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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 1. ‘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 ‘t0’ 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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THAMES Customer Services
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SERV|C Es DISTRICT COUNCIL B61.10.17
| e

10 May, 2001

Submission 501

Vela Fishing Ltd

P O Box 2206

C/- Chapman Tripp (T C Gould)
AUCKLAND

Dear Vela Fishing Ltd
RE : PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN HEARINGS DECISIONS

We write to advise you of the Thames-Coromandel District Council’s decisions on your
submissions and further submissions with regard to the Proposed District Plan

You will see from the decisions, that Council has either ‘accepted’ or ‘rejected’ your
submission(s). Where your submission has been ‘accepted’, Council has amended the Proposed
Plan in some way. This amendment may, or may not, reflect all the relief sought in your
submission and you will need to refer to the attachments for clarification. Where your
submission has been ‘rejected” Council has not amended the Proposed District Plan.

Anticipating that some submitters may have additional questions about their decisions, we have
a attached a brief newsletter which outlines the philosophy behind the decision making process.
You can obtain further assistance by contacting Thames Customer Services, Ph: (07) 868-
6025.

With regard to submissions (further submissions) on Designations, other than those of the
Council, we advise that these decisions cannot be released at this time. Before releasing these
decisions to the public, Council is obliged to advise Requiring Authorities of their
recommendations and give them 30 working days in which to accept or reject the
recommendations. Once Council has heard from the Authorities you will receive the decisions.

Pursuant to Clause 11 of the First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 1991, this letter
10tifies you of the following decisions made by Council in relation to your submission(s):

SubmissionNo  Decision - 7 Attachments

54/8/653/2498 Accept
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“

While considerable thought and deliberation went into the decision making process to ensure a
Plan that respects the requirements of the Act and the wishes of the people of the District,
Council understands that some submitter(s) may feel they have not received sufficient relief.

We would draw your attention to the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991 (First
Schedule, Clause 14) which details your rights and obligations should you wish to challenge the
Council’s decisions, in particular:

- A submitter (further submitter) can only challenge those Council decisions to which they make
a submission (further submission)

- Any challenge must be by way of reference to the Environment Court and be lodged within
fifteen working days of your receipt of this decision with:

The Registrar

Environment Court

5th Floor District Court Building
49 Balance Street

PO Box 5027

WELLINGTON

Council appreciates the contribution made by you and others in making submission(s) (further
submissions) and appearing before the District Plan Hearings Committee. It was evident from
many of the submissions (further submissions), that a great deal of energy and thought had been
put into the process. We believe the Plan has benefited as a result. Thank you.

.

Yours sincerely

PRstat

Peter Wishart
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Thames-Coromandel District Council

Decisions on Submissions Proposed District Plan *

Submission No : 54/8/653/2498 Report/issue : 54/8 -

Summary : Seeks: reinstatement of Operative Plan (rule 1531) over Vela property, Opito; or add rule
enabling subdivision under Proposed Plan rule 503.3, Tables 1(a) and 1(b).

Decision
Accept 54/8/653/2498

By reinstating the Coastal Residential policy area with a notation that a Structure Pian applies to the
area.

By adding to the District Plan in the Structure Plan section of the plan the following:
Structure Plan for Coastal Residential policy area, end of Ohinau Drive, Opito.

Subdivision or development of the land zoned Coastal Residential policy area shall be a Non-
Complying Activity until a District Plan change has been adopted for the whole of the farm property,
including the area zoned Coastal Residential policy area.

The District Plan change shall incorporate the following matters:
1. How the whole of the farm property is to be managed.

2. How the development of Matapaua Bay canbe  accommodated

-

3. Public access to Crayfish Bay and Red Bay.
4. Revegetation with indigenous vegetation of the land currently in pasture.

5. Management of the pine trees including the felling programme at maturity and their replacement
with indigenous vegetation.

6. Location of houses and access to them. It is anticipated that no more than approximately 35
houses will be constructed on the farm property.

7. Geotechnical stability of the land.

Reason

A comprehensive assessment of the property needs to be undertaken before it can be ascertained
whether development is appropriate on the site and then where it could be located. The Transitional
Plan zoning notation over the land was established under a different piece of legislation from the
Resource Management Act. There are particular responsibilities stated in the RMA that probably were
not considered in the previous assessment, and pre-dated the NZ Coastal Policy Statement. Issues
related to landscape, natural character, ecology and cultural values are of primary importance to this
site and will govern the ability of the site to be re-zoned. Geotechnical and infrastructure matters are a
necessity and this information will need to be provided as part and parce! of a proposal. The matter is
best dealt with through a private plan change or variation (as appropriate).

