; Transpower would also support a restricted discretionary activity 
status in Rule 4.1.1.  Transpower would support the subdivision provisions 
being included in section 38 if the Council preferred this approach.  However, it 
is considered that having all of the provisions for the National Grid overlay in 
one section was clearer and simpler given the extent of the line in the district.  
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Transpower would welcome a discussion with Council Officers on these 
matters. 
 

8.18. Further, a reference to the NESETA is also sought in section 30 to make it clear 
that no rule in the Plan shall apply to existing National Grid assets, unless 
required to by virtue of a specific regulation in the NESETA. 

 
 

8.   SECTION 30 ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION LINE BUFFER NOTATION 

(all amendments shown in italics & underline and deletions shown in strikethrough)  

1. Amend the title of section 30 as follows: 
 
Section 30 – Electricity Transmission Line National Grid Buffer Overlay 
 

2. Amend section 29.1 Background as follows: 
 

30.1 Background 
 
The only electricity transmission line within the District that is part of the "National Grid" 
is a 110 kV line that runs from Hikutaia to the Warahoe Road substation. This line is 
critical for ensuring an efficient and secure supply of electricity to the District. Under the 
National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 and the Waikato Regional 
Policy Statement, the Council is required to manage development to ensure that 
activities in the transmission line corridor do not affect the on-going operation, 
maintenance, upgrading or development of the line or result in any incompatibility or 
reverse sensitivity effects. 
 
There could be significant impact on the reliability of electricity supply for the whole 
District if the line is damaged or the operation or ability to upgrade it is inappropriately 
constrained. This would adversely affect the local economy. There are no back-up 
supply routes for electricity into the District. It is therefore critical that the line is 
protected from damage and constraint, thus ensuring efficient and secure electricity 
supply. 
 
Outside the National Grid corridor shown on the Planning Maps, the rules in this 
section do not apply.  The area of land that these rules cover incorporates all land 
within a 32 m wide buffer on either side of the centreline of the transmission line. 
These overlay rules do not apply outside of the buffer shown on the Planning Maps. 
 
Work in close proximity to the line shall also comply with NZCEP 34:2001 New 
Zealand Electrical Code of Practice (NZCEP 34:2001) for all buildings, earthworks and 
use of mobile plant. Vegetation planted within the transmission line corridor should be 
selected and/or managed to ensure that it will not result in a breach of the Electricity 
(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 
 
Both the NZCEP 34:2001 and the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 
include a number of tables and figures that illustrate minimum safe distances for 
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buildings and other works and vegetation in relation to different components of the 
electricity supply system. 
 
All electricity transmission activities affecting National Grid assets existing as at 14 
January 2010 must comply with the National Environmental Standards for Electricity 
Transmission Activities, and no rule in the Plan shall apply unless required to by virtue 
of a specific regulation in the National Environmental Standards for Electricity 
Transmission Activities. 
 

 
3. Amend section 30.2 Activity Table and User Information as follows: 

 
30.2 Activity Table and User Information 
 
The Activity Table groups activities under broad headings and provides a rule and section 
number to go to as a starting point. In the table the following abbreviations are used:  
R = Rule                                 S = Section 
 
The overlay rules are part of a hierarchy of rules. There may be zone rules, district-wide 
rules, other overlay rules or special purpose provisions that also apply to the activity and 
site. Where there is conflict between rules the rule hierarchy applies to the extent of the 
conflict (see Section 1 Background and How to Use the Plan for more information). 

 
ACTIVITY TABLE 

 

ACTIVITY 29.3  
Earthworks R 1  
Activities, Structures and buildings within the National Grid Yard R 2  
Structure between 12 m and 32 m of transmission line 
Buildings and subdivision within 150m of the National Grid Substation 

R 3  

Subdivision within the National Grid Subdivision Corridor R4  

 
4. Amend section 30.3 Transmission Line Buffer Notation Rules as follows: 

30.3 ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION LINE NATIONAL GRID BUFFER RULES 
 
RULE 1 Earthworks 
 
1. Earthworks within the National Grid Yard that are a permitted activity in the 

underlying zone and district-wide rules retains its activity status provided that: 
 a) It complies with NZECP 34:2001 New Zealand Code of Practice for 

Electrical Safe Distances, (NZCEP 34:2001) and; 
 b) Earthwork holes that are greater than 0.5 m diameter: 
  i) Are no deeper than 0.3 m when within 2.2 m of a pole support 

structure or stay wire; and 
  ii) Are no deeper than 0.75 m when 2.2 – 5 m away from a pole 

support structure or stay wire; and  
  iii) Are no deeper than 3 m when 6 – 12 m away from the outer visible 

edge of a tower support structure or stay wire; and 
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  iv) Are no deeper than 0.3 m when within 6 m of the outer visible 
edge of a tower support structure or stay wire; and 

  v) Are no deeper than 3 m when 6 – 12 m away from the outer visible 
edge of a tower support structure or stay wire; and 

  vi) Does not create a batter greater than 40°; and 
  vii) Does not result in a reduction of the clearance distance 

underneath the conductors required by NZECP 34:2001, or a 
reduction in the existing clearance if already not in compliance 
with NZECP 34:2001; or 

 c) Earthwork holes that are no greater than 0.5 m diameter are more than 
1.5 m from a pole support structure or stay wire; or 

 d) It is undertaken by a network utility operator; or 
 e) It is done as part of normal agricultural or domestic cultivation; or 
 f) It is for the repair or surface coating of a road, footpath, drain, driveway 

or track. 
 

(a) Are no deeper than 300mm within 12m of any National Grid support 
structure foundation 
Except that  

Vertical holes not exceeding 500mm in diameter beyond 1.5m from the 
outer edge of pole support structure or stay wire are exempt. 

(b) They do not create an unstable batter that will affect a National Grid 
support structure; and 

(c) They comply with NZECP 34:2001, including but not limited to, 
maintaining the ground to conductor clearance distances required by 
Table 4 of NZECP34 34:2001 

 

Provided that the following are exempt from points (a) above:  

• Earthworks for a Network Utility within a transport corridor, as part of a 
transmission activity, or for electricity infrastructure. or 

• Earthworks undertaken as part of agricultural or domestic cultivation, or 
repair, sealing or resealing of a road, footpath, driveway or farm track. 

 
2. Earthworks that are not permitted under Rule 1.1(a) are a restricted discretionary 

activity.  
3. The Council restricts its discretion to matters 1, 2, 4 and 5 in Table 1 at the end of 

Section 30. 
4. Earthworks that are not permitted under Rule 1.1(b) and (c) are a non-complying 

activity. 
5.  A resource consent application for earthworks under Rules 1.2 and 1.4 shall be 

assessed without public notification under Sections 95 and 95A of the RMA. Notification 
shall be served to the transmission line owner and/or operator. 
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RULE 2 Activities, Structures and Buildings within the National Grid Yard12 m of a 
transmission line 
 
1. A structure within the National Grid Yard 12 m of the centreline of the transmission 

line that is a permitted or controlled activity in the underlying zone and district-wide 
rules retains its activity status provided: 

 a) It complies with NZECP 34:2001, and; 
 b) It is a building less than 10 m2 in area, less than 2.5 m high and not used 

as accommodation; or 
 c) It is not a building and is less than 2.5 m high; or 
 d) It is an alteration to an existing structure or building that does not increase 

its height or footprint. 
2. A structure within 12 m of the centreline of the transmission line that does not retain 

its activity status under Rule 2.1 is a restricted discretionary activity.  
3. The Council restricts its discretion to matters 1-3 and 5 in Table 1 at the end of 

Section 30. 
4. A resource consent application for earthworks shall be assessed without public 

notification under Sections 95 and 95A of the RMA. Notification shall be served to 
the transmission line owner and/or operator. 

 
That Under the National Grid Conductors (wires) it is: 

(i)  for a sensitive activity and not involve an increase in the building height or 
footprint where alterations and additions to existing buildings occur; or 

(ii) A fence less than 2.5m high; or 

(iii) Be network utilities within a transport corridor or any part of electricity 
infrastructure that connects to the National Grid; or 

(iv) Be an uninhabitable farm building or structure for farming activities (but not a 
milking/dairy shed (excluding ancillary structures), intensive farming buildings); 
or a PSA structure; or 

(v) Be an uninhabited horticultural building or structure other than a commercial 
greenhouse or intensive farming building. 

That Around National Grid support structures (towers) it is: 
 (i)  A Buildings and structures at least 12m from a National Grid support structure 

unless it is a: 

a. Network Utility within a transport corridor or any part of electricity 
infrastructure that connects to the National Grid. 

b. Fence less than 2.5m in height and more than 5m from the nearest support 
structure. 

c. Horticultural structure between 8m and 12m from a single pole support 
structure that: 

i. Meets the requirements of the NZECP34 for separation distances from 
the conductor; 

ii. Is no more than 2.5m high; 
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iii. Is removable or temporary, to allow a clear working space 12 metres 
from the pole when necessary for maintenance and emergency repair 
purposes; and   

iv. Allow all weather access to the pole and a sufficient area for 
maintenance equipment, including a crane. 

d. A horticultural structure where Transpower has given written approval in 
accordance with clause 2.4.1 of NZECP34:2001 to be located within 12m of 
a tower or 8m of a pole support structure. (ii) An alterations or additions to 
an existing building that do not involve an increase in the building envelope 
or floor space. 

 

2. A structure within the National Grid Yard 12 m of the centreline of the transmission line 
that does not retain its activity status under Rule 2.1 is a restricted discretionary non-
complying activity if it is:  

A. A new building or addition to an existing building that involves an increase in the 
building envelope or footprint for a sensitive activity. 

B. A change of use to a sensitive activity or the establishment of a new sensitive 
activity. 

C. A hazardous facility. 

D. A Milking shed (excluding accessory structures), commercial glasshouse, PSA 
Structure or other buildings for an intensive farming activity. 

E. Any buildings and structures within the National Grid Yard that do not comply 
with one of the following: 

a. A minimal vertical clearance of 10 metres below the lowest point of the 
conductor associated with the National Grid lines; or 

b. Demonstrate that safe electrical clearance distances are maintained in 
accordance with Sections 2 and 3 of the New Zealand Electrical Code of 
Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 34:2001. 

F.  Any building or structure within the National Grid Yard that does retain its activity 
status under Rule 2.1 

.  
3. The Council restricts its discretion to matters 1-3 and 5 in Table 1 at the end of Section 

30. 
4. A resource consent application for earthworks Activities, Structures and Buildings 

within the National Grid Yard12 shall be assessed without public notification under 
Sections 95 and 95A of the RMA. Notification shall be served to the transmission line 
owner and/or operator. 

 
NOTE   
1. Compliance with the NZECP 34:2001 is mandatory for all buildings, earthworks and 

use of mobile plant within close proximity to all electric lines. Compliance with the 
District Plan does not ensure compliance with NZECP 34:2001. 
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2. Vegetation planted within the transmission line corridor should be selected and/or 
managed to ensure that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the Electricity 
(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 

 
 
RULE 3 Structure between 12 m and 32 m from transmission line 
  
1. A structure located at any point between 12 m and 32 m from the centreline of the 
transmission line that is a permitted or controlled activity in the underlying zone and district-
wide rules retains its activity status provided it complies with NZECP 34:2001. 
  
2. A structure located at any point between 12 m and 32 m from the centreline of the 
transmission line that does not retain its activity status under Rule 3.1 is a restricted 
discretionary activity.  
  
3. The Council restricts its discretion to matters 1-3 and 5 in Table 1 at the end of Section 
30. 
  
4. A resource consent application for earthworks shall be assessed without public notification 
under Sections 95 and 95A of the RMA. Notification shall be served to the transmission line 
owner and/or operator. 
 
