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8.3.14 

 Submissions cover 

         Thames Coromandel District Council: 

        Submissions on: Proposed District Plan       

 From:       Kuaotunu Peninsula Tramping Group 

         Address: 

        Full Name:       Robin Mahood, Secretary, 

        Organisation:   Kuaotunu Peninsula Tramping Group 

         Email Address: mahood@ihug,co.nz 

         Postal Address:  11 Gracechurch Drive, Flatbush, Manukau 2016 

         Phone No.:      09 274 7585

         Mobile No: 021 968 422      

        Please find attached our submissions document, which includes Appendixes A, B 

and C, to be read with the text of the submissions.  

 Submissions on the Proposed District Plan       

The group thanks the Council for the opportunity to make these submissions on some 

aspects of the Proposed Plan. 

All the submissions represent relevant aspects of the public interest and it is intended  

that further submissions  be made. 

Our Group asks that its submissions be heard by the Proposed District Plan Hearings 

Panel. 
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TCDC PDP Submissions 8.3.14 

 

Thames Coromandel District Council 

 

Proposed District Plan 

 

Submissions from the Kuaotunu Peninsula Tramping Group  

 

Submission 1  

 

Concerns about some aspects of future applications for residential subdivisions 

of the lands currently zoned as ‘Rural Zone’ 

 

Smaller communities in particular are concerned that anything more than low 

incremental growth in the number of houses will not enable the retention of the 

existing rural and natural character backdrops and the low key living and recreational 

activities which have been enjoyed for decades and which are intended to be retained 

under the Proposed Plan, for example, refer to p 82, Policy 10 l. ‘Opito, Otama, 

Matapaua Bay’ of the Plan. These settlements are designated as ‘Coastal Residential 

Areas’ on the operative ‘Index to Planning Maps’, along with many other ‘low key’ 

settlements.  

 

Any further higher density subdivision and housing  will also put excessive pressure 

on existing boat launching opportunities, whether from a jetty, or off a ramp or beach, 

which are a major part of the infrastructure relied on by residents and visitors. Safety 

for those launching and retrieving can be a major issue if seas become rough and 

retrieval then needs to be rapid. 

 

The existing use of Opito Bay for anchorage by visiting boats will also increase, 

causing pressure on the use of the beach for other activities. 

 

It is understood that applications for further development of the rural zoned land will 

be discouraged, (for example refer to p51 Coastal environment 7.3 Objective 1)  

A  non-complying activity status is applicable (ref p273, 38.6, RULE 9 2 of the Plan). 

It is believed to be in the best interests of the natural environment , communities, and 

the public, that any  further development is subject to a private plan change. Because 

the effects will be more than minor, there should be full notification, taking into 

account that residents and visitors come from many parts of New Zealand. Full public 

notification of a private plan change gives the public the certainty that they will be 

able to have their say on an application they are concerned about.  

 

 The Operative District Plan includes the Opito to Matapaua Structure Plan (removed 

without trace from the Proposed Plan). This structure plan provides a set of rules for 

sustainable outcomes, which address the issues of environmental sustainability, the 

expectations of  communities  and  the need to enhance public walking access  to and 

along the coast, and deals with the existing pine tree plantations. 

The need for such rules are illustrated by  Attachment A , a letter from Peter  

Wishart, until recently Planning Manager, to the landowner,  which states  the 
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intended outcomes, and the rules considered appropriate when the Operative Plan was 

being prepared. It is evident that district wide policies alone in the Proposed Plan are 

insufficient to meet the purpose and principles of the Plan under s5 RMA for much of 

the Rural Zone, which gives the Coromandel Peninsula its nationally important 

natural character.  

 

 

Submission 2 

 

Index to Planning Maps 

 

OPPOSE the omission from the Plan of a colour map of the District, and legend 

similar to the operative ‘Index to Planning Maps’ and legend,  with the current  

‘Towns’, and  ‘Residential Areas’ , and ‘Villages’ shown. See Attachment B for the 

operative Index to Planning Maps. The inclusion of such a map is necessary for a 

clear and unambiguous understanding of the Proposed Plan. 

 

Do all existing ‘Villages’ remain, as well as those listed on p471 of the Plan under 58 

.1 Zone Description?  Are any Villages on the operative Planning Index Map to be 

designated as ‘Towns’?  

 

To avoid ambiguity, the word ‘Village’ should be reserved for designated ‘Villages’.  

 

 

 

Submission 3 

 

The Maintenance and Enhancement of public access to and around the coast, 

under the NZ Coastal Policy Statement, required to be given effect in the District 

Plan. 

 

OPPOSE   the omission of policies to enable effect to be given to the stated objectives 

in a number of places in the Plan for the maintenance and enhancement of public 

access to and along the coast. See Attachment  C  for recent guidance information 

from the Department of Internal Affairs regarding this issue. 