Attachments
Nil

Vela Fishing Ltd 10-May-01 Page 3 0of 3
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ATTACHMENT B 8.3.14

From: "Richard Hills" <Richard.Hills@dia.govt.nz>

Sent: Monday, 17 February 2014 1:32 p.m.
Subject: Some quick points on Development Contributions and Financial Contributions
Good afternoon

Further to our conversation this morning | enclose a few points concerning development
contributions and financial contributions.

I am not a lawyer, so what | have outlined below is not legal advice and is not a substitute for
professional legal advice. In considering the situation you described | am aware that we are trying
to anticipate developments with features and circumstances that are still unknown. | have therefore
kept my points to a more generic level so that they have wider applicability to a variety of
circumstances.

Development contributions

Development contributions in the form of land or money (see section 197 of the Local Government
Act 2002) may be taken where the effect of a development is to require new or additional assets
(including reserves) and the territorial has, or will, incur expenditure to provide the asset.
Development contributions must be taken in accordance with a council's development contributions

policy.

In practice, development contributions take the form of money which can then used by a council to
purchase land for a reserve. The use of development contributions for reserves is subject to
particular requirements under section 205 of the Local Government Act 2002. Note that the reserve
does not have to be un or adjacent to the land being developed - it just has to be in the same district
(although section 206 allows some leeway here also).

Except in cases where land is vested in a council, a monetary development contribution is does not
automatically result in the acquisition of any particular area of land - it just provides funding to
purchase land and may signal a council's intent to purchase that land. The land would still need to
be purchased with the agreement of the landowner (or through the Public Works Act 1981 as a last
resort).

Development contributions can be triggered (collected) on the issuing of a resource consent under
the RMA or a building consent. As such development contributions can still be taken when new
houses are built (as they require a building consent) but no subdivision takes place.

Note: A development contribution cannot be required for something that the developer has already
provided another way, or where a financial contribution is be collected for the purpose (section 200
of the Local Government Act 2002).

Potential effect of future Local Government Act Changes

One of the proposals in a Bill before Parliament currently is to limit the taking of development
contributions for reserves. The Bill proposes that development for reserves contributions can not be
taken if the development is not a residential development or is the non-residential component of a
mixed use development. These provisions are not in force as the Bill has not passed yet. The Bill
has been introduced and is being considered by Select Committee and could yet change.

Depending on the nature of a hypothetical future development, anything that creates additional

housing could still attract a development contribution under the Bill, but (for example) rural uses
such as wool sheds or implement sheds would not.
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Financial Contributions

A financial contribution is only triggered by the granting of a resource consent under the RMA, and
can only be required in line with provisions of a District Plan (RMA section 108).

In practice financial contributions are taken to offset an adverse effect on the environment. Case law
has tended to reinforce the principle of a rationale nexus, meaning that there has to be a clear link
between the effect of the development and the taking of land / money. This would mean that to
take land for an access reserve, the council may need to demonstrate that a particular development
would have the effect of closing or limiting the access.

RMA options where subdivision of the land occurs:
Potential options:

e A condition on a subdivision consent under Section 220(1)(f) of the RMA that an easement
be granted or reserved - this may only work if the effect of a development would be to
otherwise restrict access

e Taking of land as a condition of a resource consent under section 108 of the RMA (e.g. as a
financial contribution) - note that the District Plan must explicitly provide for the taking on
land for reserves

http://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/atest/DLM237201.html

Another RMA option:

* Request the council places a notice of requirement over the land that needs to be required -
this prevents the land being developed without permission until such time as the council
acquires the land off the owner (either as a financial contribution or via purchasing it). See
sections 166 to 186 of the RMA.

Local Government Act options where subdivision and/or residential development will occur
Potential options:

e Ensure the development contributions policy of the council anticipates a reserve the desired
area of the Coromandel and collects contributions for the purchase of the land in the desired
area. This may involve requesting the council to change it's development contributions
policy.

e Request that the council enters into a contractural agreement with the land owner to buy the
land or manage it in some other way that preserves access (section 12 of the Local
Government 2002 provides a general power to enter into any business or transaction).

