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Submission 173

10" March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,
RE: Letter in support of my Submission on the TCDC Proposed District Plan

Our names are __Nikki Stephenson_& Rob Davies and we own a holiday home
in Coromandel Town

| oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames
Coromandel District Plan (“Proposed Plan”) as they relate to renting out of private dwellings/holiday
homes.

There is no proven evidence that the consumption of local resources and the amenity effects on
neighbours are any different with holiday rental holiday homes compared to properties used by
their owner/family/friends.

The proposed changes will affect existing holiday home owners, as well as those that aspire to
holiday home ownership in the Coromandel. In particular | believe the rules:

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

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

e Will mean less choice for tourists wishing to stay in the Coromandel, resulting in fewer
visitors to the region, impacting on Coromandel businesses as result.

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

As Principal Relief

(i) Amend the definition of “Visitor Accommodation” in the Proposed Plan, such that the rental of
holiday homes is specifically excluded from the definition.

Or, in the alternative, if the principal relief in (i) above is not accepted

(ii) Amend all references to the permitted activity conditions for Visitor Accommodation in the
various zones throughout the Proposed Plan relating to “6 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one
time” instead amending this to “12 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one time”, and delete any
condition requiring the activity to be undertaken within an existing dwelling, minor unit or accessory
building.

And, in relation to both (i) and (ii) above

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

| look forward to your response.
Yours faithfully,

Rob Davies
Nikki Stephenson

Page 592



Submission 173

Page 593



Submission 174

Page 594



Submission 174

Page 595



Submission 174

Page 596



Submission 175

Page 597



Submission 175

Page 598



Submission 175

Page 599



Submission 176

10" March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

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

My name is %‘7"/ R1PLET  and | own a holiday home in _ A7 74 R A~ é/

| oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames
Coromandel District Plan (“Proposed Plan”) as they relate to renting out of private dwellings/holiday
homes,

There is no proven evidence that the consumption of local resources and the amenity effects on
neighbours are any different with holiday rental holiday homes compared to properties used by
their owner/family/friends.

The proposed changes will affect existing holiday home owners, as well as those that aspire to
holiday home ownership in the Coromandel. In particular | believe the rules:

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

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

e Will mean less choice for tourists wishing to stay in the Coromandel, resulting in fewer
visitors to the region, impacting on Coromandel businesses as result,

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

[ seek the following decision from the Thames Coromandel District Council:

As Principal Relief

(i) Amend the definition of “Visitor Accommodation” in the Proposed Plan, such that the rental of
holiday homes is specifically excluded from the definition.

Or, in the alternative, if the principal relief in (i) above is not accepted

(ii) Amend all references to the permitted activity conditions for Visitor Accommodation in the
various zones throughout the Proposed Plan relating to “6 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one
time” instead amending this to “12 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one time”, and delete any
condition requiring the activity to be undertaken within an existing dwelling, minor unit or accessory
building.

And, in relation to both (i) and (i} above

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

I look forward to your response.

Yours faithfully,
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From: Christine Hatton [hatton@manageit.co.nz] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 1:26:56 p.m. Submission 177
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Christine Hatton

Address

62a
Hikuai Settlement Road 3579
New Zealand

Map It

Phone
07 864 9865
Email

hatton@manageit.co.nz

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the P%-r'%ﬂlf%iﬁ?a%%le
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values
expressed by Coromandel communities.

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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

My further comments:

I have owned land in the Coromandel for 21 years and lived here for the past 9 years. What drew me here and draws a thriving tourist
industry, is the natural beauty and character of the Coromandel. The ranges and bush of the Coromandel provide us clean air and water, in
return we must care for this land, not rape and pillage it. Help preserve our environment by not allowing mining on the Coromandel

Peninsula.

I would like to speak to my submission.
e No
I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e No
I would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.
Yours sincerely,
Christine Hatton
Date

10/03/2014
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Submission 178

Dear Sir / Madam,

Referring to section 54.4 of your Proposed District Plan.

| strongly disagree with the limit of 6 people sharing rental accommodation.

A great deal of our bookings at Te Ana Lodge are for 7 people. We only state in our advertisements
that we can accommodate 7 people but sometimes there are 4 or 5 children making up the numbers
and we often have 4 adults and children (sometimes babies) making the official number 7 or 8.

Your proposals are totally unfair and inconsiderate both to us and our clients.

If you go ahead with this proposal we will have to seriously consider selling our property and
moving on to another part of New Zealand. | am sure that most other Coromandel holiday home
ownersfeel the sameway as| do and it is agreat shame for The Coromandel District to threaten it's
own tourist industry in such away.

Yours fasithfully
Kingsley Burn
TeAnalLodge
Coromandel

tel 021 1230713
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Submission 180

10" March 2014
Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

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

Our names are Jonathan & Caroline Wood, and we own a holiday home in 6 Glen Neaves in Pauanui.
We purchased our property at Pauanui principally for our private use with out three young children. It was a life changing
decision following my (Jonathan) having cancer in May 2013 and having the tumour removed and receiving the all clear.

Since our purchase in Sept 30" 2013, we have made numerous visits and our family has occupied the house for about 60 days.

As part of our purchase plan we budgeted on being able to selectively rent out the property to assist in the upkeep and
maintenance costs.

We oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan
(“Proposed Plan”) as they relate to renting out of private dwellings/holiday homes.

There is no proven evidence that the consumption of local resources and the amenity effects on neighbours are any different
with holiday rental holiday homes compared to properties used by their owner/family/friends.

The proposed changes will affect existing holiday home owners, as well as those that aspire to holiday home ownership in the
Coromandel. In particular | believe the rules:

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

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

e  Will mean less choice for tourists wishing to stay in the Coromandel, resulting in fewer visitors to the region, impacting
on Coromandel businesses as result.

e  Will not change the amenity effects arising from holiday home usage on the Coromandel
I seek the following decision from the Thames Coromandel District Council:

As Principal Relief

(i) Amend the definition of “Visitor Accommodation” in the Proposed Plan, such that the rental of holiday homes is specifically
excluded from the definition.

Or, in the alternative, if the principal relief in (i) above is hot accepted

(ii) Amend all references to the permitted activity conditions for Visitor Accommodation in the various zones throughout the
Proposed Plan relating to “6 tariff-paid customers on-site at any one time” instead amending this to “12 tariff-paid customers
on-site at any one time”, and delete any condition requiring the activity to be undertaken within an existing dwelling, minor unit
or accessory building.

And, in relation to both (i) and (ii) above

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

I look forward to your response.
Yours faithfully,

Jonathan & Caroline Wood.

Owners
6 Glen Neaves
Pauanui

Postal Address: PO Box133049 Eastridge Auckland 1146
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