
Thames Coromandel District Council 
515 Mackay St, 
Thames 3500 

Paul P Schneider 
1024 Thames Coast Road 

R D5 
Thames 3575 

T 

Attention: District Plan Manager 

March 9, 2014 

Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 

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 a n d  RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 

renuire the POP to uohod zdiversityvaLes expressed in the RMA Section 5. 1 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 blob iversity values req ci red by the 
Wa;kato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine Park 

HGMP.). 

recuire the Pan to specificey protect our coastai environment cm nnning. The Coastal Zone has been 
removed withOut gIving adequate protection to coastal Drodiversrty from adverse impacts of mining. I require 

c a a  Er,)V ronment C er1a to :,-dude a ru a p r o n  blting a rrning act t 

The TCDC has failed so translate the 'High Value Conser-vstion Aeas identifred ri Schedule 4 into 'Outstanding 
Natural Landscapes jONLI. i require the Plan to accurately protect Schedule 3 land on the Coromandel 
Peninsula f-cm all Mining Activities by inciuding all identified Schedule 4 land within the Conservation Zone and 
classifying rn ning activities asprohibited activities. 

I am concerned that Newmont's Mining Activity in Waihi, including broken promises ant mm a 'ansion 
uncer people's homes 'Nithout their consent, is a threat to our small coastal communities. I t the Plan to 
cronibrt Mining Act ivitmes under- people's homes. 

I need to be confident that me TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP. 
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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 TCDCto amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that a 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. 

me anguage of Secton 24.1 (Mning A ctivt)es) to ceaHy state r - re mining activities will have a 
m a m  auverse imoact on the cnque Consematon Jaues and Natca Chemoter of the Coromandel. We must 
e c h o :  a c : e  the adverse impacts of the mode- ' '  noustrv on croak communities, 

: ie  TCDCto remove toe sentence. 1he Dstrct has a long history of roong for gold and other 
mnara)s." (p73), and instead acknowledge that the Gold Mn:ng boom lasted only 70 years between 2360 and 
1930, and was a small scale industry compared to the PAining Activties of today. 

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

Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Sian 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 priortty over other forms of development. I oppose 
Mining Activites having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of Section 14.2.2 and rep u ire 
this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

The Coromandei Peninsuia Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully trans ated 
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 communhies. 

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 Ccromendel has 
contr:buted sgnfficentiy to our Natural Character, 

in summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibited 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  protect ion especially as there is so 
much economic revenue and emp loymen t  dependent  on our  reputa t ion  as a clean green 
holiday dest inat ion.  It is v i ta l  we do not allow mining in to  t he  Peninsula, as this is contrary to 
t h e  existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District. 

2 o u m  sncereTy, 

- P P Schneider 
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Lucia Lulutai Suess 
1024 Thames Coast Road 

R D5 
Thames 3575 

Thames Coromandel District Council 
515 Mackay St, 
Thames 3500 

Attention: District Plan Manager 

March 9, 2014 

Proposed Thames  Coromandel District Plan 

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: 

o p p o s e  any  par t  of  t h e  Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows Mining 
Activities, including underground mining, in t h e  District, especially in 
CONSERVATION, COASTAL, RURAL a n d  RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 

I recu1re the POP to uphold bind ursitv values expressed in the RMA Secton 6.1 require the Plan t o  Prohibit all 
Mining Activities in Outstanding Natural Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity Landscape Overlays n 
the Secticn 32 Rules. 

Tie dbjecUves and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community and biodiversity values required by the 
ato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf Marine Park 

Aci. HGMPA). 

I r e q u e  the Plan to s p e t H u  : 'otect our coastal environment from mining, The Coastal Zone has been 
—moved without giving adequate orocection to coasts :diversty from adverse impacts of mining. I require 
the Ccastal Envronment Overlay to include a ruie proHoting a`  actvtes. 

The T000 nec tahao to tranoaca the High Value Consenuet Areas' went Vwd in Schedule 4 into 'Outstanding 
Natural Lan-' : : (ONL). a t n e  Pier to accurately protect Schedule ' r i d  on the Coromandel 
Pemnsuia trc 'hning A by nciud:ng Ci: iaentfied Scnecu:e 4 iand the Conservation Zone and 
classibAng m:nr:g aut:vit:es e u r o r u t e d  act:wt a: 

ant concerned, that Newmont's M:ning Activity n Waih, including broken promises and mining expansion 
under peopies homes without their consent, is a threat to our smaii co a stai communities. I want the Plan to 

b:t M:n:ng Activities under people's homes. 