Regards
Richard Hills | Senior Policy Analyst | Policy Group
Department of Internal Affairs Te Tari Taiwhenua

Direct Dial: +64 4 494 5797 | www.dia.govt.nz
46 Waring Taylor Street | P O Box 805, Wellington 6140, New Zealand
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel

District Plan i

Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

To =
Online: www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr CTS
Using our online submissions form \wa./p """""""""""""""""""
g ¢ A “ ANl
Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council 12 L"‘mf\ 2014
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan Thames-Coromarn fol D
. sevibinandel District Counei
Private Bag, Thames 3540 File A Coromande| SRR
File No: -

Attention: District Plan Manager T vV
Email to: customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Delivered to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
Attention: District Plan Manager (or to th@a Offices in Coromandel,\Whangamata or Whitianga)

Submitter Details :

4
Full Name(s) j[/ 7/7\7 A/,#’ﬁ/////\’/ N/L L/ am s

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address A WA //‘/'L//VI,Q 33 /‘C) Aé/b’! 4 /// L

77
e C 7o = 2 4
Postal Address _ /& 3% S/ X '>/ Manara K« g Cocerpt/e ¢

Pt 5 - S s I
inc]h?z‘}eenl:gzcode (0 ,J’ ) XZ‘ g ‘ '20 % Mobile no.

-

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.

”l“um“‘l""HU"H”I mm”l “Il“mwm““'l” www.tcde.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
oD CERTDVR 270 F 3
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Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:

(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your subnusswn relates to)l a)_b ) .
. (3
= B 17 teTe c/' UEr=m\ ’ﬁ/ Speufr | % /@/ﬂ/ AesFy{brc ’
S(’// Lrje /|/ ///-f — M ;\/////7} f?é-'/"’:’ 77 &S } p’/ /‘%e {)a(/[)ﬁ}bﬁ 6/ /((P{:é/mn/ﬂf w1 e profF 4_/)//,ru5 YA ('e:w[n(/
4 /f‘/ - TAKLATD WNAENGH . — L/S{/;M/zvl (SS9 f@,/ufj fo rtessiuies

\ 6&/'”%(//4’; wv ﬁ)(’ coOmnN €vt‘fldvl /X,//wzlw /n/y“c/ué_/«w( t hp v verse

Ve i:_o, bra L/IS:VJ A/(,A// Are. é‘,n 4MZw/7o( 7[L MG ,;/]/;)}F}ll/ /Xe
[
ccwuwét/wvn STV NP S 7 L)

My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving

reasons for your view)
I support || oppose ] the above plan provision. Need for crifieal onmbyseo

Reasons for my views:

//) M/W/v‘f K[./LMIQ( I m% / G /70«/7:&»/2(1‘« G- //( CuRtne req LLLL/ t/ 7/1/1/‘74
//’7/*2/ //1/}/( /Q"/‘Q(%/%l( i’wénv/Snm relahie 7 % /Zla,c /.f&,/pvcn A
\,‘> /VI 4 M’V Jmé{{ M’(@?"A/L"’T .;;% }%‘qd/ﬁ, ,@LW “("L’»é{l’p;zlz ‘/ﬁjq/umw

L —

The decision I seek from the Councd is that the provision above be:

Retained D Deleted D Amended D as follows:
,Su/f,veo/' Ao //l/k-(‘t:/d,e ervlread 41:.%.475’44 1
[T 7

Proposed District Plan Hearing

I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. Y D N

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

1,"?7 / 'y -
Signature of submitter %z /L VA/(/W Date /2 Har 207y

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

Trade Competition

Please note that if you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a
submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D ¥ D 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 notrelate to trade eompetition or the effects of trade competition. D ¥ D N

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

THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL
Private Bag, 515 Mackay Street, Thames 3540

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 868 0234
customer.services@tcde.govt.nz | wwwitcdc.govt.nz

Page2of2 www.tcde.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan

Submission by

Name:G;. N )“)'? /Z’D.o’} /\
Address: 59\3 Q ’\c/j—v\,.\ o) «4,’7{ g/)

Phone(j7 \f{g 5% K/(’/j/\/ Email:

..... e T T T TR L LRERT R L L

SO~ o 58

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:

| 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.

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

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

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

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

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

Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

e | wantthe 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.

