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JOHN R FRYER
32 louvain Ave
Mt Roskill 1041
Auckland

john@worldofcutlery.net

0274 965 890
09 620 6743 24 hr answer phone

Home Rental

Part V 111 section 54
Residential Zone

Rule 1 Visitor accommodation

I am a ratepayer and part time residents of T.C.D.C, having owned a property on Pauanui Beach
Road since 1998.

I list below some details about myself, followed by my comments and advise that these are my
views and not necessarily those of organisations I belong too.

Something about me:

My wife and I established and have run our own business, World of Cutlery Ltd (t/a House of
knives), since just before share market crash in July 1987 — 26 years ago, and now have two stores,
Auckland and Petone. We purchased our current Auckland premises at 24 Mt Eden Rd, in 1995.

A brief history of our associations and achievements are:

Born and bred in Nelson, where I was a prominent Hockey player and an active member of St John,
leading our team to National winners of the Sir Alfred Robin Memorial Shield

I began working life as a Trainee manager for Woolworth, soon moving to Wellington to advance
my career, and shortly after began work for DIC as their China and Glassware buyer.

This later led to a similar position with Haywrights when they opened a shop in the new St Lukes
Shopping Mall in Auckland in 1971,and subsequently poached by Milne and Choyce,

From this position I moved to a Sales Manager with a small business, W G Douglas and Son Ltd,
(Manufacturer's Representatives), looking after the Agency side of the business which was
concerned with the importation of a variety of goods from several overseas companies.

In buying the assets of this business during a take over situation, the name was changed and my
wife and I established World of Cutlery Ltd, t/a House of Knives.

Studying part time, I had by now also obtained qualifications in Retail Management and
Administration.

Since the establishment of our current business, we have had a significant involvement with the NZ
Hospitality Industry as members of the NZ Chefs Assn, NZ Foodwriters Assn, the Motel Assn, and
sponsors of a variety of industry related events and teams from the NZ Culinary Team, World Skills
competitors, Toque d'Or to name just a very few.

In 2007 the NZ Chefs Assn honoured me with a “Living Legend” Award for my contribution to the
Hospitality Industry - of the 13 recipients, I was the only non professional to gain this award..

In my personal life I have or is associated with:
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St John's Presbyterian Church, Mt Roskill

Baptist Church Pauanui

Rotary Club of Three Kings 20 years of 100 % attendance. (Had to resign because a serious injury
in 2000 prohibited attendance for a significant time.) Together with Avalon, spent several years
involved with Rotary's Youth Exchange Programme.

Pauanui Sport and Recreation Club

Has served on various committees from schools to a recent ambitious and successful Building
committee project for the Dolphin Theatre in Onehunga, Auckland.

I find the document confusing and not simple and you would need to have a degree in being able to
read this sort of document to understand what is going on.

I have a head injury due to a fall off a 2 storey house in Dedember 2000 and this sort of exercise is
fatiguing and a challenge

I am indebt for the help given me by one of the staff in a recent visit.

54.2 comments as to the character of the communitity and that can vary across the region but in
our case of Pauanui , that is one of tents,caravans and motor homes on the family section both at
Christmas time and periods through out the year.

54.4

Rule one Visitor Accomodation

la 6 tariff paid visitors

b occurs in existing buildings

There is reference to 54.2 as to character of a communitity is to be perceived ,this attempts to
change character
Currently under rules eslsewhere is reference to 12 person per toilet pan

I see no reson given for a change to our character and the rental of a temporary nature should only
be restricted to the number of beds on site :
in case of a building double bed room 2 persons
Single bedroom 1 person

Queen bed room 2 persons

King bedroom 2 persons

Bunk rooms as per number to bed down
In case of tent ,one ,two or three as stipulated on the sales information for that tent.
In case of Motor home,they have certificates covering sleeping arrangements ,if correctly certified.
A motor home must have sink,bedding and kitchen bench.

There has been some publicity over the real resons for the purposed restrictions as one coming from
motel /accomodation providers who would have vested interest.

