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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

My further comments:

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

| Yours sincerely,

4
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The special nature of the Coromandel warrants robust protection especiaily as there is so
much economic revenug and empioyment dependent on our reputation as a clean green
holiday destination. !t is vital we do not allow mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary
to the exiséing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromande! District.

My further coinimeniis:

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

y
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Yours sincerel
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Submission 1116

| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

regrésent 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:

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

Yours sincerely, .
Signature: %yﬂ Date: OZ/QS //[9/
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: : Date: & "? /03/‘4 LI ,
—
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

s ‘Ocaw(’ﬁﬁ«\ P(,ae.e, = Wiy hatna .

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: Date: 2 } % 20(6
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: m(\ Date: ? ? ///
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

o | 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 modermn Mining Industry on small communities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

My further comments:

\ owe CUAJVQ( PaA’?C,ub\/ coeefMS Feaa\ro‘?vlj

.\)W\W\ZA odo O.Y\A Po(\—?c_u\ar\j Corore :mPo\c:}rg
o~ ta  vooder -‘o\b\e,s oo a~o~k < Q(\OA
Q\QQ/S @)("\ d\rzr_c} o \"\0\\"60; d\%‘\'\)(‘x\y\c&
oﬁ, Yo rrodoral =0 6u(CQ¢& < Fore

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

Yours sincerely

Signature: =  Date: \/g/w\dr
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: Date:
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: Date:

Page 4834




Submission 1124

Page 4835



Submission 1124

| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and
overlays, or other such relief that has the same 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-CoromandelDistrict.

My further comments:
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+ | would like to speak to my submission.
* | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
* | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely, W

Signature: Date: 72 - 63— 'f

Page 4836




Submission 1125

Page 4837
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: L//NLCCaL Date:
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and
overlays, or other such relief that has the same 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 - AK"" 2g Mad ann, wSQG./(\ o ND
PZ’S%\\?\/ NEU\\ LQQ‘”VM ‘/\/\3 \S a \A/OJ')L
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¢ | would like to speak to my submission.
e | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
¢ | would like to_thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

L_/L\o«w\ KYF(Q/V\

Yours sincerely

Signature: ;7;4’ % (o Date: = Wo(& 20[;&‘{.
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

e Of particular concern 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 arid
development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of
development. | oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. | completely disagree with the intention of
Section 14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.

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

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

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

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

My further comments:
We need Yo WMinw Ve ¢ awe %-,\\\‘1 OP We \eqacten we \eave are
lidaven and nolr wmalke We Dame mx&\*a\/ioo o P e pasf‘

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

Yours sincerely

Signature: Date:

)]zlu_/_
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities. |

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

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

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

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

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

Lt

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

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

/lw \?(ZMI\"OV\ 1Ll N::/L\.\

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: / i 0/ ()P/ZA/L‘-” pate: | [ &) 201
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

My further comments: ,
Tavs AREA 15 A PRECIOUS AND. we mMugT Keep
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¢ | would like to speak to my submission.
¢ | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely, IAG\'}A “P ).OO O
/
Signature: . Date: OQ -—/0 a/ /ﬁ
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and
overlays, or other such relief that has the same effect, and the lanquage 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:
MNOT ™ Loy Fod THE  ounrA(c FUiCT or THEC coco /

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

Yours sincerely,
Signature: 7//////_\// Date: / ;//¢ :
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

overlays. or other such relief that has the same effect, and the lanquage 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:

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature:

Date: l/_’{/l"f
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

e 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 {ndustry on small communities.

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

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

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

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

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

In summary: | require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and
overlays, or other such relief that has the same effect, and the lanquage 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: |
/m ve ﬂ:_z /c: r\g>/ C(jcm_g g [9,/2 V@/UV o ‘% Lﬁj‘
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* I would like to speak to my submission.
¢ | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

//éuﬂé Date: S — >~ 14

Signaturé:
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

overlays, or other such relief that has the same effect, and the langquage 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:

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

Yours sincerely,

Signature: W\/OWW\O\/V\ Date: 2_{ %( \)__\, ;

Page 4856

S p




Submission 1135

Page 4857



Submission 1135

Page 4858



Submission 1136

Page 4859



Submission 1136

Page 4860



Submission 1137

Page 4861



Submission 1137

Page 4862



Submission 1138

Page 4863



Submission 1138

Page 4864



Submission 1138

Page 4865



Submission 1138

Page 4866



Submission 1138

Page 4867



Submission 1138

Page 4868



Submission 1138

Page 4869



Submission 1138

Page 4870



Submission 1138

Page 4871



Submission 1138

Page 4872



Submission 1138

Thames Coromandel District Council 18 March 2014
515 Mackay Street
Thames

Dear Consents Officer

NZFS Submission on Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan
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1o Fhames Corcmandal District Council
Submission or; Thames Coromandel Proposed District Plan
Mame of submitter: New Zealand Fire Servica Commission {The Commission)
Address: Ci- Beca Ltd
PO Box 903
TAURANGA 3140

