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From: Lizzie Sullivan [elizabeth.sullivan89@gmail.com] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 22:04:33 Submission 203
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Lizzie Sullivan
Address
180 Surrey Cres, Grey Lynn

Auckland 1021
New Zealand

Map It

Email

elizabeth.sullivan89@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
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 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 tri;eacﬁé/ayygs
expressed by Coromandel communities.



 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC m%‘!%‘iﬁﬁiﬂ@d%%s
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.

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,
Lizzie Sullivan
Date

10/03/2014
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From: amanda ewing [amandalina.ae@gmail.com] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 21:36:50 Submission 206
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

amanda ewing
Address

42 te puru creek rd

Thames 3575
New Zealand

Map It

Email

amandalina.ae@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
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 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 ﬂiﬁ‘gﬁé(aﬁgas
expressed by Coromandel communities.



 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC m%‘!%‘iﬁﬁiﬂ@d%@
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.

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,

Date

Amanda Jane Ewing

10/03/2014
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From: Paul Lee Lee [dennisj@mbas.au.com] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 21:27:49 Submission 208
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Paul Lee Lee
Address

230 Comers Rd,

Rd 1 Whitianga 3540
New Zealand

Map It

Email

dennisj@mbas.au.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
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 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 tri;eacﬁé/ayggs
expressed by Coromandel communities.



 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC m%‘!%‘iﬁﬁiﬂ@d%%s
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:

As a resident of 37 years on the Coromandel Peninsula | have witnessed the development in this area of tourism and associated
businesses along with growing recreational activities for all New Zealanders and well as overseas visitors. This seems to be a much better
opportunity for jobs and a longer and stronger investment from a monetary point of view. The unique quality of our fragile landscape should

not be threatened by any sort of mining.
I would like to speak to my submission.
e NoO
I would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e Yes

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

Yours sincerely,
Paul Roland Lee
Date

10/03/2014
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From: Evelyne Siegrist [evebuffalo@hotmail.com] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 20:59:29 Submission 210
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Evelyne Siegrist

Address

860 buffalo road, PO Box 11
Coromandel 3543
New Zealand

Map It

Email

evebuffalo@hotmail.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
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 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 tri;eacﬁé/ayggs
expressed by Coromandel communities.



 There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC m%‘!%‘iﬁﬁiﬂ@d%@o
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.

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,

Date

Evelyne Siegrist

10/03/2014
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Submission on the Thames-Coromandel District Council

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan 2014

By: Name/Organisation Susan Whtiefield

43 McFadzean Drive
Postal Address

Blockhouse Bay

AUCKLAND 0600
susanwhitefield@slingshot.co.nz
Email
027 416 4429
Telephone

| am concerned that the Thames Coromandel District Council Proposed District Plan (PDP) does not

adequately protect the Districts intrinsic values; these values, environmental, social and economic, are

appreciated and enjoyed by residents and visitors alike.

As this plan is likely to have duration of in excess of 10 years, | think that it is vital that it provide appropriate

protection of these values for future generations, and the Council is charged with this responsibility under the

Resource Management Act 1991.

Specific points that | oppose in the plan:

Changes Sought:

Section 14: It seems that mineral extraction is being
promoted at the expense of any other
industry/development.

Amenity areas are not afforded adequate
protection.

Remove requirements to restrict other activities in
preference to as yet unknown mineral deposits.
Include Amenity Overlay in Policy 1a.

Section 32: | believe that all mining should be
prohibited in Outstanding Landscape, Amenity
Landscape and Natural Character areas.

Amend Overlay Rules to prohibit all mining activities
in these areas.

Section 37: This section does not adequately protect
many important areas including the Rural or
Conservation areas from surface mining, or the
Rural, Industrial, Conservation, Recreational, Coastal
Living or Residential from underground mining.

Amend Table 3 to prohibit all surface and
underground mining in these areas.

Specific points that | support in the plan:

Suggested Additions:

Section 14: | support Objective 3: people, property
and the environment have a right to be protected
from contamination and residual risks posed by
mining activities, and TCDC must ensure that this is
clearly reflected throughout the plan.

People have a right to be protected from
contamination and risks (including residual risks)...

Section 32: | support Council prohibiting all mining
in areas that have been identified as significant.

Map these areas on private land also to ensure that
there can be no loss of biodiversity or amenity value
in our district, and include underground mining as
prohibited in these areas. Underground mining can
have significant impacts such as vibration which can
effects factors above ground.
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Section 37: | support the prohibited status for Exploration should not be a permitted activity.
mining in parts of this section. Council should extend the prohibited status to
include all conservation, rural, residential and coastal
areas for both surface and underground mining.