If it is noise control ,sufficeint powers already exist to enforce those.

More to the point the enforcement of those would solve the case.....I can tell you of my reporting of
noise and lack of enforcement as the person concerned with powers to do anything is in another part
of Coromandel and takes to long to get there.

Noise happened at 23.30 and repeated itself at 0.400 ... excuse was ..sorry when we get there and
no noise ... we have to come from so far away.

I tried during next day ,a Saturday to get in contact with someone to be proactive to speak to
persons creating the noise,to come and talk to them to prevent a repeat that night...hopless.
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We had a guide dog and it reacted badly to the bomb like noise referred to above.
We need easier access to those that can control the noise..not a lenghty intergration over the phone
by call centre staff.

As for accommodation providers are concerned it maybe competition and by stealth they are trying
to lessen competition... THIS IS NOT ALLOWED in the plan see page about Public notification

“submission does not relate to trade competition or effects of trade competition”
I see this restriction for average persons, as restriction for trade only

I have been told that some providers are concerned with some people owning multiple houses and
letting them out and being full properties ( some times over crowding) and no supervision.
Maybe more than 12 persons per toilet pan...when is this enforced,now?

My understanding of current bylaws could be enforced to control if this has been or could be a
problem, consitent enforcement over the years would curb this sitution,if it exists.

I see this restriction of 6 paying guests playing into hands of voting people who own commericial
outlets............. accomodation providers.

It has also been stated that the private person renting their home ,don't face same costs as
commercial operaters.

Perhaps this is a case for council and governments to review their own operations and fees they
impose to make it easier and cheaper to be in business...not treat businesses as defacto cash cows
and welfare workers.

Whether private or commercial we are all paying high land taxes,water,waste,water discharge,road
taxes ,insurance etc.

In case of private person it is for one rating unit and normally a house and accomodation provider
for each motel as if it is a house, so each can accommodate about same number of people per unit of
accomodation.

I ask the question ,if you pander to motel and commercial accomodation providers ,why not pander
to other commercial businesses on the Pensular and help them.

I sight the problems facing us all that have fixed sites from which we do our business and problems
with people buying on the internet ,especailly from overseas and not paying some of the costs
forced on local operators.

I can confirm for each parcel ,regardless of value, that we import, we have fixed costs in the vincity
of $120 to $150 an Entry, added to that is GST , duty( if any) , some flexible costs that are levied
on volume and or value.

Would it not be good to add a FEE in district plan on all parcels crossing the KOPU bridge ,and
Junction 25a and 25, and the road into Whangamata( other wise all entry points to Coromandel),
that have orignated overseas.

This would place a restriction to benefit a section of our taxpayers (ratepayers)

Surely if you are going to bring in this 6 persons per private unit,surely you need to be constitent
across all commercial operaters on penisular.

The character of our community has been to be able to let our properties short term and this should
continue.
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If it is deemed by the majority of Rate payers that a restriction should be in place for the entire year
perhaps those that don't own more than 2 properties in a local community could be exempt.

If it is preceived that those private owners —owning up to six properties have unfair advantage and
are really commerical operators ....under a different guise..this would eliminate them.
Rule 12 ........ TEMPORARY LIVING SPACES

Defined as a tent without foundation and/or vehicle that can leggally be driven or towed to a

54.2 says The residential zone preserves the settlements residential neigbour hood charater.

It has been the character of our settlement to have friends and family around to enjoy the freedom of
our properties at or near the beach and reserves.

To enable us to appreciate our comminity and participate in areas happenings and events, part of our
character is to have tents,caravans and motorhomes on our properties.

Often to house our various families and friends, it is conveint for us to have one unit per family
(whether that be tent,caravan or motorhome) and around our place this can be up to 4 to 6 families
at a time.

In our immediate vincity this has not caused a problem in 14 years we have owned our property and

as long as santition standards are met I don't see why we should be told what to do on our
properties.

I do see some riskes in not setting standards around FIRE and adopting NZMCA guide lines as to
spacing between units,bucket of water to each unit etc.