I need to be ccnfiaent that the TCDC has recognised the views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP. 
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oppose Section 37 - M i n i n g  Activities. 

Section 3 7 4  Note I f A d  to pros r a  as for Underground Mining Activit:es in affected Zones cutnde  the 
access ccme, 

w a n t  t t  CDC to amend Section 37.4 Table I of the PDP to state that Al Mining Activities are Prohibited in 
all Zones, including prospecting and exploration, or other such reiief 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 miii nave a 
major adverse impact on the unique Conservation Values and Natural Character of the Comma nde  i. W e  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  minhig for gold and other 
minerals." (p73), and instead acknowledge that the Gold Ain:ng boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 and 

930 a :c was a s r " e i :  s c a i e  Industry c o m p a r e d  t o  th,,e t i e s  of todat 

n a n t  the Pian to  acKnowledge the iong te rm ecoricm. -, 
I an environmental legacy and the detrimental 

efec :s  of h;storca m : n n g  in t h e  Dstrict. 

o a r t : c u a r  c o n c e r n  t o  m e  iC t h e  s t a t e m e n t  ' T h e  Pia-, :nciudes p rovsons  t o  enable the Council to take the 
presence of m~neral resources Into account when assessbcg proposad for  the subdivision, use and development 
o f  iand (p73) Along with Section 142.2 this eves n n n n g  crioritv o ' e r  other forms of  development. I oppose 
Minjng Act:vdies caving such a rioritp. i c c : i e t e i y  disagree with the n t s :  on of Section 14.2.2 and require 
cA t  to be removed as it :s unrepresentative of community values. 

T h e  C r o ' " n n d e i  Peninsula B u e n ,  where community value: nssossed, has not been f A d  translated 
into the and sustanebie ar-v : o p r n e n t  and biodivars v . .  are not prioritised. I sunoort the 
counch tc change the wording L the F DIP to uphold these values E essed 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 sgnif icantly t o  our Natural Character. 

in summary: I require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibited 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-Corornandel District. 

Yours sincerely, 

Lucia Lu:utaiSuess 
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From: Lizzie Sullivan [elizabeth.sullivan89@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 22:04:33
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 
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,

  Lizzie Sullivan

Date

  10/03/2014
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SUBMISSION BY M.J. & I.J. Goudie TCDC Proposed District Plan 

Form 5 
Submission on publicly notified Proposed District Plan 

Clause 6 o f  First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Thames Coromandel District Council 

Name of submitter: MJ &JJ Goudie 

This is a submission on the THAMES COROMANDEL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN PDP): 
Notified on 13 December 2013 

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are: 
PLANNING MAPS 6 & GA OVERLAYS 

MY SUBMISSION: 

I OPPOSE the Coastal Erosion Hazard Lines shown for Otautu Bay and Lot 18 DPS 5572 (275 Port Jackson 
Road Otautu Bay) in particular. 

REASONS: 

The Coastal Erosion Lines (current & future) are incorrectly shown. 
The coastal erosion lines do not accord with the recent coastal hazard assessment for this part of Otautu 

Bay, is not borne out by any historic events and cannot be supported having regard to future risk. 

Lot 18 DIPS 5572 is within the Coastal Living Zone, is over 2000m2 and is capable of being subdivided with a 
suitable house site located behind the future Coastal Protection Line. 

The beachfront yard of 7.5m provides more than sufficient setback to reduce risk from erosion and 
maintain beachfront amenity. 

DECISION SOUGHT 

I seek the following decision from the local authority: 

The Coastal Erosion Line(s) currently shown on Planning Maps 6 and 6A be deleted; and 

The Coastal Protection Line(s) be located at the seaward boundary of the properties. 

Or to similar effect 

1 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

10 March 2014 
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4 

SUBMISSION BY M.J. & JJ. Goudie 

wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

TCDC Proposed District Plan 

if others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

could not gain a trade advantage through this submission. 

L WPTNCF CROSS CHAPMAN & C o  LTD 

(H ..... 