RULE 3 Buildings and subdivision within 150 of a designated National Grid substation 
 
1. Any building within 150 metres of the secured yard of a designated National Grid 

substation is a restricted discretionary activity. 
2. The Council restricts its discretion to matters 1, 2, 3 and 5 in Table 1 at the end of Section 

30. 
3. A resource consent application for a building under Rule 3.1 shall be assessed without 

public notification under Sections 95 and 95A of the RMA. Notification shall be served to 
the National Grid owner and/or operator. 

 
RULE 4 Subdivision within the National Grid Subdivision Corridor 
 
1. Subdivision within the National Grid Subdivision Corridor Yard is a discretionary activity 

providing that a building platform is identified on all lots created that is completed outside 
of the National Grid Yard. 

2. Any subdivision that is not a discretionary activity under Rule 4.1 is a non complying 
activity. 
 

A resource consent application for a building under Rule 4 shall be assessed without public 
notification under Sections 95 and 95A of the RMA. Notification shall be served to the 
National Grid owner and/or operator. 
 
 
5. Amend section 30.4 Transmission Line Buffer Notation Assessment Matters and 

Criteria as follows: 
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30.4 ASSESMENT MATTERS AND CRITERIA 
 
Table 1 - Restricted Discretionary Activity Matters  
Matter Assessment Criteria 

 
1. 

 
Effects of the 
standard(s) rules that 
are not met. 

 
a) 

 
Whether actions, if any, taken to avoid, remedy, 
or mitigate the effects of not meeting the 
standard(s) are effective. 

 
b) 

 
The extent to which the proposed development 
enables appropriate separation distances 
between the National Grid and activities sensitive 
to the National Grid. 

 
c) 

 
The results of any detailed investigations to 
determine appropriate separation distances 
between activities sensitive to the National Grid 
land the National Grid.  

 
2. 

 
Electrically safe 
distances for 
structures and 
people 

 

a) 
 
Whether the activity complies with NZECP34:2001 

 
b) The extent to which electrical hazards may 

affect public or individual safety, and risk of 
property damage. 

 
3. 

 
The location, 
height, scale, 
orientation and use 
of structures 

 
a) Whether the structure creates a risk to the 

structural integrity of the transmission National 
Grid line. 

 
b) The extent to which the structure affects the 

ability of the transmission National Grid line 
owner and/or operator to operate, maintain and 
upgrade the National Grid transmission network; 

 
4. 

 
The location, scale 
and duration of 
earthworks 
  

 
a) Whether the earthworks create a risk to the 

structural integrity of the transmission line 
National Grid 

  

       
  

 
b) 

 

The extent to which the earthworks affect the 
ability of the transmission National Grid line 
owner and/or operator to operate, maintain, 
access and upgrade the transmission network 
National Grid line and substation;. 

 
29 

Submission 832

Page 3813



 
c) Whether mobile machinery near the National Grid 

transmission line corridor puts the operation of the 
line's integrity at risk. 

 
5. 

 
Outcomes of any 
consultation with the 
Technical advice 
provided by the 
relevant line owner 
and/or operator 

 
a) 
 
 

 
Whether the line owner and/or operator approves 
of the activity. 
  

b) 
 
Any technical advice provided. 

 

6. Amend section 3 Definitions to insert the following: 
 

National Grid Yard (shown in red in the diagram below) means:  

• the area located 12 metres in any direction from the outer visible edge of an 
National Grid support structure foundation; or 

• the area located 12 metres either side of the centreline of an overhead National 
Grid line on towers;  

 
 

National Grid Corridor means all of the area in the National Grid Yard, National Grid 
Subdivision Corridor and within 150m of the secured yard a National Grid designated 
substation. 
 
National Grid Subdivision Corridor (shown in green in the diagram above) means: 
the area within 32m measured either side of the centreline of above ground National 
Grid line.  

 
Note: 
The National Grid Corridor and National Grid Yard do not apply to underground cables 
or any transmission lines (or sections of line) that are designated. The measurement of 
setback distances from National Grid electricity lines shall be taken from the centre line 
of the National Grid line and the outer visible edge of any support structure foundation. 
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The centre line at any point is a straight line between the centre points of the two support 
structures at each end of the span. 

 
Sensitive Activity means the following activities where they occur within the National  
Grid Corridor: 

• Dwelling; 
• Minor Unit 
• Early childhood centre; 
• Papakainga; 
• Residential Care facility; 
• School; 
• Hospital. 

 
7. Retain the definition for Building 

means any structure, whether temporary or permanent, movable or immovable, but 
excludes any of the following:  

• Structure no higher than 1.5 m; 
• Structure no greater than 0.3 m wide (maximum horizontal dimension), and no 

higher than an additional one third of the maximum permitted height or HRB 
standard in the applicable rule; 

• A vehicle that can be legally driven/towed to a different location on request; 
• A tent/marquee without a foundation not erected permanently; 
• One freestanding enclosed structure no greater than 10 m2 and 2.5 m high; 
• Minor gardening/landscaping structures less than 2.5 m high (e.g. pergola, 

trellis); 
• Structure authorised by the Council or Waikato Regional Council for erosion 

control or flood protection; 
• Fence no higher than 2 m from the lowest adjoining ground level; 
• Electromagnetic dish (e.g. for communications, TV). 

 
8. Retain the definition for Hazardous Facilities 

means a site involving hazardous substances, including vehicles for their transport and 
sites where these substances are used, stored, handled and disposed of. 
 
Hazardous facilities do not include the incidental use and storage of hazardous 
substances in minimal domestic scale quantities, retail outlets for domestic scale usage 
of hazardous substances (i.e. hardware shops, home garden centres), fuel in motor 
vehicles, boats and small engines, gas and oil pipelines, trade waste sewers and waste 
treatment and disposal facilities. 
 

9. Retain the definition for Intensive Farming. 
Intensive Farming means a primary production activity which does not rely on the 
productive capacity of soil on site and is predominantly carried out in buildings, sheltered 
enclosures, structures or tanks. Examples of intensive farming may include farming of 
the following:  
 

• Mushrooms; 
•  Fish/shellfish/aquatic organisms; 
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•  Poultry; 
•  Weaner pigs stocked at a rate of more than 10 pigs per hectare; 
• Rabbits. 

 

10. Retain the definition for Minor Upgrading of an Electricity or Telecommunication 
Line 

means an increase in the carrying capacity, efficiency or security of an electrical or 
telecommunication operation that uses the existing support structures, or structures with 
a similar scale, character, bulk and form. It includes maintenance, limited upgrading and 
replacement 
  
Examples of minor upgrading include:  

• The addition of circuits and conductors; 

• The re-conducting of the line with higher capacity conductors; 

• The re-sagging of conductors; 

• The bonding of conductors; 

• The addition of longer or more efficient insulators; 

• The addition of earth wires which may contain telecommunication lines, 
earthpeaks and lightning rods; 

• The addition of electrical fittings; 

• Tower replacement in the same location or within the existing alignment 
of the transmission line corridor; 

• The replacement of existing cross arms with cross arms of an 
alternative design; 

• An increase in support structure height required to comply with the New 
Zealand Electrical Code of Practice 34:2001 (NZECP 34:2001). 

 
Minor upgrading does not include an increase in the voltage of the line over 33 kV unless the 
line has been constructed to operate at the higher voltage but has been operating at a reduced 
voltage. 

 

11. Adopt any other such relief, including additions, deletions or consequential 
amendments necessary as a result of the matters raised in these submissions, as 
necessary to give effect to this submission. 

 

9.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
9.1. The National Grid is recognised as a nationally significant physical 

resource.  Particular provisions are required in the TCDP to protect and provide 
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for this resource.  Having reviewed the Proposed TCDP, Transpower considers 
that the NPSET has not been fully given effect to and has requested a number 
of amendments around this issue. The Plan must also recognise the provisions 
of the NESETA. These two national documents require that the appropriate 
provision made for the ongoing operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of the network. Specific amendments are proposed to the draft 
electricity transmission line buffer notation to ensure these follow the outcome 
of recent and ongoing consultation between Transpower and key stakeholders. 
 

9.2. Transpower thanks the Council for the opportunity to comment on the 
Proposed TCDP and welcomes any opportunity to discuss these comments 
further with the Council or be heard in support of them. 

 
 
DATED 14 March 2014 
 
Signature for and on behalf of 
Transpower New Zealand Limited: 
 
 

 
___________________________ 
Jo Young 
Planner 
 
 
Address for Service:  Boffa Miskell Limited 
    Level 3, IBM Centre, 82 Wyndham Street 
    PO Box 91250 
    AUCKLAND 1142 
 
    Attn: Jo Young 
 
    Tel: 09 359 5325 
    Email: jo.young@boffamiskell.co.nz 
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Attachment A: Thames Coromandel District National Grid 
Transmission Assets  
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Section 7 Coastal Environment 
 
North and South Boulder Banks, Slipper Island. 
SLIPPER ISLAND 
 
The Boulder Banks on Slipper Island are a significant coastal landscape and they form a unique coastal 
structure.  
 
I note (section 7.1.2) states : The District is a diverse area, with breath-taking scenery, dramatic 
landscapes, a nationally significant surf break and world-class beaches along its 400 km coastline. 
The boulder beaches of the island are unique to the region and possibly the only one of its kind in New 
Zealand. In Nelson, NZ , is an example of a boulder bank, albeit  of a different scale. 
 
I note (section 7.1.2) states: The Coastal Environment also contains indigenous ecosystems and 
habitats that are particularly sensitive to modification. The boulder beaches on the island are the few 
remaining habitat areas suitable for lizards, in particular the lizard species Leiolopisma smithi.  
 
I note (section 7.2.1) states: The protection, preservation, restoration and enhancement of the special 
values and characteristics of the Coastal Environment need to be carefully balanced with meeting 
people’s inherent interest in using the Coastal Environment as a place to work, live and play. The 
north and south boulder banks of Slipper Island have merit to be included in the Coastal Planning Overlay. 
 
I agree with and support Objective 1 Subdivision, use and development in the Coastal Environment:  
 
• Maintains the integrity, form, functioning and resilience of the Coastal Environment. Any earthworks 

related to farming activities or other uses, on the island must be with the intent to maintain the integrity, 
form and function of these significant coastal structures. Removal of any boulders must be prohibited. 

 
• Preserves the natural character, natural features and landscape values of the Coastal 

Environment. Recognition of the natural landscape values, and role in the coastal environment, is  
required to give protection to  the north and south boulder banks on the island. 

 
• Recognises the relationship of tāngata whenua with the Coastal Environment. Local iwi. 
 
• Protects and enhances historic heritage values. Natural coastal features are always at risk of 

intentional and unintentional damage, especially by humans desire to remould and develop the landscape. 
Every boulder removed from the boulder bank is a step towards its destruction. By including these boulder 
bank coastal structures in the coastal environment overlay provides them with protection. 

 
I propose that the north and south boulder banks (beaches) on Slipper Island be included in the proposed 
District Plan Coastal Environment Overlay. (Planning Map: 30 Slipper Island). 
 
I believe there should be an opportunity to go further into these submission points. 
 
 
Submitter: 
James Needham 
Slipper Island Resident and Owner 
136 Orakei Road 
Remuera 
Auckland 
jamieneedham@gmail.com 
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Proposed Thames - Coromandel District Council Plan 
SLIPPER ISLAND 
 
Section 8 Historical Heritage 
 
Introductory Comments 
 
There is clear and abundant evidence, principally in the form of artefacts, present on Slipper Island for 
significant levels of early settlement by Polynesians (particularly at sites U12/5, U12/9 and U12/12). 
Moreover, the archaeological remains and Maori traditional history show that occupation of the island was 
continuous until the late pre-European period, or even the early post-European. The landscape and the sites 
within it remain well-preserved, particularly compared to many areas on the mainland (especially at the 
Tairua harbour area). This gives the sites on the island, individually and as a group, a high level of 
significance, not only regionally but nationally. As a group the archaeological sites on Slipper Island form a 
significant cultural heritage landscape and so merit protection through the Thames-Coromandel District Plan. 
 