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

o | 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.

e | 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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

My further comments:

e | would like to speak to my submission.
¢ | would consider presenting a joint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely, /
Signature: //‘y Date: ///JJ//<.
=~ 4
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Submission by

Name: 6,’&'\(/’\) (tf')mﬁ/‘?_ —
address: /]2 & S @&~DPLS 3 TMywe 5 7

n e s q . Ly . i \ '
Phone: Q?) 8@8 7 73 | Email 6%,\1&@(}@“,\0} JAZ
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:

| 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.

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

e 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).

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

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

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

Prohibit Mining Activities under people’s homes.

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

| oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

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

e | wantthe 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.

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

o | 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.

e | 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.

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

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

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

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

In summary: ! require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibitied in all zones and
overlays, or other such relief that has the same effect, and the lanquage 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:

e | would like to speak to my submission.
e | would consider presenting a juint case with others who have made a similar submission.
e | would like to thank the Council for this opportunity to submit on the PDP.

Yours sincerely,

Signature:

Date: L 3/,2,6/%
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THAMES

District Plan COROMANDEL

Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

Online: www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr
Using our online submissions form

Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan
Private Bag, Thames 3540
Attention: District Plan Manager

Email to: customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Delivered to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
Attention: District Plan Manager (or to the Area Offices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whitianga)

Submitter Details

~ o 4
| Full Name(s) [)ﬂr\ h y (.Cl/‘tlrubj

| or Organisation (if relevant)

i Email Address cwdreo. @ L/«Lr(_/ COH- W2 B

i 22PN — L

‘ Postal Address F. 0 - FDJ—X S“] (ha o bg‘fo
|

\

| Mobile no. {/,2—'} -;)b% 24y

|
|
—

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

1f you need more writing space, just attach additional pages to this form.

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the

information and request its correction.

| Elllﬂﬂﬁlmllmaﬁnmwgu !Iﬁ www.tcde.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan 58085406 5
C 2 1

Bt p DR f 3
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The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)

4 Stpac */fc/tjl,c — S[).zc.h(_ Lé,cy.&/df\wu Lﬁwﬂo&;e,
( (

My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or OPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving
reasons for your view) :
4
I support D oppose g the above plan provision.
Reasons for my views:

7 gw/JDOF+ M‘M""I(Zifwm - @Zﬁ/ﬂ/‘i T b kf-/)ct rvidge . Okis ae e/;ccﬂv:i(y =
ijmw’mjx 2x collirec cu,o(a Signtficard pect (./f =% (ummaw(’t/lS 17292 ._Qxc

o (wqmaehe fowiSt alfachen g pa,f C/ [owg., hsadiou Ce. TCAmgn/‘-f evllbea .vh.'j@y

The decision I seek from the Council is that the prowston above be: Mf’j hnrie :; Creofo arca. M [Ts
Retained | | Deleted| |  Amended @/as follows b

TL“Q/’r h:‘"’ U }\LP"" b”('{‘{'a e K¢ fuurwfj A‘é,« r'l"s AAS}".;«./(_ Sqqxw;/“d\u (/LC/
[/LM '}b /fw LQWWD\Uhﬁ/[ 7—2«2,{ P /q,(,qa,_ﬂ(a,.\f 7ﬁu5f‘/gt C’S’fab/ Skwl o ‘fc

Proposed Dlstnct Plan Hearing

I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. D X B/N
If others make a similar subm:sswn, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. Ly E/ N

Signature of submitter u_t“( L{A CM‘L’\' Date "I/ 3/2004¢

Person making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisztion "',xég the submission.

Trade Competition

Please note that if you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a
submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D i 4 D 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. [:l Y D N

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

THAMES-(‘UR()MAF\DH iJISIRl( T(UUN(IL

phw ne

CORO!
% : DISTRICT COUNCIL
customer.ser

Page 2 of 2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan SB%Q%?-QZ%
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Proposed Thames-Coromandel

THAMES

L e COROMANDEL
DlStr lCt P lan ISTRICT COUNCIL

Submission Form

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

Your submission can be:

Online: www.tcde.govt.nz/dpr
Using our online submissions form

Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council
Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan
Private Bag, Thames 3540
Attention: District Plan Manager

Email to: customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Delivered to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
Attention: District Plan Manager (or to the Area Offices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whitianga)

Submitter Details
Fa)
-4 7 /
Full Name(s) / vam \/WS gm\l\/gs
or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address ’é‘IJW‘ Ma{ﬁf@ Cﬁj [\Af;'ﬁ/lq M A7
Postal Address __10 SM Nhﬁr ‘J ’{Vbﬁﬁ g )% L:" L“{’gr\j 4 "h\)& k){\ (\] l\z‘

Mobile no. - ,f (/! f i &>11 -]

o G872 6479 71168 |

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be
used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.