I am not talking about permanent or semi permanent stays/rentals but that which happens over
peoples holidays and long weekends.

Holiday time is not just Christmas and days of January but can be any time during the year as not
everyone takes or can take holidays at Christmas time.

Rule 12 b (11) appears to assume that most take holidays between 1* December in one year and
6" Febuary following year.

This is discrimination and infringement of personal rights under Bill of rights against a large pool of
people.

I am not sure people should be encouarged to sleep in any vehicle---- a vehicle should be equipped
with proper bedding and vehicle designed for sleeping.

The definition is a little hard for me to understand and why vehicle in the definition on private land
should need to be moved to a different location ,by whom and what for.

Who or what is parked on my property with my permission is my concern ...no one elses,unless
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parked illegally and then I should be able to get the Police to remove under a tresspass action or in
case of accident with help of emergency services or tow truck.

The character of our community is often built around familes and to start dictating what should
happen on our properies maybe infringing our rights under various acts.

Here at our sea side community a lot of atmosphere will disappear as to have more than 2
caravans/tents/motorhomes for most of the year will extinguished

more over ,if [ want to have friends and members of different groups to visit,I would not be able to
have them stay on my property in motor homes,caravans tents etc ,unless it was in that “Chritmas
window”

If you look around properties on the Coromandel, often more than 2 caravans are permanently on
sites and this rule change would lead to there removal ,out side of the "Christmas period”

I think I am responsible and don't appreciate being dictated to by people who may not have any idea
of enjoying them selves.

Again it appears a back door policy change to appease a section of Trade /Commercial community
that may be a benefit to their bussinesses.

This is not allowed under public Notification that opened on 13" December 2013

“The submission does not relate to or have effect on trade competition”

In escences if | have read correctly I oppose the above plan provision

I seek to have these items ammended as discussed.

I wish to be heard at a convient time to me,taking into consideration no time frame has been
announced concurrently with this submission period, as suggested by me at another submitted

subject.

I would expect to be advised of results ,unlike my other submission that appears to have
disappeared into a deep hole,some where over the rainbow.

Regards John Fryer

Ps Was not able to find any reference to Freedom Camping in this document ,but see aspects of the
rule changes being a control over freedom camping on private property.

If I have missed Freedom Camping in the document,I fully support Freedom camping as per NZ

Governments Freedom of camping Act and would reserve my right to being able to talk and submit
on it at a later stage..
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From: Daryl Cockburn [architects_cockburn@vodafone.co.nz] o

Sent: Thursday, 13 March 2014 11:58:56 Submission 1194
To: Karen Doddrell; TCDC General Mail Address

CC: Sally Evers

Subject: DP submission

Hi Karen
plse put this submission in on behalf of Sally Evers 18&20 Ngahere Tce, Opoutere

BRLs and front yards

Ngahere Tce will not be extended, and is too wide and costly to maintain as it is, let alone be made wider. The BRL should
be removed. Boatsheds and garages with single over-square doors, and coach-houses upstairs, should be permitted in the
front yard

Sunlight planes

The original for these planes was written in Wellington. They have since realised their mistake and removed them off all
frontages and boundaries in heritage areas.

They do not permit attractive traditional tall close housing seen in many parts of TCDC

They were badly drafted to protect all uses adjoining residential areas instead of the intention to protect residential sites
only. They should be removed or at least re-drafted to apply to adjoining residential land only

Parking

On-site parking opposes affordable housing and is at least as dangerous as on-street parking. It should be removed or at
least removed in heritage areas and for small dwellings. It should be replaced with a rule requiring a 2x1m bicycle shed or
bicycle veranda

Verandas
Roofed outdoor living is better than unroofed. Verandas should be permitted in yards and not be included in coverage