“Archaeological deposits of such an early date have high archaeological values and are highly significant at 
a national level. Also, they have international significance for the information they contain about the 
settlement of Oceania.”(Gumbley and Hoffmann 2009) 
 
 
Section 8.1 BACKGROUND 
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.1.1) states: The New Zealand Historic Places Act provides 
‘blanket’ protection to all pre-1900 archaeological sites. This protection did not prevent unauthorised 
works on Lots 16 & 17 site U12/9 in South Bay forming part of a recent proposed subdivision and a small 
investigation was required.  
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.1.1) states: The District Plan provides an additional layer of 
recognition and protection for “significant” archaeological sites and Sites identified on the Planning 
Maps. The sites on Slipper Island (planning Map 30) require this additional layer of protection and 
preservation of the sites. 
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.1.1) states: Many parts of the District have not been surveyed 
and more information may become available in the future. Archaeological sites at Slipper Island 
recorded by Atwell et al (1975), Rowland (1978) as well as archaeological investigations by others in the 
1960’s and 1970’s have determined that this was a place of early Polynesian settlement. Apart from the 
Warren Gumbley report (2001) prepared for the Slipper Island subdivision RMA20010301, there has not 
been any further study on these significant sites.  An updated site assessment stating the condition of the 
sites and identifying threats to all  of the sites is critically required. 
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.1.2) states: Historic Heritage Items have been assessed as 
meeting the “Criteria for Determining Significance of Natural and Cultural Heritage Resources for 
Protection” as set out in the RPS. The sites on Slipper Island individually and as a group rate well against 
these criteria. 
 
Section 8.2 ISSUES 
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.2.1) states: Inappropriate subdivision, use and development 
can destroy, damage or modify an archaeological site… and result in the loss of important historic 
and cultural heritage values… The sites on Slipper Island are at risk as determined by the 2009 damage 
report of site U12/9 South Bay. Also by damage of potential earthworks associated with farming and/or 
damage by stock. 
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.2.2) states: Lack of knowledge or lack of recognition of the 
existence or value of an archaeological site; of a maori cultural site and result in the loss of 
important and cultural heritage values, adversely affecting the relationship of tāngata whenua with 
that area. The early Polynesian settlement site U12/9 South Bay is also an urupa (Burial Ground). It has 
been recommended that all of the beach archaeological site U12/9 be placed under formal protection. 
 
 
8.3 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
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Archaeological Sites; Maori Cultural Sites 
 
I agree with and support Objective 1: Historical and cultural values of archaeological sites and Māori 
cultural sites are maintained to retain the identity and integrity of the Districts’s history and culture. 
The sites on Slipper Island require additional forms of protection under the TCDC District Plan. I believe and 
agrees with, the view of Peter Johnston - Ngati-Hei Trust, that the entire island needs to have an historic 
designation or status placed over it, to ensure the sanctity of all the sites regardless of where they are 
located. 
 
I agree with and support Policy 1a: Land disturbance activities shall be managed to avoid modification, 
destruction or damage to the historic and cultural heritage values of known archaeological sites, and 
Maori cultural sites.  It must be recognised that proposed Public Picnic Facilities and public use of Slipper 
Island Reserve Lot 3 DP 402362 Home Bay, and use of any other Esplanade Reserve areas at Slipper 
Island, potentially places significant archaeological sites at risk of damage by foot traffic and forbidden 
fossicking. 
 
I agree with and support Policy 1b: Any unidentified or unknown archaeological sites or Māori Cultural 
site, where land disturbances occurs, shall be managed in a way that avoids damage or destruction 
until the site or area’s historic or cultural heritage value is assessed.  It is highly likely unrecorded sites 
of significant archaeological value on Slipper Island are at risk of unintentional and intentional disturbance 
and damage. 
 
I agree with and support Objective 2: Subdivision, use and development shall maintain the relationship 
of Māori with archaeological sites, and Māori cultural sites. Local iwi are to be included in any 
management plan or restoration of sites planning, an example being beach midden sand dune replanting. 
 
I agree with and support Policy 2a: Subdivision, use and development shall provide for the protection 
of historic and cultural heritage values of archaeological sites and Māori cultural sites and the 
relationship of iwi and hapū with those sites. Slipper Island subdivision RMA20010301 consent condition 
for three areas containing Maori pa sites (U12/2, U12/3 and U12/4) are subject to conservation covenant 
6030870.4. However, monitoring and enforcement of this covenant is poor, moreover there is no reserve 
committee or management plan for these areas or the other reserves on the island. 
 
I agree with and support Objective 3: The District’s historical identity is maintained and enhanced. The 
sites on Slipper Island, individually and as a group, are not only highly significant at a regional level, are also 
significant on a national level. Currently, as events have shown, these are at risk. 
 
8.4 NON-REGULATORY METHODS 
 
I note the proposed District Plan (section 8.4.1) states: The council will have an up to date heritage 
strategy. I believe the TCDC must include the recorded NZAA sites on Slipper Island in schedule A1.1 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES SCHEDULE Table 1 - Archaeological Sites under the proposed District Plan 
to provide an up to date heritage data base.  
 
A1.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES SCHEDULE 
 
I agree with and support proposed District Plan (A1.1) that states: Historic heritage cannot be replicated 
or replaced, as it is a result of past human activity, and consequently is susceptible to any physical 
change that may reduce or destroy the qualities that contribute to its significance. Landowners may 
unwittingly damage heritage values, such as through additions and alterations to buildings or siting 
fences on archaeological sites. The settlement in Home Bay is build on and around the highly significant 
site U12/5 where evidence for early Polynesian settlement has been found. This area is under constant 
threat of being disturbed and damaged. An unrecorded minnow lure “Te Taonga O Nora” discovered by  
Slipper Island Resident Nora Needham, was as a result of earthworks around the vicinity of site U12/5. 
 
 
 
 
I propose the following archaeological sites are included in the District Plan Archaeological Sites Schedule 
(Planning Map 30: Slipper Island): 
 
Slipper Island New Zealand Archaeological Association site records: 
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NZAA site number: U12/1 Pa 
Description of site: Ridge-crest pa at Fortress Point overlooking eastern Bay. L-shaped ditch, several 
undoubted pits and a number of terraces. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/2 Pa (Conservation Covenant (D) (Lot 15)) 
Description of site: Headland pa at south end of South Bay. Single ditch system, central platform with 
terraces and possible pits. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/3 Pa (Conservation Covenant (F) (Lot 14) (Lot 4 DP402362)) 
Description of site: Headland pa, south end of Home Bay. Two transverse ditches and several terraces. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/4 Pa (Conservation Covenant (E) (Lot 17)) 
Description of site: Headland pa, northern end of South Bay. Double ditch and bank system with inner 
terraces surrounding a central platform. One pit outside the outer ditch and a number inside. Shell midden 
and obsidian. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/5 Midden/Workshop Area 
Description of site: Inland of present sand dunes, covers and area of at least 1,700 sq.m, Non concentrated 
and dispersed. Shellfish, Mayor Island Obsidian and Tahanga basalts. Utilised bone, fishhooks and fishhook 
tabs. 
 
Home Bay settlement of house and associated farm buildings partly cover the midden. Midden is exposed 
around the house, under fence lines and in the cattle race running from the house to Home Bay wharf. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/6 Pa 
Description of site: Ridge crest pa on western cliff face, northwest of North Swamp, overlooking Home Bay. 
Probably L-shaped ditch associated with terraces and pits. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/7 Pa 
Description of site: Pa at end of high spur, north end of crater Bay. Terraces and four pits plus two 
transverse ditches. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/8 Pa 
Description of site: Headland pa on south east portion of Island. Two transverse ditches, platforms, terraces, 
pit and midden. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/9 Midden / Oven 
Description of site: Shell midden extends along South Bay and sand dunes. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/10 Pit/Terrace 
Description of site: Boulder strewn terraces on slope looking over south swamp 
 
NZAA site number: U12/11 Agricultural / Pastoral 
Description of site: Stone wall remains. Possibly European? Located to the east of swamp pa U12/17. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/12 Midden / Oven 
Description of site: Shell midden above boulder beach north of Home Bay. 
 
NZAA site number: U12/17 Pa 
Description of site: Possible swamp pa.  
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion comments 
 
This group of archaeological sites on Slipper Island form a significant cultural landscape at a regional and 
national level. 
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I propose the above listed NZAA sites, that have clear and abundant evidence of early Polynesian 
settlement, are included in the TCDC proposed District Plan Archaeological Sites Schedule. This is to 
provide an additional layer of recognition and protection.  
 
I believe that there should be an opportunity, including the subsequent hearing, to go into these submission 
points in more detail. 
 
I wish to be heard  at the hearing. 
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Section 9 Landscape and Natural Character 
 
Preservation of the natural character of the Coastal Environment, Slipper Island. 
 
Introduction 
 
The landscape and natural character of the Coromandel Peninsula are some of it’s most important values 
that require protection and preservation. Islands in particular provide unique opportunities to become 
breeding sanctuaries for many native flora and fauna. Slipper Island has is own unique marine eco-system 
and biodiversity. The use and development by humans (from early Polynesian settlement, historical Māori 
occupation, and more recent Europeans) on Slipper Island have modified, degraded and altered the 
appearance of naturally functioning ecosystems, especially rare and vulnerable ecosystems such as it’s 
coastal wetlands and sand dunes. 
 
Overlay and Planning Maps 
 
I note (section 9.1.2) states: 
Outstanding Landscapes 
Section 6(b) of the RMA identifies “the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes 
from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development” as a matter of national importance.  The RPS 
also has policy and methods to identify and protect this. Landscape values are a reflection of both 
the biophysical environment and people's perception of that environment. Slipper Island has been 
rated “Outstanding Landscape” Landscape Unit:76 East Coast Islands. 
 
I note (section 9.1.4) states: 
Natural Character 
Section 6(a) of the RMA identifies "the preservation of the natural character of the Coastal 
Environment (including the coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, 
and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development" as a matter of 
national importance. Slipper Island should also be assessed and rated with “Natural Character”. this is 
provide an additional layer of protection of its Coastal Environment. 
 
I note (section 9.1.4) states: 
The Natural Character Overlay in the Plan encompasses areas with outstanding and high natural 
character….Additional policy is included to address opportunities for restoration and enhancement 
of these areas. An opportunity to address the restoration and enhancement, and protection of the island’s 
Biodiversity is critically required. 
 
I note (section 9.1.4) states: 
The ecological assessment of high natural character was described in the report: Graeme, J., Dahm, 
J., Kendal, H. January 2010. Coromandel Peninsula Ecological Assessment of Natural Character. 
Natural Solutions Contract Report 09/087. Focus Resource Management Group. High natural 
character was assessed in terms of both ecology (the viable functioning of natural processes) and 
experience (the attributes of 'naturalness'). It included identification of sand dunes, gravel and 
boulder beaches, coastal wetlands, coastal forest, inland wetlands and rivers that have strong 
natural functioning.  This report most likely did not include Slipper Island due to lack of available data and 
remoteness from the mainland. 
 
 
I note (section 5.1) of Coromandel Peninsula Ecological Assessment of Natural Character (2010) 
states: 
 
The Ministry for the Environment and Department of Conservation have identified four ‘National Priorities for 
Protecting Rare and Threatened Native Biodiversity on Private Land’ (DoC & MfE, 2007). These priorities will 
help identify those critical areas of existing high natural character which require the most urgent attention: 
4 Critical = those ecosystems that fall within the national priorities for protection (DoC & MfE, 2007) or are 
identified as local priorities by council. 
 
