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$1.001

Neil Lindsay

Entire Plan Change

Support

Approve the Plan Change.

| would like to state my support for the entirety of Plan Change 29.
Plan Change 29 will help enable quality intensification in the town
and provide more housing choices. | am a renter in my mid-twenties
and would love to live in an apartment or townhouse closer to Nelson
Town. Currently, the only choice | have is a standalone house. | would
love to be closer to the shops and amenities in the town without
having to take care of a standalone house. While it is unlikely that
high-density housing will be developed for a long time, | still feel it is
important that people (especially young people) can choose the kind
of housing that works for them. There will always be low-density
residential options for people who like that, but Plan Change 29
provides an alternative. |also feel it is important to note that young
people will be vastly under-represented in these submissions. Most
young people (especially in Nelson) want more housing choices, more
action on climate change, more effective public transport, and higher
density. Plan Change 29 helps to enable all of these things. | remind
councillors and other decisionmakers that the demographic of
submitters is unlikely to be representative of the population as a
whole and to not forget the often unheard voices of Nelson's young
people.

Accept

Section 9

$3.001

Stephanie Gray

Mapping

Oppose

Cancel the rezoning of large parts of
Nelson South, from the proposed high
density residential status, to medium

density.

1. Sunshine and health Nelson South already suffers from poor
housing stock, with inequities in health, wellbeing and socio-
economics outcomes arising from this. The value of sunshine, for old
NZ homes, might be intangible but could be calculated in terms of the
effects on health, happiness, social connectedness, how children
play, and on how a family fares in that home. 2. Community counts,
and so does safety The streets in my neighbourhood, around Tipahi
Street, Hampden St and Kawai Street, might not have 'heritage value'
but they have immense community value. The balance of cars, to
pedestrians and cyclists (a large number of whom are school
children) is at a tipping point and the council has invested in road
calming and safety measures (such as the closure of the end of
Hampden St). How will 'high density' maintain safety, with the
inevitable increase in cars and traffic? Simply building highrises
without parking will not discourage car ownership either. Nelson is
decades away from the culture shift needed to separate Kiwis from
cars. 3. Housing values If you are lucky enough to own your own
home in Nelson South, you've probably got a mortgage with a bit of
equity. That equity is threatened to erode. Who would buy a
bungalow, villa or 1940s weatherboard house, as lovingly kept and
renovated as they may be, with high-rise boxes on either side,
looming over and blocking the sun? 4. Flight With areas like Stoke
already emerging as preferable for the co-ed schooling and
community facilities that Nelson lacks, has NCC factored in the
increase in flight to these regions by home owners and renters alike,
for whom this is a last straw? [Refer to the original submission for
further details.]

Accept

Section 12




3|53.002 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdraw PC 29 and get Council It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
Planning staff to refine the plan design |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity. The
and then put it back out for public public meeting at Victory Community Centre was less than useful.
submissions. Specific questions about Nelson South could not be answered.
Council communications that require the public to take a solutions-
based approach to the proposal is unfair and insulting. To identify a
problem in a submission is enough, its then for the council to find
solutions. A lack of early public engagement and consultation by
Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put out for public
submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that requires the
public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can re-design it.
This is unreasonable and wrong. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
4|53.003 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
5/53.004 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
6/53.006 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $3.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
7|53.010 Stephanie Gray Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [It is by no way in character or in keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' [Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. Nelson residential suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]
8/53.011 Stephanie Gray Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
9|FS28.001 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
10(S3.013 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
11/S3.018 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $3.005 and $3.011. Reject Section 13

demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.Reject




12|S3.019 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
13|53.026 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Accept in part Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
14/53.028 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
15/53.029 Stephanie Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
16(S5.001 Carol Parkinson Mapping Oppose Do not change the zoning for Stoke | oppose 3 or 6 story buildings or apartments being built in the quiet [Reject Section 12
central from general (low) residential |[street | live in without Council or neighbour consultation. | object to
to high density. an apartment being built within a metre of the boundary! we brought
this property to semi-retire, we have a small one-story home that
would be completely blocked of natural light & sunlight (warmth),
RE.3.i If our neighbours were to build a 3 or 6 story building (or
multiple buildings) next to us. we would also lose our privacy, RE2.4.i.
The additional traffic, parking issues, noise & loss of privacy would
destroy our quiet enjoyment of this peaceful neighbourhood. we
purchased here to have easy access to amenities: the beach, the
shopping/supermarket, chemist, Doctors & the parks. we purchased
here to be closer to grandchildren, to help out with childcare & to
contribute to our community. we cannot afford to move into a
retirement village or similar. we saved & worked hard to finally
purchase a home here in expensive Nelson. We deliberately
purchased in Stoke to be out of the city, to have quieter neighbours
& walking access to parks & other quiet spaces. Large/tall buildings
are not compatible with the current character of the neighbourhood.
RE2.5. REd.6 should be maintained so our residential area has quiet,
peaceful surroundings. AB2.2 should be maintained where land use,
height of housing/shading neighbours & location and operation of
activities avoids noise which could adversely affect people.
17|59.001 Michael Playford Residential Zones Oppose in part  [[Restrict] 3 story residential to the Up behind Hampden St school is already very congested and can Reject Section 12

CBD, along Waimea Road and in
existing industrial zoned areas.

barely cope with congestion already. Increased urban density will
make this much worse and destroy the quality of our neighborhood.
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FS28.121

Nelson Airport Limited

Oppose in part

Reject in part

The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Restrict 3
story residential to the CBD, along Waimea Road and in existing
Industrial Areas. The Tahunanui (flat) area is largely outside the PC29
boundaries and comprises a large area of industrial zoning. Allowing
3 story residential as a permitted activity within existing industrial
areas is not appropriate in particular those areas subject to specific
Nelson Airport Effects, Height and Noise Overlays which are
specifically in place to manage the effects of from the airport on
sensitive activities and minimise the potential for the intensification
of sensitive activities within these areas due to their incompatibility.

Accept in part

Section 12

$10.002

Nicola Roberts

Mapping

Oppose in part

Amend to apply [medium density] to
the inner city only and maybe one
street around.

This is because that area already has higher story so impact of living
minimal. | also feel if you are going to negatively affect areas
surrounding nelson city you should impact all areas - why only some
eg: the wood v the Brook? This makes no sense and is unfair.

Reject

Section 12

$11.001

Oliver Whalley

Residential Zones

Support

Approve the proposed change to
allow higher density in the general
residential zone in Upper Brook
Street. Proceed with the change as
proposed.

The space available in the upper Brook could be more efficiently
developed to provide housing for Nelson which is in dire need of it.

Reject in Part

Section 12

§12.001

Emily Gardwell

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Council to scrap this plan.

This change will drastically reduce the quality of life for many nelson
residents. To build a 3 or 6 story block next to a single level house will
make that home dark, cold, damp and reduce privacy. Without
sufficient light our houses become unhappy places to live, cost extra
to heat. They become damp, causing illnesses like asthma. Most of
the streets ear marked for possible development are quiet,
residential streets and totally inappropriate for 6 storey blocks.
Terrace housing is much more preferable.

Reject

Section 9

$15.001

Barbara Edwards

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Completely revisit the whole
Intensification scheme and consider
other options.

1. Council must thoroughly examine overseas research on multi-
storey accommodation showing over-riding negative effects, relating
to lack of socialisation and no feeling of ownership, resulting in poor
‘community’ climate and hence anti-social behaviour, more crime,
children playing unsupervised or merely 'watched' from one of the
storeys, and more. 2. These arbitrary designations of areas for the 3
levels of intensification need to be completely redesigned, with due
consideration of the type of housing and neighbourhoods, property
values (which have been shown to be drastically reduced). 3. Council
should instead of multi-storey housing, build row-housing or
staggered row housing which has worked well (e.g. Christchurch)
AND has many advantages: more socialising, less crime, people feel
prouder of their home, each has a small garden for socialising,
growing veggies, kids to be able to play etc. etc. Much better in the
long-term for the neighbourhood too.