10 March 2014 

Address for service of submitter: M.J & JJ. Goudie 

C/o Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

P0 Box 533 

THAMES 3450 

Telephone: 07 868 3315 

Email: . . . . . . : : - i  conz 

Contact person: Graeme Lawrence 

Director 

2 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

10 March 2014 
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PWI-SUBMISSION BY MJ. & J,J, Goudie TCDC Proposed District Plan 

Form 5 
Submission on publicly notified Proposed District Plan 

Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Thames Coromandel District Council 

Name of submitter: Mervyn Goudie 

This is a submission on the THAMES COROMANDEL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 

Notified on 13 December 2013 

The specific provisions of the proposai that my submission relates to are: 

Indigenous Vegetation Clearance 

Landowner bearing the costs of "ground truthing" Natural Areas, 
Outstanding Landscapes and Amenity Landscapes 

MV SUBMISSION: 

I OPPOSE the restrictions placed on Indigenous Bush Clearance from areas that have been in pasture or for 
the purposes of producing firewood. 

I also OPPOSE provisions that require farmers to carry out "ground truthing" to determine the significance 
of indigenous vegetation (and ONLs and ALs) when it comes to: 

reinstating pasture by clearing areas of manuka for kanuka or tree fern or similar. 

• applying for or carrying out subdivision or land uses that are not related to environmental or 
conservation lots. 

REASONS: 

Farm management practices involve rotation of crops. This may include areas of regenerating manuka and 
kanuka over pasture for short or long periods depending on climate, costs of maintaining pasture or returns 
on stocking regimes. Areas of indigenous vegetation, particularly kanuka and manuka may then be cleared 
to provide for extraction of firewood for use or to supplement income from time to time. 

Farmers need to be able to rely on being able to clear and extend pasture in areas which have been cleared 
for pasture in the past, as and when farm management practices require it without the need for consents 
or other costs such as identifying the extent of significant vegetation or landscapes of any significance. 

Lawrence cross Chapman & co Ltd 

10 March 2014 
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SUBMISSION BY M J .  & J.J. Goudie TCDC Proposed District Plan 

The costs of ground truthing location or extent of significant indigenous vegetation or habitats or other 
areas identified as being of public benefit should not fall on the landowner when carrying out land uses or 
subdivision (such as boundary adjostments or relocation). 

DECISION SOUGHT 

I seek the following decision from the local authority: 

Add to Section 29.3 Permitted Activities Rule 3 under 1 the following additional 
circumstances when indigenous vegetation may be cleared in the Rural Area: 

• Clearing fern regrowth in or over pasture where pasture had been the dominant 
vegetation 

• Clearing manuka or kanuaka located over land that had been in pasture that has been 
grazed, provided that where manuka or kanuka is over 3 m in height and/or the land has 
not been grazed since 1976, the maximum area of land that can be cleared is 5 ha per 
annum. 

$ Clearing up to 10m3 of manuka or kanuka per 12 month period for firewood purposes in 
locations that has not previously been in pasture. 

2. Remove from all parts of the plan any requirement that Natural Areas, Outstanding 
Landscapes and Amenity landscapes be "ground truthed" at the cost of the landowner or 
applicant for resource consents. 

In the event that natural areas ONL or AL are retained in the District Plan, they only do so 
only on the basis that their extent location and boundaries are determined at no cost to the 
landowner before they come into play for consents (land or subdivision) under the Plan. 

The only exception to this may be where a landowner or consent holder derives the benefit 
of additional lots through conservation or environment lot subdivision. 

Such consequential changes or refinements that may be required to the relief sought: 

a. To include the rewording of 24.3 Policy 5b to state: 
"Except in the case of  reinstatement of pasture and clearance for  firewood clearance of 
indigenous vegetation shall be discouraged in the Coastal Environment;" and 

L To add to Policy Sc after the words "where areas vulnerable to modification" the 
following "as identified (having being ground truthed) in the Overlay Maps for  Natural 
Character and ONUS and AL'S". 