TCDC Natural Character – Ecological Assessment 40 
 
National Priority 1: 
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Indigenous vegetation associated with land environments, (defined by Land Environments of New Zealand at 
Level IV), that have 20 percent or less remaining in indigenous cover. 
 
 
National Priority 2: 
Indigenous vegetation associated with sand dunes and wetlands; ecosystem types that have become 
uncommon due to human activity. 
 
National Priority 3: 
Indigenous vegetation associated with ‘originally rare’ terrestrial ecosystem types not already covered by 
priorities 1 and 2. Ecosystems relevant to the Thames-Coromandel district include coastal systems, such as 
coastal turf and coastal rock stacks. 
 
National Priority 4: 
Habitats of acutely and chronically threatened indigenous species. 
While this is not an ecosystem-focused priority, threatened species are often linked with threatened 
ecosystems (≈habitat). Habitat protection is essential for the ongoing protection of threatened species. 
An assessment to identify critical areas of existing high natural character on the island is urgently required. 
This is for long term preservation, protection and restoration of the islands natural and unique eco-system. I 
believe that an opportunity to go further into this point is required. 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Objective 1:Outstanding Landscapes remain outstanding and 
their values and characteristics are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and development 
and resulting adverse cumulative effects. Slipper Island is rated Outstanding on Landscape Unit 76: East 
Coast Islands. 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Objective 2: The qualities and characteristics of Amenity 
Landscapes are maintained or enhanced and continue to contribute to the pleasantness, aesthetic 
coherence and cultural and recreational values of the landscape. Preservation and protection of the 
island is critically required to uphold its amenity. 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Objective 3: The natural character of the Coastal Environment, 
wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins is protected and enhanced. Slipper Island has been 
farmed for over 100 years. Over this time wetlands have been drained, natural coastal forest areas removed, 
earthworks carried out, and wildlife disturbed and dwindled in numbers. A restoration policy and plan is 
needed for the island. 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Policy 3a: 
Subdivision, use and development shall be avoided where it will damage, diminish or compromise 
the natural appearance, functioning, biodiversity or ecological resilience areas within the Natural 
Character Overlay, especially (but not limited to) adverse effects from the following activities in the 
following areas: Slipper Island, Planning Map:30 
 
a)Gravel and boulder beaches: landform modification, seawalls, indigenous vegetation clearance, 
 coastal reclamation, roads, gravel extraction, man-made structures. 
 
b)Coastal cliff/escarpments: earthworks, indigenous vegetation clearance, roads, man-made  
 structures. 
 
c)Sand dunes: landform modification, seawalls, indigenous vegetation clearance, seawalls; buildings; plant 
and animal pests, man-made structures. 
 
d)Inland and coastal wetlands: indigenous vegetation clearance, drainage, stop banks, earth infill, 
reclamation, stock access, animal and plant pests, increased sediment runoff from subdivision and 
development; 
 
e)Coastal forests: indigenous vegetation clearance, stock browsing, animal and plant pests; 
 
f)Rivers: indigenous vegetation clearance, man-made structures. 
  
  
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Policy 3b: 
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Significant adverse effects on natural character in the Coastal Environment within the Natural 
Character Overlay shall be avoided and other adverse effects shall be avoided, remedied or 
mitigated. Slipper Island is remote and away from public environmental watchdogs. Protection policies are 
more favourable than retrospective mitigation action. 
 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Policy 3c: 
Buildings and other structures shall be located and designed to integrate with the surrounding 
Natural Character overlay, with adverse effects on Natural Character. Boffa Miskell report: Landscape 
and Visual Effects Assessment (2001). 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Policy 3d: 
The enhancement of the Natural Character Overlay in the Coastal Environment, wetlands, and lakes 
and rivers and their margins shall be promoted. This may include (but is not limited to): Slipper Island 
is required to be included in the Natural Character Overlay to promote protection of is wetlands. Current 
practice of farm dumps close to swamp areas need to be addressed. Wetland areas need to be fenced off 
and restored. Recognition of all wetland areas on the island critically need to be identified to aid in providing 
legal protection and covenants. 
 
a)Permanent stock exclusion; and 
 
b)Removal of plant and animal pests; and 
 
c)Encouraging natural regeneration of indigenous species; and  
 
d)Planting species appropriate for the ecosystem using local genetic stock where available; and 
 
e)Creating or enhancing indigenous habitat and/or habitat for threatened or at risk indigenous species, 
including raising the water level for wetlands; and 
 
f)Legal protection for indigenous ecosystems; and 
 
g)Reducing or eliminating discharge of contaminants; and 
 
h)Removing redundant, unnecessary or inappropriate man-made structures, provided they have minimal 
historic heritage or amenity value; and 
 
i)Restoring long-term natural functioning of physical processes and features over a 100 year timeframe, 
particularly dunes, wetlands and intertidal saltmarsh; and 
 
j)Protecting geological features; and 
 
k)Rehabilitating historic landfills and other contaminated sites which are, or have the potential to, leach 
material into the coastal marine area; and 
 
l)Redesigning structures that interfere with natural character processes, such as perched culverts that 
prevent migratory fish access. 
 
 
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Objective 4: The natural character of the Coastal Environment, 
wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins is maintained, enhanced or restored. Slipper Island 
wetlands. 
  
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Policy 4a: 
Subdivision, use and development in the Coastal Environment, outside of the Natural Character 
Overlay, shall avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on 
other natural character values. Monitoring of existing subdivision to enforce preservation of Natural 
Character of the island. 
  
I agree with and support (section 9.3) Policy 4b:  
The restoration or enhancement of natural character in the Coastal Environment, wetlands, and lakes 
and rivers and their margins outside of the natural character overlay shall be promoted. This may 
include (but is not limited to): Future preservation and protection plan of Slipper Island. 
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a) Permanent stock exclusion; and 
 
b) Removal of plant and animal pests; and 
 
c) Encouraging natural regeneration of indigenous species; and  
 
d) Planting species appropriate for the ecosystem using local genetic stock where available; and 
 
e) Creating or enhancing indigenous habitat and/or habitat for threatened or at risk indigenous species, 
including raising the water level for wetlands; and 
 
f) Legal protection for indigenous ecosystems; and 
 
g) Reducing or eliminating discharge of contaminants; and 
 
h) Removing redundant, unnecessary or inappropriate man-made structures, provided they have minimal 
historic heritage or amenity value; and 
 
i)Restoring long-term natural functioning of physical processes and features over a 100 year timeframe, 
particularly dunes, wetlands and intertidal saltmarsh; and 
 
j)Protecting geological features; and 
 
k)Rehabilitating historic landfills and other contaminated sites which are, or have the potential to, leach 
material into the coastal marine area; and 
 
l)Redesigning structures that interfere with natural character processes, such as perched culverts that 
prevent migratory fish access. 

 
Conclusion 
  
I propose that the proposed that the Natural Character Overlay of the proposed District Plan includes Slipper 
Island: Planning Map 30. 
 
I believe that there should be an opportunity to go into these submission points in more detail.  
 
Sites of significant ecological value on Slipper island: 
 
1. Volcanic Crater 
“Slipper Island scoria cone. Significance: Well exposed section through centre of (young) scoria cone.”   New 
Zealand Geopreservation Waikato Regional Council 
 
2. Maori Pas 
“Maori pa formerly occupied all four of the west coast headlands whilst a considerably larger pa covered the 
slopes of the 195 foot headland on the east”.   Due to their archaeological significance the three headlands 
at Home Bay, Stingray Bay and South Bay have been designated as Historic Reserves with conservation 
covenants. 
Archaeological Site Survey of Shoe Island and The Slipper Island Group by E. Gael Atwell, J.R.H. Spencer, 
Gillian F. Puch and P.R. Moore. Department of Anthropology, University of Auckland. Tane 21  
 
3. Wetlands  
Of significant ecological value in South Bay is the dune ecosystem connected to the rare freshwater wetland 
habitat which is in close proximity to the indigenous coastal forest. 
 
"Areas of swamp are present in the north and south of the Island. Streams draining the south of the 
Island flow into the swamp behind the dunes of South Bay. An east-west valley drains the northern two thirds 
of the island into the northern swamp” Investigations of two sites on Slipper Island. M J Rowland 1978 Pg 34  
 
"Slipper Island SW Wetland. Dunelands. Herbaceous freshwater vegetation." Significant National  
Heritage of Thames Coromandel District. Environment Waikato Regional Council. Site BB36UP463.   
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4. Indigenous Flora  
The Slipper Group “….all of these three Islands are definitely worthy of preservation”. "The very steep cliffs 
preserve an intact cliff community dominated by pohutukawas". “Vegetation from the original coastal forest 
includes rewarewa (Knightia excelsa), pohutukawa (Metrosideros excelsa) and mahoe 
(Melicytus ramiflorus).” Botany of Shoe Island and the Slipper Group Part 1: The Vegetation by D J Court. 
Auckland.  University Department of Botany TANE 1974: Pgs 56 & 59 
 
"The Slipper Island Marginal Forest strip site consists of several private unprotected fragments 
totaling 7.98ha in area that are scattered about the eastern cliff lands of Slipper Island. Forest in some of 
these areas has been modified by past land use practices and there are also likely to be elements of 
primary forest due to the vertical topography in areas such as "the crater". These sites are also in close 
proximity to other unprotected wetlands and a dune system at Southwest Bay." Significant National Heritage 
of Thames Coromandel District. Environment Waikato Regional Council. Site BB36UP439 
 
5. Sand Dunes 
Slipper Island SW Bay Dunes: “The 5ha Slipper Island SW dune structure is relatively intact with two small 
blow outs. Vegetation appears to be modified with northern NZ dotterel breeding at this site and it links to an 
adjacent unprotected wetland." Significant National Heritage of Thames Coromandel District. Environment 
Waikato Regional Council. Site BB36UP464 
 
6.  Boulder Bank 
“Slipper Island boulder barrier. Significance: Excellent example of a boulder barrier migrating south with the 
predominant storm movement and blocking the mouth of a stream. Classified as an extremely well defined 
landform of scientific / educational value.” New Zealand Geopreservation Waikato Regional Council. 
 
7. Sub-tidal Seagrass Bed 
Rare, healthy habit of permanently submerged seagrass is found at South Bay and Home Bay. 
“Permanently submerged beds of seagrass (Zosteraceae) in coastal waters are rare. The Slipper Island 
site  is an excellent example of the high potential ecosystem value of sub-tidal seagrass beds.”  
 
 
Submitter 
James Needham 
Slipper Island Owner and Resident  
136 Orakei Road 
Remuera 
Auckland 
jamieneedham@gmail.com 
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Proposed Thames - Coromandel District Council Plan 
SLIPPER ISLAND 
 
Section 11 Significant Trees 
  

(i) Abe’s Tree at Abe’s Point, Slipper Island, is a magnificent Pohutukawa specimen, that holds it’s own 
in stature. The tree, when in flower, embraces the southern end of Home Bay in a brilliant hue of 
red. It is highly significant in amenity to this part of the island. The tree holds high historical 
values in that it is a remnant of coastal forest vegetation that existed on the island pre-historic 
Maori occupation. 

 
This tree is located on the southern boundary of Slipper Island Reserve Lot 3 DP 402362 Home Bay and on 
the northern boundary of conservation covenant 6030870.4 (Lot 4 DP402362), Planning Map: 30 Slipper 
Island. 
 

(ii) The group of Pohutukawa trees at the end of the boulder bank on the Northern end of the Island. 
37.02.56S 175.56.20E   Original indigenous coastal forest 

 
(iii) The group of Pohutukawa trees at the eastern end of the airstrip on the North of the Island. 