Reject

Section 13

§17.001

Caroline Edgar

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Decline plan change 29.

1 am concerned that the current plan will see many people loose sun
and cause shade around their homes. Leading to colder, damp prone
homes which are unhealthy and cost much more to heat. Building
multi story housing which causes other homes to lose their sun is not
the answer.

Reject

Section 9

$18.001

Chante Whitehouse

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support the plan change.

| feel this is good to continue development of Nelson, increase
housing availability close to the city, reduce traffic, enhance
walking/cycling and invigorate the CBD.

Accept in part

Section 12




Mike Ball

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Delay the decision making around this
momentous change to allow genuine
consultation with the residents and
consideration of their points of view.

The commissioners considering submissions needs to be entirely
independent of the Council. No councillors should be involved. Their
role should only be to consider the recommendations of the
INDEPENDENT commissioners and whether to support or disagree
with those recommenDATIONS. As more information is coming to
light, it has become apparent that the process around this proposed
change has been terrible. The people potentially most affected by
these changes (the current residents of Nelson) have found it difficult
to get information in an understandable format and even harder to
work out how to express understandable concerns through the
submission process. I'm reasonably intelligent and computer literate
but | have found it difficult to the point of almost giving up. The only
reason | haven't is that | think if this plan goes through as it is it will
be disastrous for the future of the place | have called home for the
last 24 years. | am very concerned that this is a 'done deal' in that
the commissioners will include a majority of Nelson City Councillors
with already formed ideas in support of the Plan.

Reject

Section 13

Tim Bayley

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC29 in its entirely.

The last 2 1/2 months have been incredibly stressful for a lot of
Nelson homeowners and tenants as they battle to preserve their
hard won amenities against Council and its planners who want to
bring in Plan Change 29... Why did they not ask us first before writing
it into a 2000 page legal document?... | have found Plan 29 very had
to get ones head around [sic] it is an extremely long and boring legal
planning documents, only to be read and understand by planners
and is mind numbing to the average resident who it effects... The
information provided over the last 10 + weeks has changed... We
have all struggled with this new incredibly complex E Plan with it's
many layers of extremely complex planning jargon. | understand that
this is the future but it is so difficult for the average person to
understand this and what it all means. Refer to the original
submission sections 1, 11, 12 and 13 for more detail.

Reject

Section 9

N

Stephen Webster

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

N

Janet Southwick

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

N

Henry Hudson

Support

Accept

Reject Entire Plan Change in its entirety: | concur with
rejecting/opposing the specific items identified by Tim Bayley.

Reject

Section 9
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FS$75.001

David Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who who have limited time and ability to decipher the
potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

w
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F$83.001

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12

w
N

FS$72.001

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. This plan is out of step with the NZ Central Government's
proposed plans for development. The NZ Government has indicated a
lack of support for the previous Government's position on
densification. Until more direction is given, this has the potential to
be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds and time following an
outdated Central Government brief. Insufficient public engagement
on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

w
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FS66.003

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

w
b

FS61.001

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

w
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FS76.001

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

w
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FS54.001

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13
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FS53.001

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

w
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FS46.001

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

w
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FS$77.001

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

N
o

FS$58.001

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

FS60.001

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

$20.006

Tim Bayley

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Maintain the integrity of the city, we
need reasoned, well thought out
development across the city that
works with each different
neighbourhood. We need proper
planning with design criteria that
works and does not disadvantage the
existing residents for the benefit of
the new.

This plan changes most of the existing rules that have governed
Nelson's development over the past 150 years. Home ownership is
the aim of most of us and is the biggest single financial decision that
we will ever make in our lives. We all chose carefully and in sunny
Nelson we buy or build to a number of major points sunshine, view,
size and layout etc... The integrity of our city must be retained. This
is a great little city and we all love living here but this could easily be
destroyed by allowing people to build up indiscriminately blocking
out the sunlight from existing residents. Refer to the original
submission sections 1, 5 & 10 for more detail.