This is a submission on the Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan (The Plan)
The specific parts of the Plan that the Commission’s submission relates to are:
Aspects of the Plan that may impact upon the operations of the Commission — specifically

+ The inclusion of definitions for ‘Emergency Servics Facilities' and ‘Realistic Fire Training
Buildings’ in the Definiticns and Activity Tables for all zones of the Plan (Part 1, Section 3
and Sections 40 — 58);

= The storage of hazardous subistances (Section 36);
* Rules regarding water supply (Sections 27.2, 27.3.5 and 38);
* Rules regarding vehicle access (Sections 38.7 and 39.4);

* Rules regarding Emergency Service Training (Sections 42, 44, 46, 47, 48 51, 52, 53, 54,
65, 56, &7, 58 and 59);

» Standards regarding building height (Sections 42, 44, 46, 47 48, 49, 50, 51 57, 53, 54, 55,
56, 57, 58 and 59); and

 Noise standards (Sections 42, 44, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, &5, 66, 57, 58 and 58)
The Commissions submission is:

The purpese of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act or RM A} is lo promote the sustainable
management of natural and physieal resources, where sustainable management means managing
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the use, development and protection of natural and physical resources In a way, or rate, which
enables people and communities to provida for their social. economic and cultural wellbeirg and for
thei Ith and safety. The establishment and operation of fire stations across the district as well as
the adequate provision of fire fighting water supply and adequate access for fire fighting appliances
in new subdivisions and development are important in achie ving the purpose of the RMA.

Definitions

Definitions for ‘Emergency Servica Facilities' and 'Realistic Fire Training Buildings’ need o be
added lo Part 1, Section 3 — Definitions in order to provide far the establishment of new fire stations
and to add clarity for resource consent applications for existing fire stations. The Commission
suppaorts the inclusion of ‘Emergency Service Training’ however it is also important that 'Realiztic
Fire Training Buildings' are defined to streamline the training of fire fighters.

‘Emergency Service Facilities' should be included as a Parmitted Activity in Tables 41,3, 423, 45.3,
46.3, 47,2, 49.3, 55.3 and 56.3 and as a Conlrolled Activity in Tables 43.3, 44.3 48.2 503 51 3
32.3.53.3, 54.3 57.3, 58 3 and 59.3 in order to facilitate the establishment of fire stations across
the District.

‘Realistic Fire Training Buildings' should be includad as a Discretionary Activity in Tables 46,3 and
47.3 in order for training builsings to be established under Council's discretion.

The inclusion of these activities will add certzinty for epolicanis and streamline the resource consent

process,

Hazardous Substances

Fire stations nead to store a number of items fo supply crews and vehicles attending Emergencies,
One such item is fire fighting foam. This iz an essantial product for fire stations to store however it 1s
alse a hazardous substance. Provision should be mace for firefighting foam to be stored in extra
containers at fire stations, A nole should be added to Section 36.6 Rule 5, excluding Emargency
Service Activities from having fo comply with Section 36.6 Table 3.

Waler Suppl

The Commission is concerned with the safety of residents living in Thames Coromandel District and
wishes to be able to respond as rapidly as possible in the event of an emergency. To achieve Lthis
objective, each residential dwelling needs to have a sufficient supply of water on site for the
amargency services to use to combat a fire. This is especially iImportant for dwellings located in
rural areas beyond the reach of Council's reticulated water supply. Accordingly, the NZFS Fira
Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice {SNZ PAS 4509:2008) neads to be included In Sections
27 and 38 as a standard o he comnlied with far aiheliieinn B in mabomain b 2 —6 (e . -
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4509:2008 is included as an assessment criteria for Restricted Discretionary Activities which is
suppartad by the Commission however it should also be a standard in its own right. This will require
adequate water supoly that is fundamental to the Commissions ability 1o respond lo fires, potentially
reducing harm on property and hurman life,

Access

Itis essential that fire trucks are able lo pass through roads and accessways in order to reach
emergenciss, Fire trucks generally reguire a width and height clearance of 4m to pass through.
Appropriate access design can be incorporated thravgh adoption of SNZ PAS 45092008, The
Commission therefore supports Section 38,7 Table 5.5 and the reference to SNZ PAS 4509:2008.
SMZ PAS 45092008 should also be referred 1o 'n Section 39.4, Table 7.6(a).

Emergency Service Training

Training is an essential part of the Commissions activifies, to ensure crews are prepared for
emergencies when they oceur. The Commission therefore supports the inclusion of 'Emergancy
Service Training' as a Parmitted Activity throughout all sections of the Plan,

Building Height

Fire Stations are generally constructed to a height of at least &m — 9m. This height is required to
ellow adequate clearance for fire trucks and specialist equipment. The Commission therefore
supports the height limits throughout all zones, ranging from a maximurn of 8m to 15

Noise

Fire trucks typically exceed the noise rules for most zones when they engage their sirens, Fire
slations in rural aress may switch on sirens to alerl volunteer fire fighters to come to the fire station
in the evenl of an emergency and these may zlso exceed the noise rules for the zanes throu ghiol

the district.