37.20.67S 175.56.55E  Original indigenous coastal forest 
 

(iv) The group of Pohutukawa trees in the orchard in Home Bay 
37.02.96S 175.56.40E  Original indigenous coastal forest 

 
 

I note that (section 11) states: The Significant Tree Schedule identifies trees that significantly 
contribute to public values such as heritage, amenity or as a landmark. Abe’s Tree and trees (ii), (iii) 
and (iv) fit this criteria.  
 
I also note that (section 11) states: The significance of the tree primarily relates to the condition and 
amenity of the tree, but significance may also come from the tree's stature, or the historic or 
scientific values it holds. Abe’s Tree and trees (ii), (iii), and (iv) fit this criteria. 
 
I propose to include Abe’s Tree located at Abe Point, Slipper Island, in the Proposed District Plan Significant 
Tree Schedule, Planning Map: 30 Slipper Island. This is to identify, recognise and protect this tree in the 
Recreation Area Lot 3 DP 402362 Slipper Island. 
 
11.1  
 
I believe that Abe’s Tree and trees (ii),(iii) and (iv) should be included in the Proposed District Plan, Appendix 
3,  Significant Tree Schedule, based on the information that it can be identified to fit the following selection 
criteria: 
 
1.Notable significance – the tree is of a significant age or exemplifies significant stature, vitality or 
form. This tree is highly likely to be remnant of the Coastal Forest that covered the island pre-Maori 
occupation. 
 
2.Botanical or scientific significance – the significance of the tree because of its rarity, its 
representativeness, its value as a native tree or its unusual genetic form. Magnificent Pohutukawa 
specimen. 
 
3.Historical significance – the tree is associated with historic events, people and significant periods 
in the development of the District. Highly significant Historical Coastal Forest.  
 
4.Cultural and spiritual significance – the tree has significant customary or spiritual value to a 
particular group of people. Needham Family - Remembrance of Mr. Abe Needham, father of 14 Children, 
and our Mother Mrs. Nora Needham, who brought Slipper Island in 1971 and brought up their young children 
out there. 
 
5.Landmark significance – there are visual and spatial qualities which make the tree an important 
landscape feature of a particular area.  
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6.Functional significance – the tree has a significant physical and ecological function which may 
include amenity or climatic benefits (e.g. shade, screening, shelter and temperature control). Size of 
shade shadow large - only shade on the reserve and people flock to get in its shade. Potential damage to 
roots and lower branches. 
 
7.Amenity values - the qualities and characteristics of a tree that contribute to people's appreciation 
of it. Abe’s Tree is a truly magnificent specimen of a healthy happy tree growing in its chosen spot. 
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11.2     ISSUES 
 
 
I note that (section 11.2.1) states: Significant trees are at potential risk from land intensification, 
subdivision and land use activities. The removal, modification or degradation of a tree can result in a 
reduction of amenity values, the quality of the environment and in some cases, the irreversible loss 
of important historical or cultural values. The eminent development of Public Picnic Facilities at the 
Slipper Island Reserve, Home Bay will expose this tree to greater visitor numbers than ever before. There is 
the risk of damage and breakage of low slung branches from persons walking along the branches. 
 
Conclusion 
 
I propose to include Abe’s Tree and trees (ii), (iii) and (iv) in the TCDC Proposed District Plan Significant 
Tree Schedule. 
 
I believe that there should be an opportunity to go into these submission points in more detail. I intend to 
submit a further submission on these submission points. 
 
There are other groups of significant trees on the island that should also be included in the proposed district 
plan. These trees can be listed in a further submission. 
 
 
 
SUBMITTER 
 
James Needham 
Slipper Island Owner and Resident 
136 Orakei Road 
Remuera 
Auckland 
jamieneedham@gmail.com 
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Rodney Poulgrain

Address

120 Regent Heights
Thames 3500
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

07 868 9678

Email

rodney@millerpoulgrain.co.nz

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the presence of mineral resources
into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining 
priority over other forms of development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of Section 
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.
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• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable 
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.

• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge 

this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

 
In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that 

has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

My further comments:

 
I simply believe that it is in the best interests of the Thames-Coromandel District, economically and ecologically, for our district plan to keep 
all mining out of our district. Any perceived financial benefits are very short-term and insignificant when compared with the long-term 

damage to the Coromandel Peninsula's tourism and recreational economies for which there is huge potential.

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Rodney Poulgrain

Date

  14/03/2014

Submission 834

Page 3836



Submission 835

Page 3837



Submission 835

Page 3838



1 

SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED  

THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT PLAN 

TO: The Chief Executive 

Thames-Coromandel  District Council 

Private Bag 

Thames 3540 

SUBMISSION ON: Proposed District Plan 2013 

NAME: Trevor Masters 

ADDRESS: c/o KTB Planning Consultants 

PO Box 641  

Cambridge  

CONTACT NAME: Katie Treadaway 

TELEPHONE: 07 823 3584 

EMAIL: katie@ktbplanning.co.nz 

_____________________________________________ 

This submission is made on behalf of Trevor Masters by KTB Planning. Mr Masters owns land and 

operates his business from Kopu. The submission relates to Section 27.2 - the Kopu the Thames 

Structure Plan and Section 39 – Transport of the Proposed District Plan (PDP).  

In the case of a PDP hearings, I wish to be 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. I confirm that I will 

not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on this Plan. 

27.2 – Kopu to Thames Structure Plan  

We support the need for a Structure Plan over Kopu as development needs to be well planned and 

managed. The new Kopu Bridge development and realignment of State Highway 25 has resulted in a 

majority of traffic no longer passing through the Kopu Township. There is now an opportunity to 

create a new distinct ‘gateway’ to the Coromandel. The Kaiwhenua land is highly visible and accessible 

to passing traffic and in a suitable location to create a focal point for visitors.  

We seek the following amendments to the Kopu to Thames Structure Plan: 

1. General

In our opinion the Structure Plan is overly complex.  

Table 2 of the Structure Plan – Restricted Discretionary Activity Matters refers to ‘Consistency with the 

Kopu the Thames Structure Plan report 2010 and its appendices (Duffy, J., Douch R. 2010. Hamilton. Beca 
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Carter Hollings & Ferner Ltd.)’. Given that further work is now being done to develop a concept plan 

for Kopu and the Kaiwhenua land, this report, or parts of it, may become irrelevant, particularly when 

referring to that report as a matter of assessment.  

We appreciate the progress that is being made towards developing the draft Kopu and Kaiwhenua 

Concept Plan and largely support the direction that is being made by the Community Board and TCDC 

in this process. The Structure Plan will need to be significantly amended to reflect this new direction. 

 We seek that the Structure Plan is amended in a way that reflects the new direction being 

made by the Community Board and TCDC with regard to the draft Kopu and Kaiwhenua 

Concept Plan. 

 

 We seek that the Structure Plan is simplified to improve the usability for landowners and 

developers. 
 

2. Kaiwhenua Land - Policy 1b and the District Gateway – Diagram 3 

 
We have a number of concerns with this policy and District Gateway Diagram 3. These provisions 

provide for significant commercial development within Areas B and C.  We appreciate that Area A is 

identified as the ‘gateway’ area for the Peninsula, however, there are reasonably high traffic volumes 

travelling from Paeroa and over the Kopu-Hikuai Road who will not actually pass the ‘gateway’ Area 

A.  Also, as we understand it, Area A will prove inefficient and somewhat difficult to use (e.g. as a rest 

area or coffee stop) for travellers who are leaving the Peninsula. Therefore, there is the potential for 

a lost opportunity to create a comprehensive gateway that encourages use by road users from all 

directions.   

Our thoughts are that Area C, with direct access from the SH25/26 roundabout, or a combination of 

Areas C, B and A may better promote the accessibility of the area for road users from all directions. 

Policy 1b identifies Area C to be used for ‘a wide range of possible activities that have dominant buildings 

or structures without significant landscaping’. We consider that there is significant risk involved in 

providing for large buildings and structures in this area. Area C is located on the state highway 

roundabout where traffic generally slows and enters the District. Our concern is that having large 

scale buildings and structures within Area C may degrade the opportunity to create an attractive and 

enticing ‘gateway’ into the District. 

 We seek that Policy 1b and the District Gateway Diagram 3 is amended so that the Kaiwhenua 

Land is considered as a whole, rather than in parts, and that the area is promoted as being the 

‘gateway’ to the Coromandel.  

 
It is considered that the best way to achieve this is to retain Areas A, B and C as predominately open 

space, landscaping and small recessive buildings that provide for public amenity (such as an information 

centre that acts as a visitor focal point).  

3. Commercial Development 

 

It is our understanding that the Structure Plan does not currently provide opportunities for town 

commercial or retail development.  

 

In our opinion these activities should be promoted provided that such commercial/ retail activities do 

not undermine the viability of the Thames CBD.  These activities should be those that are more suited 
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to sites outside of the CBD (e.g. a firearms retailer). Commercial and retail activities within the 

Structure Plan area should also be encouraged to co-locate so that commercial development is not 

ad-hoc throughout the industrial zone.  

 

 We seek that the Structure Plan is amended to promote opportunities for commercial/retail 

development in appropriate locations.  

 

Part VII - Section 39 – Transport  

4. Table 5 - Vehicle Parking and Loading Standards (for commercial activities) 

 

We oppose Table 5 part 4.  These carparking standards are considered to be excessive and will result 

in large areas of impervious surfaces. Stormwater has been identified as a significant issue in Kopu (and 

likely other settlements) and therefore it is not practical to have large sealed areas for carparking, 

particularly if the land is unused most of the time.  

 

The PDP sets out the carparking requirement based on activities, e.g. commercial, community and 

industrial activities. Commercial activities, such as a retail store with a gross floor area greater than 

500m2 , require 1 parking space per 20m2 of floor area accessible to the public and I parking space per 

40m2 of remaining floor area and any outdoor display of goods.  

 

We appreciate that the standards have to take into account a number of different activities, however, 

in some situations these standards may not be fair and reasonable.  

 

Based on these standards we have undertaken an approximate assessment of the carparking 

requirements for the existing Placemakers building in Kopu. The building has an approximate gross 

floor area of 1950m2 and this would require 97 carparks. The site also has an approximate outdoor 

display/storage area of 1400m2 and this would require 55 carparks. It is considered that under the 

PDP, the Placemakers store would require approximately 152 carparks. The site currently has 

approximately 30 carparks and this appears to be adequate for the actual carparking demand 

associated with this activity.  

 

Based on this example, it is considered most activities will not require such a high carparking standard 

and is likely to create an oversupply of carparking. This is simply an inefficient use of the land resource.  

This standard will also result in land that is vacant most of the time and creates large impervious 

surfaces which will impact on Councils stormwater management systems. In our opinion, this 

requirement for parking is not reasonable or appropriate.  

 

 We seek that Table 5 part 4 is amended to more adequately reflect the actual demand for 

carparking associated with an activity.   
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 
A1 

Name: - 

Address: 5 
Phone: 

r7Ljr 

Email 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of  the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 

benefit o f  communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 
regulations to  protect our  environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 

the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character o f  the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

I o p p o s e  any part of  the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining 
Activities, including underground mLning, in the District, especially in 
CONSERVATION, COASTAL, RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 

I r e c : e  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 i the Section 32 Rules. 

• The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the 

Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine 

Park Act (HGMPA). 

• I require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 

removed without giving adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 

the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 

'Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL), I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 

Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

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

access zone. 