 

Under s6(d) RMA, all persons exercising functions and powers under the RMA “shall 

recognise and provide for’, as a matter of national importance, the maintenance and 

enhancement of public walking access to and along the coastal marine area, 

as required by s6(d)RMA. This provision of the Act is reinforced by the NZ Coastal 

Policy Statement.  

 

Such enhancement; whether on subdivision or by other means, including ‘to’ the coast 

through private land, is very important. To quote TCDC’s District Plan Manager 

when public access to and along the coast was being discussed: ‘everybody wants 

better access to the coast!’ So there needs to be a process to provide this in the District 

Plan. 

 

Many opportunities have been lost in earlier years but more recent amendments to the 

RMA, the NZ Coastal Policy Statement( particularly to ‘Application of this policy 
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Statement’ and Policy 19 ‘Walking access’),  and to the Local Government Act 

regarding development contributions and reserves, make it mandatory for  local 

authorities to give effect to the enhancement of public access on subdivision where it 

is needed.  

 

To meet the requirements, it is recommended that Council officers consider the 

opportunities for enhancement of public access to the coast, rivers and lakes, in 

consultation with Community Boards, with some community involvement, whenever 

it is necessary to do so to meet the Council’s duties under the relevant legislation. 

 

There are a number of statements in the Proposed Plan reiterating these duties  but no 

processes have been found in the Proposed Plan or the Council’s development 

Contributions Policies for giving effect to them as is mandatory under s55 (2), 2(a), 

2(b), 2(c), 2(d), and (3), s75 RMA and NZCPS. 

Such enhancement of public access on subdivision, particularly ‘to’ the coast through 

private land, is very important, particularly if the development is intended as a ‘gated 

community’. Roads could be private, but public walking access to the coast should be 

provided.  

 

Auckland City has introduced requirements into its Development Contributions under 

the Local Government Act which are intended to enable the enhancement of access to 

the coast by means of reserves under s197 to s206 of the Local Government Act. 

 

Alternatively, a financial contribution in the form of land to gain enhancement of 

access under s108 (10) RMA can be used, provided there is a rule accordingly in the 

District Plan. 

 

 

 

Submission 4 

The location of the inland boundary of the ‘coastal Environment’ 

 

A number of the Plan’s Overlay Maps show a black line intended to  delineate the 

landward extent of the ‘Coastal Environment’  as intended by the Council. 

However the Coastal Environment Maps in the Waikato Regional Policy Statement, 

decisions version 2012, showing  the eastern coast of the Coromandel Peninsula 

present a much different picture. (refer to the bold red line on:PART B, 4AMaps:    

4-15 CE14;   4- 16 CE15; and  4-17 CE16). These maps are in compliance with the 

second para. of 7.1.1 of the proposed Plan. 

 

The WRPS version looks more appropriate since it does more to protect the 

environment, and the WRPS line will take precedence  over the District Plan under 

s75 RMA. The differences between the lines is much more than ‘refinement’as stated 

in 7.1.1, and the section 32 evaluation is silent about the large difference. 

 

The WRPS line is SUPPORTED.  

 

Submission 5 

‘The Glades’ Development adjacent to the western end of Matapa Bay: 

Concerns about the removal without trace of the operative structure  
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plan from the proposed Plan 

 

Under the consent order from the Environment Court which authorised this 

development for a maximum of 14 houses under a structure plan, there is provision 

that if at any time a consent is sought for additional houses, then this would be a non-

complying activity. At present, no houses have been built and it should be recognised 

that the development is by no measure complete, and could be subject to change. 

 

A second factor is that the very important provisions in the consent order, agreed to 

and fully recognised by the Council, for formed all-tide public walking access from 

Matapaua Bay to Sandy Bay by means of an appropriate standard of track,  have in no 

way been met for the western half (approximately) of the track at the Sandy Bay end 

of the required accessway.  

This omission constitutes a grave injustice for the public, on-going since the issue of 

the s224 certificate. 

 

This issue was the subject of much correspondence and several meetings involving 

complaints. But no remedial action was taken. 

 

The consent order, and subsequent correspondence, showed that it was never intended  

that the western half  of the public accessway be aligned along the foreshore at the 

base of the seacliffs as is the case.    

 

All that was provided by the developer before the s224 certificate was issued was a 

notice directing the public to proceed for the western half of the accessway to Sandy 

Bay, down to and  around the rocky and  bouldery  foreshore, unnecessarily  marked 

with painted poles provided by the developer, now most, if not all, knocked over by 

wave action. This so called accessway is impractical to use without some wading at 

higher tides on calm days.  It is dangerous when seas are rough and southerly  swells 

are rolling in  against the eroding and occasionally slumping seacliffs. This access is 

.completely unformed, and impractical to be improved. These outcomes were 

recognised in correspondence and complaints made a number of times as the work 

proceeded, and again before the s224 certificate was granted. This situation will 

worsen as sea levels rise.  