Urban Design
Double garage doors have come to dominate the streetscape of all NZ residential streets. They are invariably ugly. Only
single doors should be permitted, and only at least as tall as they are wide in the traditional manner

thanks

Daryl Cockburn

Cockburn Architects Ltd
Architects, Planners & Urban Designers
'‘Palazzo' 31

42 Vivian St @ Tory St cnr beside
The Kitchen Studio

Wellington 6011, NZ

Tel (04) 38 28 962

Cell 021 36 1805

email; architects@cockburn.co.nz
www.cockburn.architects.co.nz
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From: Wallace Enginetech [gwall@vodafone.co.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 13 March 2014 12:14:47

To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on TCDC District plan

Submission 1196

OLD KOPU BRIDGE TO BE INCLUDED IN THE TCDC DISTRICT PLAN

GILBERT WALLACE
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From: Ben Castelow [bcastelow@hotmail.com] o

Sent: Friday, 14 March 2014 4:55:52 p.m. Submission 1197
To: TCDC General Mail Address

Subject: Submission on Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Proposed Thames-Coromandel District Plan

Name
Ben Castelow
Address
1Q/444 Great North Road

Grey Lynn 1021
New Zealand

Map It

Email

bcastelow@hotmail.com

My submission is:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

» The Coromandel Peninsula Blueprint, where community values were assessed, has not been fully translated into the Plan and sustainable
and development and biodiversity growth are not prioritised. | support the council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold %& \3@995
expressed by Coromandel communities.



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

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

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

the existing Natural Character of the Thames-Coromandel District.

I would like to speak to my submission.

e No

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

e No

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

Yours sincerely,

Date

Ben Castelow

14/03/2014
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To: Thames Coromandel District Council

customer.services@tcdc.govt.nz

Submission by:

Surfbreak Protection Society Inc

P.O Box 20717

Glen Eden

Auckland 0641

Email address info@surfbreak.org.nz

Submission on the Proposed Thames Coromandel District Plan

Surfbreak Protection Society (SPS) supports in part sections of the PDP
Surfbreak Protection Society (SPS) opposes several sections of the PDP and wish changes to be
made.
SPS will not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
SPS wishes to be heard in support of its submission.

o SPS seek that the committee retain the provisions that we support and to make amendments to the
other provisions of concern.

INTRODUCTION

Surfbreak Protection Society (SPS) is the leading National NGO on surf break protection, coastal processes
and water quality that impacts on the cultural, environmental and social practices of coastal and inland
communities, whose wider catchments flow to the wetlands and estuarine environments.

Our organisations core values are to protect surf breaks and coastal areas from adverse effects of
inappropriate subdivision and development and to protect the hydrodynamic character of the swell corridor,
seabed morphology and aquatic lifeforms. We campaign for clean, safe recreational waters, free from
adverse effects of sewage effluents, toxic chemicals and promote a solution based argument of viable and
sustainable alternatives. SPS maintain that science and coastal science is an essential tool to arrive at viable
and sustainable alternatives and for the delivery of solution based decisions.

BACKGROUND

SPS had substantial input into the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010, and participated in several
recent second generation Regional Council Policy Statements in addition to taking part in a range of Local
government hearings on environmental matters.
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Surf breaks are a natural characteristic, and part of the natural character and landscapes, of the New
Zealand coastline/coastal environment, of which there are few when compared to the total length of the New
Zealand coastline’.

Approximately 7% [310,000] of New Zealanders are estimated to “surf “on a regular basis?. Surfing makes a
valuable contribution to the wellbeing of New Zealanders by promoting health and fitness, cross cultural and
intergenerational camaraderie and a sense of connection to, and respect for, New Zealand’s coastal
environment and resources.

In terms of Part 2 RMA surf breaks, therefore, contribute to amenity values/recreational amenity and natural
character of the coastal environment; surf breaks and surfing enables people and communities to provide for
their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety.

SPS have included a recent report prepared for Auckland Council, Bay of Plenty Regional Council, and
Surfbreak Protection Society that outlines planning mechanisms for the management of surf breaks in New
Zealand as Appendix 1 to this submission®

The Thames Coromandel District Council(TCDC) administers land adjacent to the coastline and therefore
has a responsibility to set in place objectives, polices and rules that would avoid adverse effects to the
coastal marine margins and environments and coastal communities.