.
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Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)

The specific provisions to which our submission relates, as laid out in the letter attached to this |
submission.

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

I support D oppose M the above plan provision.
Reasons for my views:

Please refer to the accompan ing letter which forms part of this submission. ]

i
L |
The decision I seek from the Council is that the provision above be:

Retained D Deleted D Amended lz/as follows:

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

Proposed District Plan Hearing

AN

I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. D Y

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. D ¥ [jN
3 F
f,a g Pp— Sl
Signature of submitter rlls ™ > Date / 2 / ? / [2d L”

Eerson making the submission, or authorised to sign on behalf of an organisation making the submission.

Trade Competition

Please note that if you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a
submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y m N

Ifyou 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

Lb) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. ; Yz D N

If you require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council website www. tedc.govt.nz/dpr

ANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL

S 3540

MES

THAME
COROMANDEL
DISTRICT COUNCIL
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10t March 2014

Dear Mayor Leach and TCDC Councilors,

T T — it cicrt

- )
R A A i C - .
My name is !H:l\‘vr‘,-; CAENES  and | own a holiday home in
MATRRANG |

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

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

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

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

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

*  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

(i) 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,

A
¥ ’ e

s

}L/e;'

.'?’” = [ . . =
y 2 $ . L A A
| B ENDD

Page 2076



Submission 507

PropOsed Thames-Coromandel

District Plan e

THAMES

Submission Form

Form 5 Clause 6 of the First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 199THAMF

=3-COROMANDEL
DISTRICT COUNCIL

12 MAR 2014

Your submission can be:

Online: www.tcde.govt.nz/dpr —
Using our online submissions form &-it CE,\/ED BY W’
Posted to: Thames-Coromandel District Council 4 SR

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan
Private Bag, Thames 3540
Attention: District Plan Manager

Email to: customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Delivered to: Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
Attention: District Plan Manager (or to the Area Offices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whitianga)

Submitter Details

Full Name(s) g f‘h’\uf ML,L(‘ (V=) ‘\J(—

or Organisation (if relevant)

Email Address

Postal Address \r %g NQQ vesv 1 \\2 @ d

Ko ., 1 es

Phone no.

include area code 67 36 8 t Q L{—e Mobile no.

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information. Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the media and public as part
of the decision making process. Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1991. Your contact details will only be

used for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The information will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Council. You have the right to access the
information and request its correction.

Page1of2 I\““l“ll HW"“I“N"‘ll‘lmm”l”I”IIlIWI“”I”“I www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
AR o i o A N S |
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Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
(please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates to)

Sechan 29 6%0\\:/‘6@\-\39
29 .2 Buel 2. Ns |

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

I support g oppose E/ the above plan provision.
Reasons for my views:

T 2uppes ol ofF e pouwsSions n Rule 2.\ benm
T ¥ T4
The decision I seek from the Council is that the provision above be: QQIM\HQOK o chwviher

Retained D Deleted D Amended B/ as follows:

Ddd  an  aleuenes B e n’@l(«"\— o ot AR
oW e viaed

Proposed District Plan Hearing

I'wish to be heard in support of my submission. D ¥ E/N
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. B’Y D N

Signature of submitter J 44/"/(2)"%6, Date /2 /3 //(l-—-

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

Trade Competition

Please note that if you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a
submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. D Y E"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 notrelate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. I:I Y I:I N

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

THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL
Private Bag, 515 Mackay Street, Thames 3540 ES

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 868 0234
customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz | www.tcdc.govt.nz CT COUNCIL

Page2of2 www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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Section 29.3 Rule 3

As a farmer of 45 years on this property I have cared

for my land, removing gorse, hawthorn, blackberry, raqguort
etc. The 1981 floods left me with slip-scarred hills,