Reject

Section 9




4 Peter Olorenshaw Oppose in part  |Reject in part The current planning rules have not been in force for 150 years, but |Reject Section 9
rather only since the 1950's or 60s mandated sprawl. Before that, a
more appropriate and natural density profile radiating out from the
city centre. Houses built in pre-war times close into the city centre
were often built quite close to boundaries and above 7.5m tall and
would not comply with present planning regulations. The submitters
much admired previous house is a case in point that breaks current
height and daylighting regulations as do houses in the bottom of
Shelbourne Street. The latter with their 2 story high (almost)
adjoining walls are a reflection of appropriate density for close-in to
city centre sections like this.
Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
Tim Bayley Entire Plan Change Oppose Support the establishment of an This is the direction we should be pursuing where planning is actually |Accept in part Section 12
Urban Development Agency. planning across the whole spectrum of the society and the total area
of Nelson and Tasman. Refer to the original submission section 8 for
more detail.
Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Accept Section 9
Tim Bayley Entire Plan Change Oppose Support neighbourhood planning. Plan Change 29 is just planning by developers not by design. Thisis  [Reject Section 12
just "lazy" planning where you "open-up" all the zoning rules to allow
almost anything to be built at the detriment of the existing residents.
It is not the way to plan a smart cohesive city where we all get the
benefits of living in this great area. We need real planning that has a
proper design criteria for each neighbourhood. We need planning
that looks at each neighbourhood by its existing build character as
what is good and bad and how we can work with each
neighbourhood to improve and to provide increased density without
adversely effecting (sic) the existing residents. New buildings need to
fit into the existing fabric of each neighbourhood but as it stands with
Plan Change 29 we have absolutely no input into this and we have to
rely on the very Planners who designed this zoning change to make
sure we will not get [substandard development inferred]. Refer to
the original submission sections 8 & 9 for more detail.
4 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
Tim Bayley Entire Plan Change Amend Introduce a new semi commercial This would discourage this activity and hopefully some of the housing |Reject Section 13
rating system that penalises would come back into the long term market to help solve the housing
homeowners owners who are making |issue. Refer to the original submission section 14 for more detail.
commercial gain from renting out
houses or apartments [as short term
living accommodation such] as Air
BnB's. The money collected by the
rating surcharge should be used to
reduce rents in a "geared to income"
rental scheme [as requested below in
submission point $20.018.]
5 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
Tim Bayley Entire Plan Change Amend Introduce rates penalty or surcharge |To encourage more units back in the local market to help solve the  [Reject Section 9
to discourage houses left empty for housing issue. Refer to the original submission section 15 for more
more than 4 months at a time. detail.
Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
Tim Bayley Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |Why are NCC Planners using population numbers way higher that are |Reject Section 10
forecasts. require by central government, which only requires the medium of
Statistics NZ. So by 2048 we are having to intensify for an extra 7000
people. Why would we do that? Refer to the original submission
section 16 for more detail.
5 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12