STATUTORY PROVISIONS
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

o The PDP must ‘give effect’ to the NZCPS 2010. Provisions of particular relevance include
Policy 6(1)(c) Policy 7(1) (b) Policy 11, Policy 13, and Policy 15 and Policy 16

Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000

o The PDP ‘must give’ effect to Sections 7 and 8 of the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000

Waikato Regional Policy Statement

o TCDC is required to ‘have regard to’ the proposed Waikato Regional Policy Statement and consider it
has more relevance than the previous Regional Policy Statement.

Resource Management Act 1991
SPS submit that without changes to the PDP, it does not meet the legislative tests of Part 11 matters.
TANGATA WHENUA

SPS support the provisions to include a layer of protection for the Archaeological Sites; Maori Cultural Sites
identified in Appendix 1 as it appears to be constructed from the records of the New Zealand Archaeological

! Scarfe (2008) states that there is only: “one surfing break every 39km to 58km. Many of these surfing breaks are only surfable a few days per month
or year when the tide, wind and wave conditions are suitable.”

2 Figures sourced from SPARC

3 “

Planning approaches for the management of surf breaks in New Zealand” Matt Skellern, Bailey Peryman, Shane Orchard, and Hamish Rennie;
Report prepared for Auckland Council, Bay of Plenty Regional Council, and Surfbreak Protection Society
December 13
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Association Site Recording Scheme which is publically available. SPS does agree that it is appropriate for
local hapu and iwi to define the nature and extent of sites of cultural value within their rohe and that the
identified sites only represent a small fraction of sites that do need active protection from inappropriate
subdivision use and development.

TCDC will need to set in place a system to allow for that to take place and provision should be provided as an
objective or policy rather than a non regulatory method. The creation of hapu & iwi Environmental plans
should be supported by TCDC along with any hapu & iwi archaeological plans and protocols. Furthermore, it
is areas of significance to Maori that also needs to be addressed as the interpretation of archaeological and
cultural sites appear to be too narrow.

Additionally, SPS has concerns that the default 34.4.2 Accidental site discovery protocol does not give
adequate protection for Maori to effectively participate. 34.4.2(g) indentifies that:

Works at the site must not recommence until an archaeological assessment has been made, all
archaeological material has been dealt with appropriately and NZHPT and the Council advise that work can
recommence.

SPS seek the inclusion of the hapu/ iwi representative for the area-- and NZHPT, the Council and the hapu/
iwi representative for the area advise that work can recommence.

Moreover, the provisions outlined in 34.4.2 should not be seen to override any provisions from hapu/ iwi
Accidental site discovery protocols.

SPS seek the PDP give effect to the NCPS 2010 in policy 2 -The Treaty of Waitangi, tangata whenua and
Maori heritage.

SPS do support in part the provisions of 33 and consider that the permitted activities for papakainga, marae
and community facilities are a move in the right direction.

SPS has concerns, that some of the identified sites may not have been already registered, particularly
Whangamata surf shop and picture theatre.

COROMANDEL PENINSULA BLUEPRINT

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. SPS seek the
council to change the wording in the PDP to uphold these values expressed by Coromandel communities.
SPS requests amendments to the PDP to give effect to the Blueprint vision to limit development to
Whangamata, Whitianga and Thames.

SPS also has concerns that some of the provisions on the Local Area Blueprints (LAB) have been inserted
into the PDP without clear definition that it is from the LAB. The LAB was a result of inadequate community
consultation and had identified areas unsuitable for development.

BIODIVERSITY

SPS has concerns that the PDP will not adequately protect biodiversity or the nationally threatened species
found within the district. TDC are relying on the Waikato Regional Council Technical Report 2010/36
(Significant natural areas of the Thames-Coromandel district: Terrestrial and wetland ecosystems) identifies
potential 'Significant Natural Areas' (SNAs) across the District rather than undertaking an assessment and
mapping of key ecological sites. Moreover, it is unsatisfactory that the PDP is subject to 'ground-truthing' by a
suitably qualified ecologist before consent can be granted.
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NATURAL HAZARDS

SPS agrees that is difficult to manage natural hazards but do not support the objective that risks are
acceptable and tolerable.

