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Submission on Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan (FormS) 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: 
Thames Coromandel District Council 
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan 

/ 
2 

1 

1 

Private Bag, Thames 3540 
Attention: District Plan Manager 

Submitter: K Vernon 

1. This is a submission on the proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan. 

2. 1 could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

3. The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are: 
Building definition, Section 3. 

4. My submission is: 
I oppose some aspects o f  the Building definition affecting Height (H) and Height in Relation to 
Boundary (HRB) provisions. 

I have previously made two submissions regarding exclusions to the definition o f  building, height 
and height in relation to boundary (those submissions dated 11 and 14 March 2014 are hereby 
referenced). 

The previous submissions proposed that there should be some limitations on two o f  the building 
definition exclusions namely; 
(i) "Structure no greater than 0.3m wide (maximum horizontal dimension), and no higher than an 
additional one third o f  the maximum permitted Height or HRB standard in the applicable rule" 
and; 
(ii) "Electromagnetic dish (e.g. for communications, TV). 

My second submission introduced a "per site" limitation but left the "per building" wording o f  the 
first submission. On review I think the "per building" wording is redundant. 

My second submission also changed the wording "one third" in the exclusion set out in (i) above to 
"one fifth". 

The amendments previously proposed would therefore be better expressed as - 
Amend the definition o f  Building as follows: 
Delete the exclusion "Structure no greater than 0.3m wide (maximum horizontal dimension), and 

no higher than an additional one third o f  the maximum permitted Height or HRB standard in the 
applicable rule" and replace with the following "Structure no greater than 0.3m wide (maximum 
horizontal dimension), and no higher than an additional one fifth o f  the maximum permitted Height 

or HRB standard in the applicable rule. Not more than three such_s.tructures per site will be 
excluded." 

Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan submission, K Vernon 
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Submission on Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan (FormS) 
Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

For the exclusion "Electromagnetic dish (e.g. for communications, TV)." add the following 
qualifier "Not more than one dish will be excluded per site. The dish major access dimension must 
be no more than I m, and the dish including any support structure must not extend more than 1.5m 

rule." 

However, on review the above do not adequately address the serious issues that I see with these 
provisions. 

An alternative approach would be to delete exclusion (i) above and if  considered appropriate 
introduce more specific limited exclusions (in either the definition of  building or the definition of 
Height and HRB or zone rules) for items such as vent pipes incorporated into a building qualifying 

as a dwelling, leaving other free standing or stayed slender structure, such as masts, poles, lighting 
standard, antenna or similar to comply with the Height and Height in Relation to Boundary 
provisions in the applicable rule. Certainly allowing poles o f  300mm diameter to extend up to 
10.66m in an 8m height zone with no restriction on number is unacceptable. Special circumstances 
can usually be considered under the Restricted Discretionary provisions o f  each zone. This 
approach now seems the most appropriate to me. 

5. 1 seek the following decision from the Thames Coromandel District Council: 

(a) Amend the definition of  Building in Section 3 as follows: 
Delete the exclusion "Structure no greater than 0.3m wide (maximum horizontal dimension), and 

no higher than an additional one third o f  the maximum permitted Height or HRB standard in the 
applicable rule" 

Consider introducing more specific limited exclusions (in either the definition o f  building or the 
definition o f  Height and HRB or zone rules) for items such as vent pipes incorporated into a 
building qualifying as a dwelling. 

For the exclusion "Electromagnetic dish (e.g. for communications, TV)." amend to read as follows 
"Electromagnetic dish (e.g. for communications, TV). Not more than one dish will be excluded per 
site. The dish major access dimension must be no more than 0.9m, and the dish including any 
support structure must not extend more than i m  vertical above the Height and HRB standard in the 
applicable rule." 

(b) Make such other amendments to the Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan as are 
necessary to fully implement, or are appropriate as a consequence of, the primary relief sought. 

(c) Failing acceptance o f  the above requirements reject the Proposed Thames Coromandel District 
Plan in its entirety. 

6. 1 wish to be heard in support of  my submission. 

Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan submission, K Vernon Page 2 of 3 
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Submission on Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan (Forms) 
Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

Date: 20 March 2014 

Signature: /1 

Address for service of  the submitter: 
P 0  Box 99124 
Newmarket 
Auckland 1149 
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From: Paula Kirkwood [pkjungle@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 3:31:53 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Paula Kirkwood

Address

299 Mt Albert Rd, Puketapapa
Tamaki maakurau 1041
New Zealand
Map It

Email

pkjungle@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.