Or to similar effect 

Lawrence cross Chapman & co Ltd 

10 March 2014 
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SUBMISSION BY M.J. & J.J. Goudie 

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

TCDC Proposed District Plan 

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

I could not gain a trade advantage through this submission. 

i \ \ \  RE'\Ci CRThS H A P \ 1 \  & C O  LTD 

A 

L ctr 

10 March 2014 

Address for service of sub miter: M.J. and J.J Goudie 

C/o Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

P0 Box 533 

THAMES 3450 

Telephone: 07 868 3315 

Email: graeme@ co 

Contact person: Graeme Lawrence 

Director 

3 

Lawrence Cross Chapman & Co Ltd 

10 March 2014 
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From: amanda ewing [amandalina.ae@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 21:36:50
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 
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,

  Amanda Jane Ewing

Date

  10/03/2014
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 
Submission by 

C 
Name: 

Address: L \  - 

Phone: Email: 

Given the outstanding landscapes and ecology of the Coromandel Peninsula, we  need 
much stronger planning regulations to protect our environment from Industrial Mining 

Activities, for the benefit of  communities and future generations. The PDP does  not 
articulate the special Qualities, Values and Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula, 

therefore: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

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

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

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

• I want the language of in Section 14.1 (Mining Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities wH nave 
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 effects of the legacy of 
historical mining in the District. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

(.. . e,-comments: 

... 
..,..., 

. 

..,, 

would like to speak to my submission._ 
would consider presenting a'jouit case with others who have made a similar submission 

e womd like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP. - 

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: . . 
4— .. .. Date: 

I. 
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From: Paul Lee Lee [dennisj@mbas.au.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 21:27:49
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 
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:

 

As a resident of 37 years on the Coromandel Peninsula I 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. 

   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,

  Paul Roland Lee

Date

  10/03/2014
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan 
Submission by 

Name 

Adaress 

Phone Email: 
7' 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Of particular concern to me is the statement "The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 
presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land." (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppose Mining Activities having such a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 
Section 14.2,2 and require this to be removed as it is unrepresentative of community values. 

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

• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, 
T 0 0 0  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 ørohibitied in all zones and 
overlays, or other such relief that has the same effect and t h e j g e  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 a s  there is so 
much  economic  revenue and employment dependent on our reputation a s  a clean green 

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

My 'further comments: 

..:. 

.1 
..' .... 

I 

• I would like to speak to my submission. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: Date: 

/ 
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From: Evelyne Siegrist [evebuffalo@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 20:59:29
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 
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,

  Evelyne Siegrist

Date

  10/03/2014
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1 l c  pc L j C  proi Laioiis o j  the Proposed District Plan that m y  submission relates to are: 
([1 :ecify the Objeci , Policy, Rule, Map or other reference yo.ir submission relates to) 
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( d c  l y  u SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have ams 
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1 

LyOn Park 
. WHITIANGA 

. 
A gift to the community by 

Thomas Harwood Lyon 
for use as sport and recreation in 
memory of his deceased daughter 

Belle. 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

.FTT 

. .... 

00 

00 

Lyon Park is made up of two titles of land, both gifted to the community for 
sport and recreation. The major part was gifted by T. H. Lyon and the smaller 
title was gifted by the then Whitianga Tennis Club (Now Mercury Bay Tennis 
Club). 

The original vision of Thomas Lyon of sports clubs, playing fields and a 
recreational area down to the waters edge of the Whitianga harbour has not 
eventuated. We as a community are to blame for this and must take responsibility 
for not adhering to the original Deed of Gift. 

•i 

May the next generation recognise this special piece of land so that what is left 
remains as a green area is used for what it was intended for. 

Peter Grant 
Whitianga 2014 

Note: When you read through remember that has these two parvcels of land not been gifted to the 
community it would now be full of residual housing down to the waters edge. 

1 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

Lyon Park 
HOW IT ALL STARTED 

-S 

- 
S 

• 

'1 

- & - 

. T74"', 
Photo shows I'vlr & \Irs 'IH.Ly fl with eldest daughter Nellie with her eldest daughter 
Beverley and her son. Photo was taken on the land which is now known as Lyons 
Park. 

Thomas Lyon 
was a Farmer, Secretary of the dairy company, 

lay preacher and was also involved 
in community affairs. 

) 

2 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

43 4 
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AREA OF L \ \  1) GIFTED BY T.H.LYON 1.678HA 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

On the 20th April 1940 in memory of his deceased daughter Thomas Lyon 
Gifted part of his farm to the community. 