I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

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

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 
must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

My further comments: 

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: Date: 2 g (z 
L 

Submission 837

Page 3843



From: Julian Jackson [julianwjackson@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, 14 March 2014 4:17:04 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Julian Jackson

Address

201B The Square
Whangamata 3620
New Zealand

Map It

Email

julianwjackson@gmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.
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• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge 

this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

 
In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and overlays, or other such relief that 

has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Julian Jackson

Date

  14/03/2014
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 
- - 

Address: .. 
: •  

•r••• 

Phone: 
- . . :  

. 
v i  Email: 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of  the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit o f  communities and future generations, w e  need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP d o e s  not articulate 
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character o f  the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

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

• I require the POP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. I require the Plan to Prohibit 

all Mining Activities in Outstanding Natural Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity Landscape 

Overlays in the Section 32 Rules. 

The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the 

Aaikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine 

Park Act (HGMPA). 

• I require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 

removed without giving adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 

the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 

'Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 

Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat t9 our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

o Section 37.4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the POP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, ncluding prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose  Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

• 1 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 tne sent€ce: "The District has a long history of mining for gold and other 
minerals." (p73), and ins— 3d that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 

and 1930, and was a smai s a  i n c .  
, 

cciparedto the Mining Activities of today. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 

effects of historical mining in the District, 

• Of particular concern to me is t l r  s : t ' m e n t  "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources n a  noon ant when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 

development of land" (p73) Alcrt  vata section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppose Mining ins having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 
Section 14.2.2 and require rhs in ne removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula banp.int, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 

into the Plan and sustainabie an,-_, development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 

council to change the wording PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

• There is no ecknowiedg en. .a . a. :' t a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, 
TCDC must ackncwedge tHe, end t:n. - . 4 0  year history of the 'No Mining' campaign in Coromandel has 

contributed signficanda to car NaHrn, 2 3racter. 

In summary: I require the p! 
* 

an to be enended so that ail mining activities are Drohibitied in all zones and 

overlays, or other such r e a t  a a : a n ' e  effect, and the Ia iquaqe amended in Section 14 to accurately 

represent the history of n i n  0 t t 0 n  to it 

The special nature,_-; a at .r Wa i tTan tS  robust protection especially as there is so 
much economic r e ' a t t ; f l 1 O f l '  dependent on our reputation as a clean green 

holiday destination, it is v i ta t  A a l l o w  mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary 
to the ex 1: 

. - actor of the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further com. 
/ 

'I 

cei tt 

/ 

Iwould like to speak to 

I would consider preser:r, a a :  once 'eon others njho have made a similar submission. 

I would like to than:-t .J... a apoaunhty to submit on the PDP. 

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: / Date: /4 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

(H Name: 

Address. 

Phone: O Email: 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

I oppose any part 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 LandscaDe, Natural Character and Amenity Landscape 
Overlays in the Section 32 Rules. 

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

• I require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 

removed without giving adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 
the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 
'Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 
Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

• Section 37.4 Note I fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37,4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose  Section 14 .ities. 

• I  want the language of in Sectiok 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 tne semen: e: The District has along history of mining for gold and other 
minerals." (p73), am ns' c'ncv t1_ at the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 
and 1930, and was a small saae. n c . s . ,  carnpared to the Mining Activities of today. 

• I want the Plan to acknowlecçe : a ong term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 
effects of historical mining in the strict. 

• Of particular concern to me "' the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resourc: a: accc.. at wnen assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land." (p i r .  w 1 :  a t a r i  14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppose n i g  : : e s  havTc svch a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 
Section 14.2,2 and requje t 

.. a remove.- as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula 
.. .,  

.vhere community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 
into the Plan and sustainable a c  :evelopment and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change the wca. an . a PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

• There is no acknc'.vlec n i t  c --.: ,e number clT Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, 
TCDC must ackno':.edn= in s, -t tne 4 ear history of :he No Mining' campaign in Coromandel has 
contributed signilic- a C:ar er. 

In summary: I require the a a r . :  . i :  timc ah mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 

overlays, or other such i i '  : ' n r  : . : n f " a c , n d  the language amended in Section 14 to accurately 
represent the history ol  to it. 

The special nature---: :. . . . . . . . . . n n .  :,,it3 robust protection especially a s  there is so 
much economic re 'a • n i :  ' i i t  dependent on our reputation a s  a clean green 

holiday destination, ' t  ' s  vJt ' a :i nt a o w  mining into the Peninsula, a s  this is contrary 
to the a T i m e s . C o r o m a n d e l  District. 

My further corn' , 

CkIA t A  1-1 Cco 

JAA o -  o ' 

• l would like tospa i a :  n:' 

• I would consider : n :  : : th m;-cis who have made a similar submission. 

• I would like to than. 
. . rn a c : L v  to submit on the PDP. 

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: 

/ 

Date: 

1 3 U••';' 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name:',: 

Address 

Phone: Email: 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 

the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

I oppose any part 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 within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

• Section 37,4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

• I  want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 
must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priont I completely disagree with the intenton of 
Section 14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 

into the Plan and sustainable and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

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

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

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

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

My further comments: 
/ 

. ... 
.i•• 

. . . . . . . :  ;•• '. 

.. . 
H .1 

• I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

/ 
Date: 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 

A d d r e s s : :  D i '  
, 

P h o n e : E m a i l :  ! :  ez 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

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

• 1  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 
' .Vakstc Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine 

Park Act (HGMPA). 

• I require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 

removed without giving adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 
the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 

Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

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

• I need to be condnent that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangan :nenr.a on mining in the PDP. 

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

• Section 37.4 Note I fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

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

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 

must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

• I want the TCDC to remove the sentence: "The District has a long history of mining for gold and other 

minerals." (p73), and instead acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 
and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the Mining Activities of today. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 

effects of historical mining in the District. 

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 

development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 

Section 14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 

into the Plan and sustainable and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

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

contributed significantly to our Natural Character. 

In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it. 

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

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

My further comments: 
01 1< I A t /  

/ 
Corl4€S, ? Y a # 2  joe5.  L . i - I  S(t?t.s c T  Ls 4\e. 
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. 
7Xe t ' . v ' t j . e  i '  1-11 

C s  - 
• I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: 2 L - c  Date: 1 1.3 /)$ 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 

Address: ( 

Phc' : 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 POP 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, rc nc nciergrt... rnnng, 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 he Section 32 Rules. 

• The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the 

Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine 

Park Act (HGMPA). 

• I require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 

removed without giving adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 

the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 

'Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 

Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 

Pro"-;bit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

- gni 

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

DP, 

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

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 

must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

• I want the TCDC to remove the sentence: "The District has a long history of mining for gold and other 

minerals." (p73), and instead acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 

and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the Mining Activities of today. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 

effects of historical mining in the District. 

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 

development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 

development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 

Section 14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 

into the Plan and sustainable and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 

council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

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

contributed significantly to our Natural Character. 

In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it. 

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

holiday destination. It is vital we do not allow mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary 

to the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further comments: 

I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: Date: 

( t f 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 

Address 1 

Phone: 6 4 3  Email: 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

I oppose any part 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 within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

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

access zone. 

I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

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

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 

must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

• I want the TCDC to remove the sentence: "The District has a long history of mining for gold and other 

minerals." (p73), and instead acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 

and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the Mining Activities of today. 

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 

development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 

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

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 

into the Plan and sustainable and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

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

contributed significantly to our Natural Character. 

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it. 

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

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

My further comments: 

1* o- 4'Ae ' i  
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• I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: 4&6 Date: .2b) 02 1.1 ~ 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: 

Address 

Phone: Email. ' ,' v 

Given t h e  o u t s t a n d i n g  l andscapes  a n d  e c o l o g y  o f  t h e  C o r o m a n d e l  Peninsula  a n d  f o r  the 

b e n e f i t  o f  c o m m u n i t i e s  a n d  future  generat ions,  w e  need  m u c h  s t r o n g e r  planning 

regulat ions t o  protect  o u r  e n v i r o n m e n t  f r o m  Min ing  Activi t ies.  T h e  P D P  does  n o t  articulate 

t h e  spec ia l  Qual i t ies,  V a l u e s  a n d  Natural  Charac te r  o f  t h e  C o r o m a n d e l  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 tue 
Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Guif Marine 

Park Act (HGMPA). 

• I require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 

removed without giving adequate protection to coastal biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 
the Coastal Environment Overlay to include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 

Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 

Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

• I need to be I - it 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 I fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37,4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose  Section 14 - Mining Activities. 

• 1  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 Coro rrandeh We 

must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

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

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

• C f  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 communites. 

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

contributed significantly to our Natural Character. 

In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it. 

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

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

My further comments: 

NJ 

I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: I 
- 

Date: 
/ 

Submission 846

Page 3868



Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

Name: C' 

/ 
fl ii Address, 

Phone: Email: . ,  ( 

••_) —. Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of 
the/ 

Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 

the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

L..2.ppose 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 within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

• Section 37,4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table I of the POP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 
1 

1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I oppose Section 1 - Yi-1 

want the l a n g i a '  i v s )  to clearly state how future mining activities w l  have 

a major adverse 
- 

. . .  . .  . .  n Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 
must acknowledç, - -,,,am'tsc.'tt modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

a I want the TCDC to remo a a a : :  : :  P e Ps t i c t  has along history of mining for gold and other 
minerals." (p73), anc - -  : .  

- ' i t  :ae God Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 
and 1930, and was a s.a . i ,  pa ed b the Mthng Activities of today. 

o I want the Plan to ac - . c r .  economic, social and environmental legacy and the detnmenta 
effects of historical mmii 

a Of particular concerr . 
't The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral ,,,. hen assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land 

' 
' .  

a a 4.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppcs .' 'a aa- 1 g such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 
Section 14,2,2 arc, as itis unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromande a .  .a. re community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 
into the Plan and s :a a a -.~.-,,~-~,jpmert a i d  biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change tna . 

. . .  :o . ' o  zl .hese values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

• There is no acknovv a g e number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, 
TCDC must ackrc'.v - 

. a - 4. -istory of the No Mining' campaign in Coromandel has 
contributed stgn4 a • a 1 a - 

In summary: 1 require the a a r  a .  - 
a1. mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 

overlays, or other such a .  a. a : i i  id  the language amended in Section 14 to accurately 
represent the history .,i - i  . - 

The special nature . . .  - .  . , : . : i t s  rc. protection especially as there is so 
much economic co . a : .  .. 

. i e p e n d e t o n  our reputation a s  clean green 
holiday destination . 

- 

i i i  - l O W  mining into the Peninsula, a s  this is contrary 
to the e :  

- - t e  'Th a C o r o m a r d e l  District. 

My further co: 

- C -  ' -  
-. 

I 
I , 

7 

- 
- 

- 

o I would like to sp - 
• I would c o n s d e : - . o  e made a similar submission. 

• I would like to tha ca s b m i t  on the PDP. 

Yours sincere1', 

Signature: Date: 

1 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submission by 

/ 
Name: 

Address: - 

Phone: Email: 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The POP 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 biodversity 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 Co include a rule prohibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' identified in Schedule 4 into 

'Outstanding Natural Landscapes' (ONL). I require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 4 land on the 
Coromandel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

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

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

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

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 
must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree wth 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 
overiays, Ui u'der suc. eioc that has the onmo offoot, :id theJanuaean'ended 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: 
A 

c / c .  . . . . . . . .  . .. 

...... .-...,. 

.. 

• I..',:ud-kke to speak to my 

• I . . u Id  consider presenting ajutrTtta .........ui€ swhohavemade a similar submission. 

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: 
. 