My further comments:

 
Short- term profits from mining at the expense of the environment are short- sighted and irresponsble and rob all life now and in the future of 
a healthy liveable environment.

I would like to speak to my submission. 

 
 Yes 
 No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  Paula Kirkwood

Date

  10/03/2014
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From: Daniel Kirsch [info@kirsch.co.nz]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 3:27:09 p.m.
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Daniel Kirsch

Address

180 Driving Creek Rd
Coromandel 3506
New Zealand
Map It

Email

info@kirsch.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.

• 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,

  Daniel Kirsch

Date

  10/03/2014
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10th March 2014

Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

I oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed Thames

Coromandel District Plan ("Proposed Plan") as they relate to renting out of private dwellings/holiday
homes.

There is no proven evidence that the consumption of local resources and the amenity effects on

ngighbours are any different with holiday rental holiday homes compared to properties used by

their owner/fa milyfriends.

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

o Will decrease the income I receive from my holiday home - income I use to offset expenses

such as rates and maintenance.

o 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.

o 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.

o 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 PrincipalRelief

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

(ii) Amend all references to the permitted activity conditions for Visitor Accommodotion in the
various zones throughout the Proposed Plan relating to "6 toriff-paid customers on-site ot ony one
tirne" instead amending this to "lftoriff-poid customers on-site ot ony 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 (iil 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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Proposed Thame$Coromandel

District Ptan Ntr5TR{CT CCI{]NCIT,

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

Your subrnission can be:

Online:

Posted to:

Email" to:

Delivered to:

www.tcdc.govt "nzldpr
Using our online submissions forrn

Thames-Coromandel District Council

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Frivate Bag, Thames 354o

Attenttan: District PLan Manager

customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Thames-Coromandel District Council, 5r5 Mackay Street, Thames

Attentton:DisfrictPlan Manager(ortotheAreaOficesinCaramande\,WhangamataorWhitianga)

F-ullNme(s)

or Organisatiorr (if rclevont)

include nredcoiP U"L Mobilerro &7

Email Address

Postal Arldress

ar,cior'arl

3g2K N€"t-tr

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

PRMCYACT 1993
Piease nore that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
ofthedecisionmakingprocess.CouncilisrequiredtamakethisinformalionavailableundertheResource il{anagementActlggx. Yourcontactdetailslvillon}ybe
usedforthepurposeoftheProposedDistrictPlanproces-s.TheinformationwillbeheidbytheThames'CoromandelDistdctCouncil. Youhavetherighttoaccessthe
infonnation and request its correction.

Page 1 of2 r fiffiffi fifirilt ffi] Hn flilffilllffi fl Hltlrftillflilffi
Tr:[,*PDF]fir,j

w\+v.tcdc.govtnz/dpl i:{}l'r*1;11 Distr:ietPlanSubmissionForm5
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The specific provisions to which our submission relates, as laid out in the letter attached to this
submission.

The specific pirovisions of the Praposed District PIan that W submissionrclates ta ave:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)

The decision I seek {rom the Council is that the prwision above be:

Retained tr Delr'ltud] emended? asfollows:

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

t support J opporc E the aboveplanprovision.

Reasons for my views:

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

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

Iwishtobeheardinsupportofmysubmfssion. E y N

If others make a similar I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

Date

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

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

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

I could gain fln advantqge in trade competition through this submission. Ir Ear

If you could gain an advantage in uade competition through this submission please complete the follovsing:

I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter af the submission that -
a) adverselyaftects the environrnent; and

b) does not relate to ftade cornpetition or the effects of trade competition. E f f fV

Pdge2 of2 tuulyy-tcdc gjltnz/dpt ilaliorii DistrictPlan &rbmission Fom 5

Submission 188

Page 656



From: susan racey [susanfiona@windowslive.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 11 March 2014 00:31:04
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

susan racey

Address

53 old rotokohu rd
Rd 4 paeroa 3674
New Zealand
Map It

Phone

02102916936

Email

susanfiona@windowslive.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.

My further comments:

  do we really want to see another waihi disaster in the coromandel?

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  susan racey

Date

  11/03/2014
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From: Otis Williams [rosepetalsandconfetti@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 11 March 2014 08:47:05
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Otis Williams

Address

764B Kauaeranga Valley Rd
Thames 3577
New Zealand
Map It

Email

rosepetalsandconfetti@yahoo.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,

  Otis John Williams

Date

  11/03/2014
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