The only thing that would grow on these slips was

manuka. So let it grow to buil”d up the soil. This

is what I am cutting now for firewco now,

%urely I have the right to remove some of this manuka
for our ocwn personal firewood,

I am now rtetirerd and it would He a problem for me if my
electricity bill tripled because I couldn,t cut my ouwn

firewood,

If I had to pay for a resource consent I would have to

cut more to sell in order to cover expenses,
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__1str1ct Plan

Subm:sswn Form

Form 5 Clause & ofthe First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 1991

Your submission can be:

Online: '_ . www.tede.govt.nz/dpe
E Using our online submissions form

. Posted to: . Thames- Corumande] Dlstrlct Council
' ' ‘Proposed Thames- Coromandel Dlstnct Plan
Private Bag, Thames 3540 B
. Affention: District Plan Manager

Emailto: - custoiner. services@tede.govtnz -

Delivered to: .. Thames-Coromandel District Council, 515 Mackay Street, Thames
o Attenhon Dzstnct Plrm Manager (or to the Area Oﬁices in Coromandel, Whangamata or Whmanga)

' Submitter Details

Full Namefs) /}N D AL V\f ﬁ@ V\M

¥

or Organisation (if relevant)

Eimnail Address be_v’\(} @ S ﬁ‘i(ﬁmaf Ly '(\Z

Postal Address 23 & Talopa («Vﬁ’ff» M&"’@c&@@b&v\
Al d

LS RN (I o waten. OT 1 {10 A

Submissions must be received no later than 5 pm Friday 14 March 2014

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

PRIVACY ACT 1993

Please note that submissions are public information, Information on this form including your name and submission will be accessible to the meclia and public as part
of the decision making process, Council is required to make this information available under the Resource Management Act 1951, Your contact details will only be
vsed for the purpose of the Proposed District Plan process. The infermation will be held by the Thames-Coromandel District Counel. You have the right to access the

information and request its correction.
g ml i!ml Ili“ “ wwwttde.govi.nz/dpr YoL201211  District Plan Submission Form 5
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' Your Submission

The specific provisions of the Proposed District Plan that my submission relates to are:
{please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, Map or other reference your submission relates ta)

The specific provisions to which our submission relates, as laid out in the letter attached to this
submission.

My submission is:
(clearly state whether you SUPPORT or QPPOSE specific parts of the Proposed District Plan or wish to have amendments made, giving
reasons for your view)

I support D oppose the above plan provision.
Reasons for my views:

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

The decision I seek from the Council is that the provision above be:

Retained [:I DeletedD Amended as follows:

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

| Proposed District Plan Hearing
I wish to be heard in support of my submission. D Y @ N

If others make a similar submissigh, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. |:| Y N

Signature of submitter

]

Date . (3‘/ L{_,

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

| Trade Competition S . .

Please note that if you are & person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a
submission may be limited by Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

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 thaf -
a) adversely affects the environment; and

h) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competttion. Y D N

Ifyou require further information about the Proposed District Plan please visit the Council website www.tcdc.govt.nz/dpr

- THAMES-COROMANDEL DISTRICT COUNCIL
Private Bag, 515 Mackay Street, Thames 3540 ] THAMES

phone: 07 868 0200 | fax: 07 8680234 - COROMANDEL

customer.services@icdc.govt.nz | wvnv.tcclc.govt.nz DISTRICT COUNCIL

Pagelof2 www.tcde govkrz/dpr V01201211 District Plan Submission Form 5
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12/3/14

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

My name is Andrew Dowd and I own a holiday house in Whangamata.

I oppose the various provisions for Visitor Accommodation throughout the Proposed
Thames Coromandel District Plan (*Proposed Plan”) as they relate to rentlng 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:

e 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.

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

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

I urge you to reconsider these rules in your Draft Annual Plan for 2013/2014 and
look to implement a system more like that used by Queenstown Lakes District
Council that provides allowance for holiday houses to better distinguish them from
true commercial accommodation.

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
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(i) 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,

23A Tahapa Cres
Meadowbank
Auckland
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From: Siobhan Flanigan [mlyon@ihug.co.nz] o

Sent: Wednesday, 12 March 2014 20:07:47 Submission 509
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:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the P%l’péﬂ'@ggt‘aﬁ%%le
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values
expressed by Coromandel communities.

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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission.

e No

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

e No

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

Yours sincerely,

Date

Siobhan Flanigan

12/03/2014
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