 

It is therefore believed to be essential that all the documentation for this special 

development should be carried forward into the new District Plan to enable the 

requirements for formed all-tide public walking access to be provided as a condition 

of consent should additional houses be proposed within the development area.  

 

There are a number of important documents which need to be kept to hand, including 

the Decision on the resource consent application, the Management Plan, Landscape 

Plans, Geotechnical Report etc. 

 

Reconsideration needs to be given to where the accessway should be aligned for its 

western half and there are several options -  it is easy for there to be  a formed all-tide 

alignment away from the foreshore for the access to Sandy Bay. The track itself can 

then be a formed tramping track or walking track to NZ standards, for the benefit of 

both residents and visitors. Neither is the case at present.  

OPPOSE the removal of the Matapaua Structure Plan.              
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TCDC PDP Peter Wishart letter 10 May 2001 t0 Vela Fishing 
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ATTACHMENT B 8.3.14 
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ATTACHMENT C ‘Index to Planning maps, operative District Plan 
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Atte DistrictPl. I r2nager (or ti Jhanganiata or Whitianca) 

Full Name(s) 

or Organisatir,7 (if 

Email Address 

Postal Address " 
* 

IPhone no. , I 
lade area code 

i I 1 ; i  i l j  t l  ) _ f ) ( I  ''C1) 

' i u  noo1 mure v i i  : j L t a t t a 1  a d L :  this form. 

P VACY ACT 1993 
'te 11'at " b  " M i c  informatio't. ° '  ' " i  on this form i n c l u d i r ' ' ' " " "  ' n d  submission will be accessible to the media and public as part 

of r in, a. Car if is required information available I tesource Management Act 1995. Your contact details will only be 
) dcl Plan proce se information will be held by t I hames-Coromandel District Council, You have the right to access the 

wwwtcdcgovtnz/dpr VO1-205211 District Plan Submission R o n  5 

Form 5 Ch 6 the First f 1 the F ource Man i nt  Ac t  ) 

Submission 502

Page 2066



The jj7f"J' P 4111 uIiiui i I I) 
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H the above plan provision. 
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o r c  

J- 

Si 

Nam e. 

Address 

Phon smell: 

Given tI ' -  a rd  : r '  c t h  Coromandel P e n i v a  sid for the 
t ' u  3ed muoh s t r e '  mnq 

u u f l f l t S  
_ lies. The P o r  

. . 
, v c u u e  and Natu i Coromande e n I u I a ,  Ii(e 

,11- Plan (PDP) which allows Minin,E 
including rintheQjcteseciajyJ 

ONSEPVATON COASTAL RURAL and RESIDENTIAL ZONES 
........ 

I r e q u i r e  the P05 to uphold I odivnrcity values e I-tMA Jecticn i c 5n1 ti in Phi 

a l l  M i n i n g  A;t i 'ahoshtOntstaon NolurolLo NhteradArnonJtyLaniscap 
Q j a s  in the Section 32 RuLe 

• The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community d Id  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, 

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

• I w tnt 1k ( ' C  to amend Section 37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all Mjfljn Activitie re Prohibited 
in a l l - 7o . - i nc l ud ing  prospecting and exploration, or other such relief that has the same effect. 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be separated from Mining Activities in avoid confusion. 
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I c  i c i  1 1 4 t 4  J. 

I want Lhe I anguig of in '.tion 14,1 (M i . r  i Activities) to clearly state how future mining activities will have 

a major adverse, ini. on Cot ion Values in1 N tural Character of the Coromandel. We 
must acknowledge the aca- 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 th the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 
and 1930, and was a small scale industry ounipn d to the Mining Activities of today. 

• I wrnt  the Pho t inki  r' th'- long term economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 
oL oPhisLoric 

• Of particular concern to me is the to iomant The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take the 

presence of mmcml resou ces into noun i t  when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of lard " 'N .Hh kiuho 1 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppose iing Activi nivo tch a priority. I completely disagree with the intention of 
Section 14,2.2 and rcquin- this to b ' t i  v . unrepresentative of community values. 

• The Coromandel Peninsula Bluepid .. . 'u imunity values were assessed, has not been fully translated 
into the Plan and sustainable and do olopmei 1 and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. I support the 
council to change the wording in th NDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities. 

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

In summarr  I require the plan to h o a r r ! r r r r d e d o  t h a t  all  mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and 
ov other such relief that ens the same effect, and me language amended in Section 14 to accurately 

.i. 