A N T )  the COdCtNDELCOUNTYCOIThTCIL representing the 

Chairman Councillors and inhabitants of the C c t  of 

Coi::::ndel ( hereinafter called "the Council") of tille 

third part. 

t h e  d o n o r ,  ( a s  a r u b i i c - s p i r i t e d  resident 

i g e  t o  p r o v i d e  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  r e c r e s  n a. 

and rance the welfare of the cornmun:Lt; : for 

p u p r e  o f  c c  o r a t n g  h i s  d e c e a s e d  L trha 

uted a Memorandum of Transfer to tii Cc :oil of an 

area of four acres and twenty-five perches Or 25e ) 

more or less situated at hhitianga afore e said to be hld 

h- the Council as a Recreation Reserve and Par'k to be 

lied "The Mercury Bay Centennial and Lyon Park" 

: e i n a f t e r  called "the said Park";) 

Extract from the deed of gift passing the land to the Coromandel County Council. 

The full name of the park is "The Mercury Bay Centennial And Lyon Park". 
The centennial part was as part of the Centennial of Celebration of the 
dominion of New Zealand 

4 
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1 LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

TENNIS CLUB LAND 

I 
T 

4) 

Amy Lee was Li life member o f  the Mercary Bay Tennis Club and Treasurer from 1947 to 
1982. Amy Lee was instrumental in having the Tennis Club land gifted to the community to 
form part of Lyon Park. 

. 

The Whitianga Tennis Club (now Mercury Bay Tennis Club) moved to the 
site they occupy today in 1908. In march 1926 they purchased the said land • 
from T.H.Lyon. 

1 

I 

3 

The transfer o f  land shows the conveyance from Lyon to Lee and others (Trustees o f  Tennis 
Club) 

5 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

C 

Minutes o f  the Tennis Club on the 15th October 1957 approving the transfer o f  land from 
the Tennis Club to the Coromandel County Council. This was on the proviso that, to quote 

• Amy Lee "The Tennistlub Continue to have free use o f  this land providing the Tennis Club 
at their cost maintain and keep the facility in good condition". 

• 

D .  P 32/ 

- 

/ W 1 7 a r e / / 8  / 
i V a .  6 2 

IVY 

/ 
/ 

I 6 

:\ETRLC AREA 5 

Area o f  land gifted by the Mercury Bay Tennis Club 1467m2. 

6 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

I - 
3 

/ 

: 

/ L t 2 / 4 ç  
( ( e  t((tCC 

/ 

- 

li/ic showing trciiis r of land in 1960 to the Coromandel County Council. This was signed 
by I-! L'rbc rt Arnold Morley being surviving trustee of the Tennis Club. 

So this is how the 

MERCURY BAY CENTENNIAL AND LYON PARK 
AND 

THE TENNIS CLUB LAND 
both gifted to the community has now 

become known as 

LYON PAR' K 

. 

. 

7 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

. 

- - 
$jt& 

nor 

01, 

77iis 1994 JJ)/lOt() S / i O ' S  the 51?it of the Marina Recla,,nation beincfouinec1 taking uwai'tioin 1. n P 
direct access to the waters Ccice. 

8 

This 1948 photo show Lyon Park after it was gifted by T.H.Lyon. You will notice the two concrete tennis 
courts (top left) and the direct access to the Whitianga harbour. 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

. 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  Manager and Ch ie f  Planner spoke 
on the present  a v a i l a b l e  open spaces. 

Lyons Park - The Board spoke on the useage o f  this 
area as a r e c r e a t i o n a l  and s p o r t i n g  facility. 

RESOLVED: That the Mercury Bay Community Board 
conf i rm t h a t  i t  w i l l  r e t a i n  no less than t h a t  area 
Oft '  Lyons Park occupied by the Rugby Club and used 
as a sports field as public open space for 
recreational use, in perpetuity. 

J Gaskell/D Bourne 

The Board were asked to consider the provision for 
clubhouses on Lyons Park, Councillor Leach, 
advised that the present building is capable of 
catering for a mixture of sporting and 
recreational clubs and it was generally felt extra 
buildings on the Albert Street frontage of Lyons 
Park would be detrimental to the park, 

The land on the seaward side of the playing field 
• is estimated to hold some 100 cars which can cater 

fo r  assoc iated marina park ing in peak times 
leaving t h i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  the Mercury Bay Rugby 
and Spor t :  Club dur ing  t h e i r  s o r t s  sea:on The 
L e n e f i t  o f  a green area was f e l t  do 

Lb:ntal. 