In the Plan, Council have acknowledged that mineral extraction is an important and significant resource
management issue for the District, and | consider that this significance supports the creation of a rule
requiring notification (in accordance with S77D(a) of the Resource management Act 1991). Furthermore,
given the economic implications of industrial scale mineral extraction activities for other industries, | consider
that it is in the best interests of the District for broad participation in these decisions. Non-notification in itself
can create economic uncertainty for development and business investment.

I am concerned that Council have not adequately addressed the issues of biodiversity loss, and are allowing
some clearance of indigenous flora to be a permitted activity. | would like Council to either map all Significant
Natural Areas (including ground-truthing), or restrict clearance of indigenous vegetation to enable ground-
truthing to be carried out thereby ensuring that such areas are adequately protected.

Additional comments:

Please complete:

NO | could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
OYON Ifyou could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the following:
| am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that —
a) adversely affects the environment; and
b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition

NO If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
NO | wish to be heard in support of my submission

YES I am a resident or ratepayer in the Thames Coromandel District

SIGNED: DATE: 10.3.14

Please post to: Thames-Coromandel District Council Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan Private Bag,
Thames 3540 Attention: District Plan Manager Don’t forget - Submissions close 5pm March 14, 2014
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RENDEZVOUS MOTEL
GATEWAY TO THE COROMANDEL

SH 25 KOPU THAMES
P OBOX181
THAMES 3540

PH/FAX: 07 868 8536
Email: rendezvousmotel@xtra.co.nz

12 March, 2014

Thames Coromandel District Council
Private Bag

THAMES 3540

ATTENTION: District Plan Manager

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: Submission - Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Council to make sure the owners of Thames Timber, Kopu be made to operate within
their consent.

i.e. No more emissions of huge clouds of sawdust from their extractors especially
under cover of darkness.

No more visual surface dust leaving the property.

Disposal of the huge mountain of sawdust that has been growing in size over the last
12 months which becomes airborne with the wind. This sawdust contains
chemical(s).

Phasing out of the new high pitched 200 plus decibel air horns heard throughout the
day and night.

Proper monitoring by relevant inspectors of noise emanating from the site from 4 am
onwards.

An efficient noise barrier around their property in the way of robust thick high bulky
fencing especially on the south eastern boundary.

A thorough on going analysis of air quality by the appropriate authorities.

Yours faithfully
RENDEZVOUS MOTEL
Dave Carr and Marion Saunders
Proprietors

Submission 214
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RENDEZVOUS MOTEL
GATEWAY TO THE COROMANDEL

SH 25 KOPU THAMES
P OBOX181
THAMES 3540

PH/FAX: 07 868 8536
Email: rendezvousmotel@xtra.co.nz

4 March, 2014

Thames Coromandel District Council
Private Bag

THAMES 3540

ATTENTION: District Plan Manager

Dear Sir/Madam Submission:

Re: Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan — Designation by NZ Transport
Agency — 60 Noati Maru Hishway (SH25) Kopu — NZTAS5:

We are enquiring why the designation for future road widening is in the Proposed
Thames Coromandel District Plan. We understood that this had been removed after
the new Kopu bridge was built. Surely it is no longer needed?

At present the State Highway outside our motel is some four lanes wide with
provision for another two lanes. The distance from the centre line of the highway to
our boundary is some 15 metres though the road plan shows only some 25 metres in
width, however some 30 metres was revealed when measured physically.

Having ample room already for some extra lanes ‘in situ’ NZTA has retained a road
widening designation to take another 5 metres (114 x 5m?) of our property which
appears unnecessary.

This road widening would render our business unworkable and therefore unsaleable.
No doubt Council will need to ensure that adequate compensation will be provided to
any affected parties.

Submission 214
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We currently have the motel on the open market for sale and have had purchasers
withdraw from the sale due to the uncertainty created by the road designation.

Traffic volumes have decreased significantly since the completion of the new bridge
and therefore the need for a four lane highway is reduced.

Should NZTA go ahead with the road widening we would no doubt be fully
compensated as we would be unable to continue our business, which has been
operating for some 40 years.

We need you to make a decision now.

Please, either uplift the designation or purchase our property.

Yours faithfully

RENDEZVOUS MOTEL

Dave Carr and Marion Saunders
Proprietors
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From: Hilary and Allan Calman [allan.hilary@xnet.co.nz] o

Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 17:26:48 Submission 216
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Hilary and Allan Calman

Address

11 Arthur St
Rotorua 3010
New Zealand

Map It

Email

allan.hilary@xnet.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 intention of Section
14.2.2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values.

» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where com