55(520.018 Tim Bayley Entire Plan Change Amend Make funds available (from the Refer to reasons in submission point $20.017 and the original Reject Section 12
targeted rates collected from submission section 18 for more detail.
proposals in submission points
$20.012 and S20.014) to encourage
2nd dwellings on existing properties
with the rents set at affordable or
"geared to income amounts".
56|FS83.018 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
57(520.020 Tim Bayley Infrastructure Amend Auckland Point could be redeveloped |Refer to reasons in submission point $20.019 and the original Reject Section 12
as a new modern school. submission section 19 for more detail.
58|FS83.020 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
59(522.001 Mark Sherlaw Entire Plan Change Oppose Limit the areas of housing The new plan change 29 is not very well thought through. The areas |Accept in part Section 12
intensification rather than the huge for intensification really need looking at. At this early stage the areas
area proposed, some areas are cover too much ground, the high density areas need to be smaller
suitable but not all the area in the plan |rather than right through the city. | also feel the land along the Matai
change. River on both sides should really be "LOW DENSITY" it is one of the
most beautiful parts of Nelson and a great joy to the many people
that use it. At present it is an open/ green/social/recreational area
and its openness is its greatest virtue it doesn't need to be
denigrated with cheap box like houses which happens all over the
world with high intensification of houses. I have also read-up on the
statistics and | really cannot see where this huge demand for housing
is coming from. Nelson was not mandated by the Labour government
to increase housing as were the larger cities. Some intensification
maybe desirable in some areas but once we have built over and
around the areas that are a draw card to live in Nelson we then just
end up with yet another built out squalid little city.
60(S25.001 Claudia Bustos Lee Entire Plan Change Support Go ahead with the plan and build up! [We need more homes in Nelson! Accept Section 12
We need more homes!
61(526.001 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Plan 29 is cancelled / | do find the Plan 29 flawed. So flawed, | reject it in its entirety, but if |Reject Section 13
withdraw and a more considerate plan |it is not rejected then here are my feelings It has been difficult to
is developed; get Council Planning digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting
staff to refine the plan design and documentation due to its size and complexity. Access to a paper copy
then put it back out for public of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not been made available for
submissions. residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]
62|526.004 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Consult] local residents and [take] our || am also concerned about the rest of the city and believe careful Reject Section 13
views into serious consideration. planning and design needs to be done if Nelson is to be intensified. It
needs to be done with care and respect for existing residents. Nelson
should be a beautiful city and have its own style. Not quickly and
cheaply designed by developers out to make a buck. Residents
shouldn't be pitted on each other so a well thought out plan needs to
be made. Made with input of the local residents and actual
architects/designers who care about now and the future.
63(526.006 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased'  [Reject Section 13

Panel] from either side of the Sept
14th vote, [or alternatively] we
suggest that the Hearings Panel
should have at least four and
preferably five members with a
quorum of three, and no more than
one elected member.

public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
To us, it is much more important that the Commissioners have the
training and experience to engage with technical experts and
understand and apply technical expert considerations and evidence
on technical subjects , including in this case traffic and geotechnical
engineering. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]




64(526.008 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
65(526.014 Eddie Allnutt Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
66(526.015 Eddie Allnutt Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
67|FS28.002 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
68(526.017 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
69(526.022 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $26.009 and $26.015. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
70(S26.023 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
71|FS80.001 Phillipa Stark Support Accept Destruction of existing neighbourhoods for non demonstrated Reject Section 12
outcomes or necessity. Reluctance to consider viable options.
72(S26.031 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13

Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’
way of creating new Social Housing
Developments that 'Fit' with the long-
term design vision of Nelson.

housing because there are too many examples across the country
where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.




73(526.032 Eddie Allnutt Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
74(526.033 Eddie Allnutt Mapping Not Stated [Seek] that the zoning of the Mount St |"Mount Street Hill"(Mount St, Konini St, Locking St and Wellington Reject Section 12
Hill remain for low density housing. Streets, between Kerr St in the north, Wellington St and Renwick
Place to the east, Locking Tce and the walkway to Vanguard St to the
south, and extending at several points to Vanguard St in the west).
Due to the instability of the land and the narrow streets this should
be considered to be low density, not medium density. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]
75(526.040 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $26.009. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
76(526.043 Eddie Allnutt Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
77(529.001 Janet Southwick Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdraw the plan change [inferred]. [Plan 29. My concerns are as follows: My home, on the Maitai and Section 12
Brook is in a flood zone, half the street is single family and 10 house
down the street we are considered High density. A 3-6 story building
along my fence line would block all of my sun and | have now decided
to cancel my solar panels as my roof would not receive any winter or
summer sun. The Sun provides vital vitamin D especially for children
and older people, and lack of it will have adverse effects on residents
overall well being. It also will shade my small productive vegetable
garden. Further there is presently a parking problem in our area and
with the "infill' it is irresponsible to plan these buildings without at
least a minimum 1 parking space per unit. | feel the 'planners have
just thrown a 'blanket' over all of Nelson without any real thought or
planning. While urban development is essential for progress we must
also preserve the unique character and quality of life that small
residential areas offer. There is no guarantee it will lead to more
affordable housing and developers will capitalise on the demand for
urban living. The planners need to pick 'certain sites' for development
rather than ruin existing neighbourhoods.Infrastructure, traffic
congestion, lack of green space should also be considered. This plan
needs to go back to the drawing board.
78(532.001 Michael Town Entire Plan Change Support Pass this plan change. 1 generally support this plan change as land use changes are needed |Accept Section 9

to provide an urban form that supports accessibility and lower
emissions from the transport network. By allowing greater density,
people can [live] closer to existing centres and get there without
relying on private vehicles to do so.