SPS support in part the Current Coastal Erosion Area and Future Coastal Protection Area and consider that
more robust provisions are provided to exclude any new developments such as residential dwellings,
commercial and industrial buildings within those areas.

SPS do not support hard coastal defences and consider that a managed retreat is the preferred option.

Additionally, there is only a minor discussion on Tsunami responses. While creating upper level safety
structures for some infrastructure in some areas may be prudent, the lack of any further detailed response
and a lack of adequate mapping setting out the Tsunami Zones do not satisfy the intent and purpose of this
second generation PDP.

PART Il - OVERLAY ISSUES, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

SPS are concerned that Seascapes are not recognised in Natural Landscape overlays, Seascapes are
mentioned in policies 13 and 15 of the NZCPS and the Landscape overlays must be amended to represent
seascapes and to give effect the NZCPS 2010. Policy 16 surfbreaks of National Significance must be
mapped.

Whangamata

To quote Section 7.1.2 of the PDP; Why is the Coastal Environment important?

The District is a diverse area, with breath-taking scenery, dramatic landscapes, a nationally significant surf break and
world-class beaches along its 400 km coastline. The Coastal Environment is subject to coastal processes including erosion
and inundation and the effects of climate change. The Coastal Environment also contains indigenous ecosystems and habitats
that are particularly sensitive to modification.

SPS oppose the Whangamata overlay and in particular its representation of the Whangamata Bar and the
primary dune systems that support the nationally significant surf break. SPS highlights Whangamata as an
example of the overlays and planning maps but consider that several maps and overlays need further
refinement

OUTSTANDING LANDSCAPES AND NATURAL CHARACTER

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 Surfbreaks
and the environments that support them. The PDP does not articulate the special Qualities, Values and
Natural Character of the Coromandel Peninsula effectively.

Policy 13 Natural Character in the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 recognises surfbreaks in
policy 13(2)(c) (natural landforms such as headlands, peninsulas, cliffs, dunes, wetlands, reefs, freshwater
springs and surf breaks) SPS note that as such the PDP has listed the above mentioned NZCPS policy 13
within its own definitions. SPS seek consistency with recognition of surfbreaks and the inclusion of
seascapes within the PDP.

The Objectives and Policies in Section 14 do not reflect community, amenity, and biodiversity values required
by the Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS), the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Hauraki Gulf
Marine Park Act (HGMPA) SPS consider that the provisions in the PDP will not protect the biodiversity and

natural indigenous vegetation.
Page 5229



Submission 1199

Page 5 of 7

SETTLEMENT AND GROWTH
SPS oppose several sections of Settlement Development and Growth provisions.
15.3 Policy 1(c) SPS opposes the use of the Waterfront Zone for high density use in all the policies.

SPS wish to highlight concerns in relation to wastewater plants. Areas such as Matarangi that is a low lying
area plus with sea level rise it will compound the stormwater issues and wastewater plant. The wastewater
plant in Matarangi has passed its use by date, and needs to be located elsewhere and the type of
wastewater treatment plant needs to be changed. There are several areas that need to be addressed such
as:

Whitianga
Kuaotunu
Cooks beach
Tairia Pauanui
Onemana
Whangamata

O O O O O O

SPS maintains that infrastructure should set in place prior to increased development.

While SPS support in part, some small scale development in some of the areas identified, there are several
constraints that should be applied. A lot of areas have high natural character with outstanding landscapes
that offer a wide biodiversity that contributes to Districts sense of place.

SPS oppose reducing the subdivision density for intensive development and consider that it will not result in
desired outcomes of meeting community and environmental aspirations set by the community.