. Date: 
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SUBMISSION ON PROPSED THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT PLAN 

TO: Thames Coromandel District Council 

FROM: Malcolm and Erin Clark, 22 Vista Crescent, Glendowie, Auckland 1071 and 
358 Tangiora Avenue Whangapoua Beach email m_clark@xtra.co.nz 

Name of Submitter: Malcolm and Erin Clark

1. This is a submission on the proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan (“PDP”).

2. Malcolm and Erin Clark could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this
submission.

3. The specific provisions of the PDP that this submission relates to are set out in
Appendix 1.

4. Malcolm and Erin Clark’s submission is set out in Appendix 1.

5. Malcolm and Erin Clark consider that unless the relief sought in this submission is
granted, the PDP and in particular the specific provisions challenged:

5.1 Will not promote the sustainable management of resources; 

5.2 Will be inconsistent with the resource management principles expressed in 
Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”); 

5.3 Will be inappropriate and/or contrary to sound resource management practice; 

5.4 Will be contrary to relevant provisions in the New Zealand Coastal Policy 
Statement of 2010 (“NZCPS”); and 

5.5 Will not enable people in communities to provide for their social and economic 
well-being; and 

5.6 Will enable the generation of significant adverse effects on the environment 
that should be addressed through the provisions of the PDP. 

6. Malcolm and Erin Clark seek the decisions from Thames Coromandel District Council
(“TCDC”) set out in Appendix 1, or such similar and consequential relief as necessary
to address this submission.

7. Malcolm and Erin Clark wish to be heard in support of this submission.

8. If others make a similar submission, Malcolm and Erin Clark will consider presenting a
joint case with them at a hearing.

Dated Friday 14 March 2014 
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Malcolm and Erin Clark 
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APPENDIX 1 – SUBMISSION 

 

Section 10 and Section 34 – Natural Hazards 

1. This submission concerns the provisions of the PDP directed at coastal erosion and in 
particular the Future Coastal Protection Line (“FCPL”) and Current Coastal Erosion 
Line (“CCEL”). 
 

2. Whangapoua Beach Community is a long established residential settlement, with 
houses established the full length of the beachfront.  Property owners are aware of the 
potential for coastal erosion and in recent years have experience in employing beach 
restoration measures to reinstate and rehabilitate principally the public dune systems 
in front of their properties.   

 
3. The provision for one dwelling per lot in the Coastal Living Zone is supported.  

Similarly the FCPL is accepted, to the extent that it enables and facilitates 
development of houses and associated buildings as a permitted activity in the Coastal 
Living Zone in the area between the FCPL and CCEL, in accordance with the existing 
Coastal Living Zone Rules.   

 
4. Section 34.11 Rule 9 refers to buildings and extensions to buildings, “in the Current 

Coastal Erosion Area overlay” and treats them as a non-complying activity.  It is 
assumed that the reference to the Current Coastal Erosion Area is to the area seaward 
of the CCEL shown on the Overlay Map 12A.  On that basis the Rule is opposed to the 
extent that it limits development within existing residential property boundaries.  Such 
development should be provided for on a permitted activity basis in accordance with 
the Coastal Living Zone Rules.  

 
5. The position of the CCEL is incorrect, inappropriate and does not reflect the 

knowledge and experience of property owners at Whangapoua Beach.  It is therefore 
sought that the CCEL be: 

 
(i) Deleted; or 

 
(ii) Relocated to coincide with the Beachfront Yard/existing seaward title 

boundaries of the beachfront properties at Whangapoua. 
  
6. Section 34.13 Rule 15 is assumed to apply to those activities occurring between the 

FCPL and CCEL. 
 

7. It is further assumed that Rule 15 does not intend to require resource consent for a 
single dwelling on a site at Whangapoua Beach in the Future Coastal Protection Area; 
and that existing houses, extensions or alterations to existing houses, and new houses 
within this area remain a permitted activity in the Coastal Living zone. 
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8. To the extent that it does not affect the permitted activity status of such activities, Rule 

15 is supported.  Otherwise it is opposed and should be amended to confirm that it 
does not affect the permitted activity status of activities in the Coastal Living zone. 

 
9. Rule 15 introduces new assessment matters and criteria in Table 4, “for all activities 

that are a restricted discretionary activity in the underlying zone and district-wide 
rules”. 

 
Table 4 matters include requirements to consider whether a proposal can adapt to sea 
level rise over the next 100 years; and “site-specific assessment of underlying beach 
geology, beach contour, elevation or other factor (that) indicates that coastal erosion 
risk is unlikely in 100 years’ time at that site”. 
 

10. In the Coastal Living zone, one dwelling per lot is a permitted activity provided it meets 
the standards in Table 5 (being yard, height, boundary controls etc).  A dwelling that 
infringes any of the Table 5 controls is a restricted discretionary activity.  As a 
restricted discretionary activity, consent would be required under Section 34.13 Rule 
15 and Table 4 above, even where the extent of the particular infringement was minor.  
That is unduly onerous and serves no practical purpose, particularly given that many of 
the development controls applying in the Coastal Living zone have no or little bearing 
on the issues of sea level rise, or coastal erosion. 
 

11. Rule 15 is opposed and should be amended to read: 
 

“For all activities that are restricted discretionary activities in the underlying 
zone and district-wide rules, expect for single dwellings in the Coastal Living 
zone, the Council extends its discretion to include all the matters in Table 4.” 
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Protection of the Coastal Environment, Including New Chums / Wainuiototo Bay and 
Whangapoua Harbour 

 
12. New Chums/Wainuiototo Bay and Whangapoua Harbour environs, are areas with high 

landscape, natural character and and biodiversity values, which require protection 
under Section 6(a) and (c) of the Resource Management Act and Policies 11, 13 and 
15 of the New Zealand Coastal Policies Statement.   The Rural zoning of the farm 
behind New Chums Beach is supported, as is the Recreation Passive Zoning of the 
Headland and section of the beach.  Also supported is the Natural Character and 
Outstanding Landscape overlay areas, and the position of the Coastal Environment 
Line.   
 

13. The following subdivision and development provisions of the PDP are opposed and 
specified amendments sought. 

 
Section 16 and Section 38 – Subdivision in the Coastal Environment 

 
14. Rules 8 and 9 providing for subdivision in the Rural Production Zone are opposed to 

the extent that they provide for subdivision in the Coastal Environment.  In order to 
give effect to Part 2 RMA the NZCPS, subdivision within the Coastal Environment 
should be avoided. That is particularly the case in respect of the rural zoned land 
behind New Chums/Wainuiototo Bay.   
 

15. Avoiding subdivision would also be consistent with the Council’s Coromandel 
Peninsula Blueprint adopted by the Council in December 2009.  The Blueprint 
concentrates development within the three main urban hubs of Thames, Whitianga 
and Whangamata, while recognising the special character of small coastal settlements 
and the rural environment, and seeks protection of highly valued natural resources 
including areas such as New Chums/Wainuiototo Bay. 
 

16. It is important to prevent settlement development or growth outside of the urban areas, 
particularly in the Coastal Environment Areas of the Rural zone, as well as in 
outstanding natural landscapes, amenity landscapes and natural character areas. 

 
17. The provisions of the PDP provide for inappropriate subdivision in these areas.  The 

subdivision standards for the Rural zone within the Coastal Environment Area, 
including at New Chums/Wainuiototo Bay and around Whangapoua Harbour, are 
opposed.  The following amendments are sought: 
 
Section 16 
 
(a) Background – amend the reference in the fourth paragraph to subdivision in 

undeveloped areas of the Coastal Environment to require that subdivision outside 
of existing urban zones be avoided, rather than “carefully managed” to protect its 
special character and values. 
 

(b) Issue 16.2.1 – delete the words “poorly planned” so that the sentence reads 
“Subdivision can adversely affect the Districts special values …”; 
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(c) Objective 1 and associated policies – amend the objectives to make clear that 

subdivision is enabled in existing settlements, urban zones and the Rural 
Lifestyle zone but discouraged elsewhere in the district and avoided in the 
Coastal Environment Area. 

 
(d) Objective 5 and associated policies – amend to require avoidance of subdivision 

on headlands and ridgelines. 
 

(e) Policy 5b –the views from private places can be as significant as those from 
public places.  Accordingly delete the reference at the end of this policy to public 
places. 

 
Section 38 

 
(f) Rule 8 Conservation Lots in the Rural zone – use of the defined term “the site” in 

this rule is ambiguous.  Does it, for example mean that part only of the site need 
have been the subject of a previous subdivision application?  Does it mean that 
the site to be subdivided must be wholly within an area identified on Figure 1? 
 

(g) The creation of Conservation Lots within the Coastal Environment Area should be 
avoided.  Amend Rule 8.1 as follows in order to remove the provision of 
Conservation Lots within the Coastal Environment Area: 

 
“Subdivision creating one or more Conservation Lots in the Rural zone, 
excluding those parts of the Rural zone within the Coastal Environment Area, 
is a restricted discretionary activity provided … “ 

 
(h) Rule 9 subdivision creating one or more additional lots – again this is not 

appropriate in the Coastal Environment Area.  Accordingly amend Rule 9.1 to 
read:  
 

“Subdivision creating one or more additional lots within the Open Space Zone 
or Rural Area, excluding land within the Coastal Environment Area, is a 
discretionary activity provided …” 

 
(i) Amend Rule 9.2 so that the activity status is prohibited. 

 
Development in the Coastal Environment 
 
The proposals for development in the Rural Area between the Coastal Environment 
Line and the coast and harbours is opposed.  The following amendments are sought: 
 
Section 24 – Rural Area: 
 
(a) Amend Issue 4 by adding the following sentence to the end of the issue: 
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“Subdivision and development in the Coastal Environment is to be 
avoided.” 
 

(b) Amend Issue 4(d) so that it reads: 

“Development spreading outside of its naturally contained area in 
existing settlements leading to ribbon development and adverse 
effects on natural character is to be avoided.” 

(c) Amend Policy 1c so that it reads: 
 

“Subdivision in the Rural Zone, outside of the Coastal Environment 
Area, shall be provided for, …” 

 
(d) Amend policy 1d to delete references to subdivision and development in the 

Coastal Environment parts of the Rural Area. 
 

(e) Amend Policy 3a under Objective 3 to read: 
 

“Residential activities may occur in the rural zone outside of the 
Coastal Environment where reverse sensitivity effects can be 
demonstrably minimised.” 

 
(f) Objective 5 and related policies – delete the references to subdivision and 

development in the Coastal Environment so that in respect of the objective 
and each policy they refer to “use of the Coastal Environment (excluding 
subdivision and development)”. 
 

(g) Objective 6, policy 6a and 6b – delete the provision for new buildings in the 
Coastal Environment.   

 
(h) Objective 6, policy 6c – delete references to subdivision and development in 

the Coastal Environment. 
 
(i) Objective 7 – amend to read: 
 

“The open, unspoilt character of the Districts Coast is maintained.” 
 
(j) Objective 7 policy 7a – this provides that residential development in the 

Coastal Environment should be directed to existing coastal settlements and is 
supported. 

 
(k) Objective 7 policy 7b – this provides for development in the Rural Lifestyle 

zone in the Coastal Environment and is supported. 
 
Section 56 – Rural Zone 
 
Section 56.4 – Permitted Activiti 

 
(l) Rule 12.1 – amend the Rule to read: 
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“An activity listed in Rule 12 is a permitted activity provided: 

(a) …. 
(b) … 
(c) Any new dwelling or minor unit is not allowed in the Coastal 

Environment.” 
 
(m) Amend Rule 12 by adding after the words “minor unit” and “one dwelling per 

lot”, the words “except in the Coastal Environment Area” 
 

(n) Rule 25 – amend to exclude the development of the listed facilities/activities in 
the Coastal Environment. 

 
(o) Rule 26 – add a new subrule 2: 

“Development in the Coastal Protection Area outside of the existing 
settlements.” 