Exclusions for Emergency Service Facilities therefors nead to be inserted after the noisa tables in
Sections 42, 44, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54 55 58 57. 58 and 59 to ensure Emargency
Service Facilities are able to respond lo emergencies without breaching the noise rules.

The NZFS seeks the following decision from the consent authority:
The additions sought are shown underlined and the deletions sought are shown struck through:

1. Inserl 2 new definition in Section 3 of the Plan for 'Emergency Service Facilities' to read as

follows:
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Emergency Service Facilities — means those facilities of authorities which are

responsible for the safely and welfare of the people and property in the community
and includes fire stalions, ambulance stations and police siations'

Insert a new definition in Section 3 of the Plan for ‘Realistic Fire Training Buildings’ to read

as follows:;

‘Realistic Fire Training Buildings - means buildings that are regularly sef on fire for
the pumpose of training firefighters’

Insert ‘Emergency Service Facilitios' as a Permitted Activity in Tables 41.3, 42 3, 45,3, 46.3,
47.3, 49,3, 55.3 and 56.2 and as a Controlled Activity in Tables 43.3, 44.3, 48.3. 50 2B13,
523, 53.3, 54.3, 57.3, 58.3 and 59.3

Insert Realistic Firz Training Buildings' as a discretionary aelivity in Tables 46.3 and 47 3.

Amend Seclion 36.6 Rule 5 to include ‘Emergency Service Fecility’ to the Permitted Activity
list to read as follows:

RULE 5 Hazardous facility
1. A hazardous faciiily, excluding Rule 6, is a permitted activity provided:

a) itis firefighting foam storad at arr Emergency Service Facility for use jn
Inergencies; or

ajbl The aggregate quantity of the hazardous substance is within the range
specified in Tabls 2 for & permitted activity; and

bic) Nt meets ihe standards in Tahle 4 at the end of Section 26,

T e U WO PG EOITOR B aRAG-Sterage- Addiional waler storage
tor firgfichiting ourposes in accordance with SNZ FAS 4500:3008 is regquired to sarvice

tha entire Structure Flan Area; and

All Zones
&) An upgrade fo the existing mains pioe reficulation from 150 mm fo 250 mm is
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i) Treated water storage and reliculation capacty for each ol shial be sufficient fos
1 peslcaaygemand andrstcuationof 28 mipariat perday manimum
instanfancous-flow in accordance wilh N7 PAS #500:2503 to mae! damestic and
lirelichting requirements; and

Amend Section 38 Rule 6 to read as follows:

1. Subdivision creating one or more additional lots in the Recreation Ares or Foad
Zone is a conbrofled activily provided it meets the standards in Table 3

2. The Councll reserves its contral ovar matters 1-8 in Table 4 al the end of Section
a8

Amend Table 3.1b) to read as follows;

b) Adequate water supply (swilabls for firafighting in accordance with SNZ FAS 4505:2008 and for

dornestic, commercial or indusirial consumption based on zoning) must be provided for each ot

andior building.

10.

ks

Retain Section 38.7, Table 5.5¢),

Amend Section 39.4, Table 7.6(a) to read as follows:

a)

Whather the internal aceess or private way allows for access by dowble axie frucks including
emmergency velicies if ihe lof or aclivify is more than 50 m away fron e road_in accordance with
SNS PAS 4509: 2008,

12,

13.

14.

Retain ‘Emergency Service Training’ as a Permitted Activity in Sections 42, Rule 4- Section
44, Rule Z; Section 48, Rule ; Section 47, Rule 2; Saction 48, Rule 2; Section 51, Rule 6:
Section 52, Rule 1, Section 33, Rule 1; Section 54, Rule 2; Section 55, Rule 1; Section 56,
Rule 4, Section 57, Rule 4; Section 58, Rule 5; and Saction 59, Rule 5.

Retain the ‘Maximum Building Height' standards in Section 42: Table 3.3; Section 44: Table
4.1(f); Section 46: Table 2.6; Section 47: Table 3.3; Section 48: Table 4.8: Seclion 48
Table 3.2; Section 50: Table 4.2; Section 51: Table 5.2; Section 52 Table 4.2: Section 53:
Table 5.2; Section 54: Table 4.1: Section 55. Table 3.1; Section 56: Table 6.4. Section 57
Table 6.5; Sectlon 58: Table 4.6; Section 52 and Section 59.8 Table 5.7

Insert an exemption for 'Emergency Service Facilities' from the nolee standards in Section
42: Table 2.4; Section 44: Table 3.4; Section 46: Table 3.2; Section 47: Table 2.4; Section
48: Table 3.4; Section 48: Table 2.2; Section 50: Tahle 3; Section 51; Table 2.4: Saction 52-
Table 3 4; Section 53: Table 4.4; Section 54: Table 3.4; Section 55; Table 2 4: Section 56
Table 5.4; Section 57: Table 5.4; Section £8: Table 3.1; Section 59: Section 58, Tahle 3.4),
to read as follows:

Page 4878



Submission 1138

NOTE: The noise standards in the table above do not apoly to Emergency Service
Facilites
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