TRANSPORT

18.1.4 While it is acknowledged that paper roads may not be transport thoroughfare, the paper roads do
form the basics of pedestrian, cycle and tourist opportunities. Paper roads should not be given to private
commercial interests to set in place infrastructure on public roads or land

18.1.7 While it is accepted that logs and marine produce could be barged to the ports and industrial areas of
Auckland and Tauranga, SPS has concerns that the policy could result in having inappropriate expansion of
marinas, or potentially in inappropriate places. The policy has not recognised existing swing and pole
moorings and wharfs. SPS seeks amendments to that last sentence or deletion

MINING

SPS oppose any part of the Proposed District Plan (PDP) which allows mining activities, including
underground mining, in the District, in: Coastal, Conservation, Rural and Residential Zones, where these
activities may adversely affect surfbreaks and the environments that support them.

SPS require the PDP to uphold biodiversity values expressed in the RMA Section 6. SPS require the Plan to
Prohibit all Mining Activities in Outstanding Natural Landscape, Natural Character and Amenity
Landscape Overlays in the Section 32 Rules where these ONL’s are upstream of surfbreaks or likely to
impact on them.

Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000-

Sections 7 and 8 of the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000 (“HGMPA”) have the effect of a New Zealand
Coastal Policy Statement and the PDP must give effect to those provisions. The Hauraki Gulf Forum

generated a set of guidelines in 2009. WRC, Thames Coromandel District Council (TCDC) and the
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Department of Conservation (DoC) are forum members, and signatories to the guidelines outlined in As a
signatory to the Hauraki Gulf forum and Governing the Gulf: “Giving effect to the Hauraki Gulf Marine
Park Act through Policies and Plans.” In the Guide, page 79 states: Policy and Planning section (F) .3
"Identification of natural and physical resources of recreational importance and methods to protect
them,....including surfbreaks by activities such as dredging which have the potential to modify seabed
contours and sediment dynamics" As mining is a form of dredging, SPS seek acknowledgement in the PDP
of the obligation to protect surfbreaks from such activities

SPS require the Plan to specifically protect our coastal environment from mining. The Coastal Zone has
been removed without giving adequate protection to coastal amenity values such as surfbreaks and their
environments from adverse impacts of mining. SPS 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) which include seascapes. SPS require the Plan to accurately
protect surfbreaks on the Coromandel Peninsula from all mining Activities by identifying regionally and
Nationally significant surfbreaks within the coastal, Conservation, and rural zones and classifying
mining activities as prohibited activities.SPS needs to be confident that the TCDC has recognised the
views of tangata whenua on mining in the PDP.

SPS oppose Section 37 - Mining Activities.

The Background needs to be amended to refer to avoiding adverse effects on high natural value areas such
as: coastal environment, Conservation Zone, ONLs, amenity landscapes, Natural Character (and Seascapes)
overlay, significant ecological areas) and managing adverse effects on other natural values.

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

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

SPS oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

SPS 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.

SPS 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.

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

Of particular concern to me is the statement “The Plan includes provisions to enable the Council to take
the presence of mineral resources into account when assessing proposals for the subdivision, use and
development of land.” (p73) Along with Section 14.2.2 this gives mining priority over other forms of
development. SPS 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.

There is no acknowledgment of the fact that a large number of Coromandel residents are opposed to
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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: SPS require the plan to be amended so that all mining activities are prohibited in all zones
and overlays, or other such relief that has the same effect, and the language amended in Section 14 to
accurately represent the history of mining and the opposition to it.

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

do not allow mining into the Peninsula, as this is contrary to the existing Natural Character of the Thames-
Coromandel District.

SPS submits that the PDP needs a significant amendments and changes before it satisfies the provisions
of the Resource Management Act

SPS will provide further information prior to the hearing with specific word changes.

Paul Shanks

President
Surfbreak Protection Society Inc
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| oppose Section 14 - Mining Activities.

e | 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 fong 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 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 profection 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:
Coc e mabuw 1&; LAYy L& \~é U*A'“\jro«fo\ mm#g-

¢ | 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,

A
Signature: Date: 2 man chy L"I("l
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