1991 Extract from minutes of the Mercury Bay Community Board special meeting sJ1o1v'i11g 
how important it was to keep the sports field as open space for recreational use in perpetuity. 

10 
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SO THEN HOW DID THIS HAPPEN IN 2006. 

In 2006 this 100 
car park design of 
the playing field 
was prepared by 
the iiilc'rnational 
company Opus. 
How could they get 
it so wrong with 
the deed of gift 
in place and the 
minuted shown 
above restricting 
the usage to open 
space. This plan 
prepared by Opus 
was brought up 
for discussion at 
the Mercury Bay 
Community Board 
meeting on 20th 
April 2010. As at 
this date it has 
not been taken 
off the table for 
consideration. 

: - L 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

. 

I_7 

r-ALI-0 

P 
-, - - 

- 
•-- ---: : :  :..' ' -  ---'I. 

: P ' y c e i c  building should not have been Jnit here. At the time tli' IL'fln L..J)G'.L'ctc'i 
as it was going to llilldL'r the/uture expansion o f  the Tennis Club. In 1971 the council allowed 
a 21 year lease for the Playcentre cl/Icr which the building was to be removed. Ibis did not 
happen. 

12 

The Mercury Bay Tennis Club, showing the redevelopment in the year 2000. A full 
development o f  this area was not allowed because o f  the positioning o f  the Playcentre. These 
courts are open to the public and is a complying activity on the park. 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

T K S  P P I J S  hITITSSFTH t h a t  t h e  C o u n c i l  DCT HET BY 1 f f  t P T  the  s 
l a r l  f o r  use o f  t h e  A s s o c i a t i o n  f o r  a t e rm o f  21 y e a r s  c c u r e r c i n g  on 'the 

2 day o f  1 9 7 1  y i e l d . -  and r a y i n g  t he  annua l  rental 
T I  Th ( l Q c )  such sum t o  be n a i d  i n  advance on t h e  f i r s t  day o f  A u r i l  i 
each n e a r  SUBJECT t o  t h e  f o f l o x i n  cover -an ts ,  c o n d i t i o n s  and rest ricticns, 
F f01  Thu t h a t  a f t e r  t h e  e x p i r a t i o n  o f  f i v e  y e a r s  ( 5  y e a r s )  f r c r  the d i  to 
h e r e o f  t h e  a n n u a l  r e n t a l  s h a l l  be T I T Y  DCLLAFS ( $ 3 0 . 0 0 )  o r  l e s s  hr 
b y  t h e  C o n n e i l  a t  t h a t  tc: 

Extract from lease showing 21 years. 

hereof Ceencil nay cancel or a l t e r  t h e  cQ a n y  p a r t ,  o f  a n  p o r t  o f  t h e  A g r e e  eat 

12 ,  T i l T  a n y  b i r i l d i n y s  s o  b u i l t  o r  e r c t e d  s h a l l  a t  t h e  e x p i r a t i o n  of 

t h e s e  p r e s e n t s  o r  a t  t h e  s o o n e r  d e t e r i n a t i o n  t h e r e o f  a s  h e r e i n a f t e r  urotild 

e n d  a t  t h e  s o l e  e r p e n s e  o f  t h e  A s s o c i a t i o n  t 3'er;QVed f r o - -  t h e  s a i d  l a n d  n:thi 

t e r c '  n c p t b  o f  t h e  a t e  o f  s p o  e r i ç a t j o n  ø r  d e ( . e r r  n a t i o n  t h e r e o f  o a r  or 

no c i r c u r s t a n c e s  s h a l l  c p e n  t i o r  b p  F a y n b i e  therefor-13. 

T E l  A s s o c i a t i o n  w i l l  j i t r r e  w i t h i n  t h e  n c t n i n g  a s c r i b e d  t o  those 

noses fri t h e  F o u r t h  S c h e d u l e  t o  the 1,an4 T r e u s f e r  A c t  1952 a n d  w i l l  i f  eanie 

Clause 12 showing removal o f  building required in 1992 
Note: This building is now a gym and fitness centre which is a complying activity on this park. 