The spec ia l  nature of  th L ' ants  robust protection especially a s  there is so 
much economic  revonue . dependent on our reputation a s  a clean green 

holiday destination. it is vh. a o  not allow mining into the Peninsula, a s  this is contrary 
to the exis 'cm N I Character of  the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further comm€1is: 

I would like to speak to my submission. 
I would consider pre anting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission. 
I would like to th k Council for this u u ity to submit on the POP. 

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: Date: I I 

Submission 503

Page 2069



Ni 

) rj 

Phone mail: z. 

- I 

t 
) f l F l l  U lt 

t i  u it mid Nt e Curuu Iduil rs 

Address: 

p r t  o f  the  f o  ............ 

i u n d e g j  
- 

ing 'in t h e  District nin 
' E R V  Th r ' A L  F L n d  1 E S D F N T A  'IES. 

raclLiii . tversLy va[u 3c.cs -gu tI.,co 

- . . h A 
Overlay in the ectio 32 les. 

• 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 r 'q the P17i to specifically protect our coast environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has been 
rn I without giving adequate protection to al biodiversity from adverse impacts of mining. I require 

the Li stai Environment Overlay to include a rul I ronibiting all mining activities. 

• The TCDC has failed to translate the 'High Value Conservation Areas' ideniUnd 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 brok.,n promises and mining expansion 
under people's homes without their consent, a threat to our small rmmunities. I want the Plan to 
Prohibit Mining Activities under people's homes. 

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

• Sort 37,4 Note 1 fails to provide any rules for Underground Mining Activities in affected Zones outside the 
acne )I . 

• I 'a'-" TCDC to ame - 
' t o n  37.4 Table 1 of the PDP to state that all irininq Activ :,• e Pi-ohihited 

- 
. . _ i  cluding ng and exploration, or other such relief Lint has iho sarn 

• 1 support Quarrying activities to be sega 'red from Mining Activities to avoid confusion. 
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I o 4 IV1r 

• I want the language of in 1i Actv !c  ) to ck-' ' I >ao w future mining activities will h.' 
a major adverse impact on to . orvation Values and Naturil Character of the Coromandel. W... 
must acknowledge the adverse r i p o t s  oithe modem Mining lndusuy on small communities. 

• I  want the TCDC to remove do nton o: "The District has a long history of mining for gold and other 
minerals." (p73), and os d kn .d d j that the Gold Mining boom lasted only 70 years, between 1860 
and 1930, and was a snLU ry compared to the Mining Activities of today. 

• I want the Plnn to .ckn 1 ti j :-,rm economic, social and environmental legacy and the detrimental 
effects of hiSid. 

• Of particular concorn to me he statement "The PIEo inc4ides piuvisions to enable the Council to take the 
presence of r i nccJ  re o account when isseosing proposals for the subdivision, use and 
development of land. P don 14,2. tLu C ,  i mining priority over other forms of 
development. I oppos iv. in I c- iviu iiaving such a priorit". I completely disagree with the intention of 
Section 14.2.2 and cqutrc thft LO Lc rcniuved as it is unrepr. ntative of community values. 

The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community v iHo  were assessed, has not been fully translated 
into the Plan and sustainable and development and biodiverdty 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. 

r s u m m j :  .egu A e l  that. 
o'erlays, or other such relief that uas the samo e c c i  oid the language amended in Soction "4_tOjij 

esont the h s t o r y o f m i n i n q c n  to it 

[ h e  special  nature o f  th ." . . r r r t s  robust protection especially a s  th o 
much economic  revenue i : dependent on our reputation a s  a d e a n  en 

holiday destination. It is v. .. . ot  allow mining into the Peninsula, a s  this is contrary 
to the exis 9: fs . haracter of  the Thames-Coromandel District. 

My further comneffls. 

• I would like to speak to t y  s 
• I would consider presen p :i-,t ' ith others who have made a similar submission. 

• I would like to thank U ' c o o t  llcr :1 r,portunity to submit on the PDP. 

Yours sincerely, 

Signature: 

(I / 
Date 3 
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Tiw ,pe ific provisions of the 1i oposeil [)i1i fi I Phil flint illysil bill issioii relotes to 
(please specify the OL, 't e, PcJicy, ISP M 'p P ',ou ionr 

Mysuhmi io i i  is: 
(clean, . )fl I' or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving 
reason W i  1. 

I iippnil I oppose the a b e ' '  hei provision. 
1Pi oiis for my view. 

The dr'ciion I se  Jl rn,, f l u '  Council is 11wl the prow ioii nebove be: 

Retained Liii 0 l, if Amended 
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From: Siobhan Flanigan [mlyon@ihug.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 12 March 2014 20:07:47
To: TCDC General Mail Address
Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name

Siobhan Flanigan

Address

106 Bella St
Thames 3500
New Zealand

Map It

Phone

078683867

Email

mlyon@ihug.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.
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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.

   No

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

Yours sincerely,

  Siobhan Flanigan

Date

  12/03/2014
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