 
 

Forestry – Section 56  

18. Rural Zone provides for Afforestation as a permitted activity in the specified 
circumstances.  The rule is supported to the extent that afforestation is not a permitted 
activity in the Coastal Environment.   
 

19. Further, it is not considered appropriate that afforestation be a permitted activity in the 
catchments of harbours within the district including and in particular Whangapoua 
Harbour.  Forestry activities have contributed substantially to the degradation of the 
quality of Whangapoua Harbour and require closer regulation to avoid adversely 
affecting waterways and harbours.  The requirement for a forest plan to qualify as a 
permitted activity is not sufficient.   

 
20. Accordingly Rule 11 is opposed.  Further, Table 8 assessment criteria for  afforestation 

as a restricted discretionary activity is too general and does not particularise the 
outcomes sought. 

 
21. The following amendments are sought: 

 
(a) Change the activity status for Afforestation outside of the Coastal Environment in 

Rule 11 to discretionary; 
 
(b) Re-write the assessment criteria in Table 8 to specify the particular outcomes 

sought, ensuring that they avoid adverse effects on waterways and harbours; 
 
(c) Amend the activity status in Rule 11.2 to read “non complying activity”. 

Rural Zone Land bounded by the Punga Punga River, Coastal Living Zone on 
McMahon Avenue, Te Punga Road and the Denise Driveway at Whangapoua 
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22. This submission refers to the Rural zoned land at the above location at Whangapoua.  
The land is zoned rural and farmed.  It is highly susceptible to flooding and on several 
occasions in recent years the Punga Punga River has breached its banks causing the 
area to be swept with floodwaters to a significant depth. 
 

23. This area, in addition to being farmland, provides habitat for many species of birds 
including endangered species.  

 
24. It is also within the Coastal Environment Area, outside of the existing coastal 

settlement.   
 

25. The land should not be filled, subdivided or developed.  Its low lying flood prone nature 
ensures that it acts as a reservoir, protecting upstream residential developments within 
the developed Coastal Living zone, during times of flood. 

 
26. The land also provides a wildlife habitat that is substantially protected from predators. 

 
27. The PDP should include express recognition of the following factors: 

 
(a) The flood prone nature of the land; 

 
(b) Its natural function as a reservoir providing essential protection for existing 

residential development within the settlement of Whangapoua (Anarake and 
Opera subdivisions); and 

 
(c) Its value as a bird habitat, including endangered species such as the brown teal 

duck/pateke.  
 

28. The following amendments are sought: 
 
(a) Section 56.7 – amend to read as follows: 

“56.7 Non-complying activities and prohibited activities” 

(b) Add a new sub-rule 26.2 as follows: 
 

“Subdivision and development (including earthworks and filling) is a prohibited 
activity on the rural zoned land bounded by the Punga Punga River, Coastal 
Living Zone on McMahon Avenue, Te Punga Road and the Denise Driveway 
at Whangapoua” 
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

Submis s ion  by  / 

Name: 1 / 

Addres 
/ 

Phone: / S & 7  Email: CL; 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula and for the 
benefit of communities and future generations, we need much stronger planning 

regulations to protect our environment from Mining Activities. The PDP does not articulate 
the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, therefore: 

I o p p o s e  a n y  part  of the Proposed District Plan (POP) which allows Mining 
Activities, including underground mining, in the DistrictspeciaHyJn 
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 

t'Vaikato 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 

Coromancel Peninsula from all Mining Activities by including all identified Schedule 4 land within the 

Conservation Zone and classifying mining activities as prohibited activities. 

• I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises and mining expansion 

under people's homes without their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I want the Plan to 
Pro in i t  Mining Ac4"1ties under people's horres. 

I o p p o s e  Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

• Section 37,4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 

access zone. 

• I want the TCDC to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mining Activities are Prohibited 

in all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

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

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel. We 

must acknowledge the adverse impacts of the modern Mining Industry on small communities. 

• I want the TCDC to remove the sentence: "The District has a long history of mining for gold and other 

minerals." (p73), and instead acknowledge that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 
and 1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the Mining Activities of today. 

• I want the Plan to acknowledge the long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 

effects of historical mining in the District. 

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 

development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 

development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 

Section 14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated 

into the Plan and sustainable and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

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

contributed significantly to our Natural Character. 

In summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it. 

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

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

My further comments: 

• 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 POP. 

Yours sincerely, 

Signatur 
h"~ 

Date: 

Submission 850

Page 3883


	Submission 801 - Ruby Powell - 3802786
	Submission 802 - Andrea Ryan - 3802785
	Submission 803
	Submission 803 - Michael Wernham - 3803639
	Submission 803 - Michael Wernham - Additional - 3803641

	Submission 804 - Alison Te Huia - 3807179
	Submission 805 - TCDC Audit Committee - 3807180
	Submission 806 - Thomas McGrady - 3807181
	Submission 807 - James Crean - 3807182
	Submission 808 - Daniel Berger - 3807188
	Submission 809 - Mason Burch - 3807190
	Submission 810 - Karen Brown - 3807192
	Submission 811 - Ngati Maru Runanga - 3807207
	Submission 812 - Carl Brogtrop - 3807209
	Submission 813 - Gilbert James - 3807210
	Submission 814 - George Foster - 3807211
	Submission 815 - Carol Isdale - 3807233
	Submission 816 - Alan & Agnes Ogden - 3807237
	Submission 817
	Submission 817 - Ngati Tamatera Treaty Settlement Trust - Letter - 3807314
	Submission 817 - Ngati Tamatera Treaty Settlement Trust - Submission - 3807315

	Submission 818 - Leila Banks - 3807316
	Submission 819 - Eva Wrassky-Bulmer - 3807318
	Submission 820
	Submission 820 - Alastair Brickell - 3807331

	Submission 821 - Northern Land Property Ltd - 3807333
	1.0 Introduction
	2.0 Area to which this submission relates
	3.0 Specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan this submission relates to
	4.0 Submission details and reasons for decision sought
	5.0 Decision Sought
	6.0 Trade Competition
	7.0 Closure

	Submission 822 - Caroline Banks - 3807335
	Submission 823 - Environment & Conservation Organisations of NZ Inc (ECO) - 3807338
	Level 2, 126 Vivian St, Wellington, New Zealand
	PO Box 11-057, Wellington

	Submission 824 - Olivia Macassey - 3807340
	Submission 825 - Whauwhau Environmental Group Ltd - 3807342
	1.0 Introduction
	2.0 Area to which this submission relates
	3.0 Specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan this submission relates to
	4.0 Submission details and reasons for decision
	5.0 Decision Sought
	6.0 Trade Competition
	7.0 Closure

	Submission 826 - Oil co - 3807348
	Submission 827 - Director-General of Conservation - 3807360
	Submission 828 - Kay Piper - 3807361
	Submission 829
	Submission 829 3
	Submission 829 2
	Submission 829 1

	Submission 830 - Evelyn & John Norton - 3807366
	Submission 831 - Blair Clarke - 3807368
	Submission 832 - Transpower - 3807370
	INTRODUCTION
	1.0 GENERAL COMMENTS
	2.0 SECTION 9 LANDSCAPE AND NATURAL CHARACTER: 9.3 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
	3.0 SECTION 15 SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT AND GROWTH
	4.0 SECTION 16 SUBDIVISION: 16.3 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
	4.1. As noted above, there is limited subdivision potential within the Rural and Open Space zones of the district which the National Grid traverse.  Inappropriate subdivision can however adversely affect the National Grid lines and substations and the...
	4.2. Policy 11 of the NPSET requires that a buffer corridor be identified where it can be expected that sensitive activities will generally not be provided for. While Policy 10 requires that reverse sensitivity is managed and the operation, maintenanc...
	4.3. Given the limited subdivision potential within the zones beneath the existing National Grid lines in the district, a comprehensive rule and assessment criteria regime is not sought in this instance.  Rather, guidance in the relevant policies and ...
	5.0 SECTION 19 UTILITIES
	6.0 UTILITIES RULES
	6.1. Policy 2 of the NPSET states that:
	In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must recognise and provide for the effective, operation, maintenance, upgrading and development of the electricity transmission network
	6.2. The inclusion of different rule within the different zones is not an effective nor efficient method of providing for the development of the National Grid and other large scale linear infrastructure. The TCDP contains rules that prohibit electrici...
	6.3. When managing the effects of any new National Grid infrastructure, consideration of the technical and operation constraints, the extent to which adverse effects have been avoided through the route and site selection and method must be considered ...
	6.4. While Transpower is not currently planning any new extension of the National Grid within the Thames-Coromandel District; it must be recognised that the district is growing and therefore new National Grid infrastructure could be required in the fu...
	6.6. Transpower seeks that the zone based approach to manage electricity and other linear infrastructure is abandoned and a new district wide Utilities Rule section is established which efficiently and effectively manages the provision of utilities in...
	6.7. Transpower does not consider that it has the expertise nor right to actively seek what the relevant provisions are for all of the utility provides in the district and would therefore urge the Council to work with the utility providers in developi...
	6.8. The district plan must also ensure that the District Plan is not contrary to the provisions of the NESETA.  A stand alone utilities section in the Plan enables a clear statement to be included within the District Plan to clarify the relationship ...
	7.0 SECTION 24 RURAL AREA
	7.1. Transpower supports Objective 1 Section 24 Rural Area which recognises that a variety of land uses and developments are able to co-exist in the Rural Area without conflict and make efficient use of natural and physical resources.  Utilities such ...
	7.2. Transpower also supports policy 1a, which recognises that in addition to primary production, other activities can have a functional requirement to locate in rural areas.
	7.3. Transpower also supports Objective 3 which recognises that reverse sensitivity effects and actual or potential conflicts between activities should not impact on the continuing effective and efficient operation of existing lawfully established rur...
	8.0 SECTION 30 ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION LINE BUFFER OVERLAY
	8.1. Transpower supports the renaming section 30 to the “National Grid Buffer Overlay”.  Transpower’s work with stakeholders indicates that the general public understands what the National Grid is while there is some confusion and misunderstanding as ...
	8.2. Transpower supports those parts of section 30.1 Background which record that the existing 110kV National Grid line that runs in the district from Hikutaia to the Warahoe Road substation is critical for ensuring an efficient and secure supply of e...
	9.0 CONCLUSIONS

	SUBMISSION BY TRANSPOWER NZ LTD ON THE THAMES-COROMANDEL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 2013 PURSUANT TO CLAUSE 6 OF THE FIRST SCHEDULE OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

	Submission 833
	Submission 833 - James Needham - Submission Form - 3807378
	Submission 833 - James Needham - Coastal Environment Submission 1 - 3807375
	Submission 833 - James Needham - Historical Heritage - 3807376
	Submission 833 - James Needham - Landscape & Natural Character - 3807377
	Submission 833 - James Needham - Significant Trees - 3807374

	Submission 834 - Rodney Poulgrain - 3807379
	Submission 835 - Ken & Marianne Nation - 3807382
	Submission 836 - Trevor Masters - 3807387
	Submission 837 - Peter Vosper - 3808222
	Submission 838 - Julian Jackson - 3807388
	Submission 839 - James Valley - 3808233
	Submission 840 - Kowhai Ehrig - 3808235
	Submission 841 - Jared Wood - 3808237
	Submission 842 - Anita Prohl - 3808239
	Submission 843 - Fiona Ward - 3808240
	Submission 844 - Al & Mel Yates - 3807390
	Submission 845 - Lucy Bullock - 3808251
	Submission 846 - Darren Bristow - 3808255
	Submission 847 - Stuart Wilson - 3808264
	Submission 848 - Alexandra Procuta - 3808266
	Submission 849 - Malcolm & Erin Clark - 3807392
	Submission 850 - Hoku Kirkland - 3808270


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ENZ ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ENZ ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ENZ ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