- 

All purpose volley wall and hard court recreation area for use by [lie public. Erected and 
paidfor by the Tennis Club in the year 2009. A complying activity on the Park. 

S 

. 

13 
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LYON PARK - A GIFT TO THE COMMUNITY 

. 

Alcrcury Bay Rugby and Squash Club (2 Courts) building. The Rugby Club was guardian 
of the sports field for many years. Over the years they have leveled and groomed the sports 
field to the standard it is today. Up until recently the Rugby Club mowed and maintained the 
field. This playing field has hosted other sports such as Soccer, Summer Touch Football, Tag 
Football and Softball. The Rugby and Squash Club are a complying activity. 

Jni 

- 
I 11 

AIarinal Activity. Should have been built on the marina reclamation part o f  the land. Vic 
driveway into the building has taken the last o f  the grassed area o f  the original Lyon Park. 

14 
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. 

"WE USED IT BECAUSE IT WAS THERE" 

- Sorry Belle 

. 
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Submission on the Thames-Coromandel District Council 

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan 2014 

By: Name/Organisation Susan Whtiefield 

Postal Address 
 43 McFadzean Drive 

Blockhouse Bay 
AUCKLAND 0600 

Email 
susanwhitefield@slingshot.co.nz 

Telephone 
027 416 4429 

I 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, I 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 I 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: I 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 I support in the plan: Suggested Additions: 

Section 14: I 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: I 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: I support the prohibited status for 
mining in parts of this section. 
 

Exploration should not be a permitted activity. 
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 I 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, I 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. I 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 I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  
 Y  N If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please complete the following: 

I 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, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.  
NO I 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  O BOX 181 

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 
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RENDEZVOUS MOTEL 
GATEWAY TO THE COROMANDEL 

 
SH 25 KOPU THAMES 

P  O BOX 181 

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 Ngati Maru Highway (SH25) Kopu – NZTA5: 
 
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 5m2) 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. 
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2 

2 

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]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 17:26:48
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 
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:

 
The Coromandel Peninsula has unique biodiversity, one of the most beautiful areas in NZ - and it would be a very sad day if short-term 
economic pursuits were allowed to destroy its uniqueness and its beauty irreparably.

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,

  Hilary Margaret Calman, Allan Donald Calman

Date

  10/03/2014
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 10th March 2014 

Dear  Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors, 

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

My name is Kumaran Nair and I own a holiday home in Whangamata. 

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 
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 I believe the rules:  

 Will decrease the income I receive from my holiday home – income I 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.

 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

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 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.  

I look forward to your response. 

Yours faithfully, 
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Kumaran Nair 
(Rewa Family Investments Ltd) 
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10th March 2014 
 
Dear  Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors, 
 
RE: Letter in support of my Submission on the TCDC Proposed District Plan 
 
My name is __David__Olsen_________________ and I own a holiday home in 
___Whangamata________________________. 
 
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 
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 I believe the rules:  

 Will decrease the income I receive from my holiday home – income I 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. 

 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 

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 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.  

 
I look forward to your response. 
Yours faithfully, 
 
David Olsen 
olsendav@xtra.co.nz______________________________ 
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From: Molly Sullivan [mollykate1991@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 19:27:52
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Molly Sullivan

Address

40 Rocklands Ave
Balmoral 1024
New Zealand
Map It

Email

mollykate1991@gmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.
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• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge 
this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

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

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

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  Molly Kate Sullivan

Date

  10/03/2014
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From: Kathryn Jury [jury.kathryn@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 19:43:08
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Kathryn Jury

Address

311 Grafton road,
Thames 3500
New Zealand
Map It

Email

jury.kathryn@gmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

• The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values 
expressed by Coromandel communities.
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• There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to mining, TCDC must acknowledge 
this, and that the 40 year history of the ‘No Mining’ campaign in Coromandel has contributed significantly to our Natural Character.

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

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

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  Kathryn Anne Jury

Date

  10/03/2014
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From: Cody Hill [Onecodhill@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 10 March 2014 20:15:52
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Cody Hill

Address

348e west coast road. Glen Eden.
Auckland 0602
New Zealand
Map It

Phone

0212636462

Email

Onecodhill@gmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

I oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I would like to speak to my submission. 

   No

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

   Yes

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

Yours sincerely,

  Cody James hill

Date

  10/03/2014
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