$34.001

Mike Ward

Entire Plan Change

Support

Approve the Plan Change.

While | may have a different view on how to achieve intensification |
agree with the intention. When | wrote a housing strategy at the
request of Mayor Rachel Reese and her deputy Paul Mattheson
during the 2013- 2016 term of council , | pointed out that while
Nelson may have had a shortage of houses, there was likely no
shortage of housing or structures capable of reconfiguring to provide
dwellings. | recall figures at the time indicating that the surplus of
larger dwellings was roughly half of shortfall in demand for smaller
dwellings. It doesn't take a genius to work out that reconfiguring
even a portion of the surplus into two or more smaller apartments
would make a relatively inexpensive contribution to meeting the
housing deficit. At the time | wrote my strategy the average
occupancy of homes in the city was something less than 2.5 people
per dwelling with around 26% of all households being single person
households... those figures were arrived at three censuses ago. If
trends have continued as predicted by demographers, single person
households will have almost certainly increased and occupancy levels
fallen. |am aware that conventional wisdom says that we need to
build up. There are households and locations where going up is
appropriate but while the saving in land is admirable, multi story
apartments are questionable as affordable or a community building
housing options. Affordability and supply are important issues but
as mayor Nick points out housing is a transport issue. Whatever
strategies we adopt they should not be at the expense of housing's
lifestyle, health, energy, community building, and aesthetic potential.
Where and how we build dwellings is also potentially the single
biggest contributor to the city meeting its climate change mitigation

Accept

Section 9

$35.001

Danny Hutchinson

Mapping

Oppose

The high density zone should not
extend as far as Tukuka Street. The
upper reaches of this area [should be]
reduced to medium density.

The high density zone goes too far up the Nelson South Valley. | live
on Tukuka St, so in the case of Tukuka Street | can speak with years
of personal experience. | believe that 6 story buildings are too tall for
this area. The reason being is that this end of the valley is already
quite shaded by the hills. Tall buildings will reduce the sun
significantly for some residents. The evidence that 6 story buildings
are too high for this area can be seen every day in winter as the
houses across Tukuka Street are significantly shaded by Nelson
intermediate school. Multi story buildings definitely can have large
adverse effects, as | have stated above, they must go through a very
robust resource consent process and must be contestable. | could
support this in more open areas, where sunlight is less of an issue.

Accept

Section 12

$36.001

Sarah-Jane Weir

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Council should approach
intensification in a manner that is
better planned with respect to the
effect on residential neighbourhoods
and to the city overall, more
thoughtfully balancing the needs of
current and future generations, and
ensuring a cohesive city character
remains.

| oppose PC 29 in its entirety. | have come to the view that PC29
does not appropriately deal with intensification. It proposes too
extensive a response, too quickly, it has not been well communicated
given the extent of the change, and it fails to take account of the
character of our regional city. Nelson has enough housing capacity
until 2038. Total capacity enabled under PC29 is 5-9 times long term
(30 year) demand. Council hasn't appropriately balanced current and
(potential) future generational amenity. Intensification in PC29 is too
large a scale with too many unknowns and insufficient evidence to
proceed as proposed. Council's own processes and planning
information to date speak to lower density, quality and more planned
intensification than the proposed MDZ and HDZ under PC29. [Refer
to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 9
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F$70.002

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9

)
w

FS78.001

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12




84|536.002 Sarah-Jane Weir Residential Zones Oppose No High Density Zone applies to any  |The large-scale nature of the proposed HDZ and MDZ into current Accept in part Section 12
area that is currently a (residential) residential areas risks a "lottery" effect on individual properties and
Standard Area or Low Density Area. neighbourhoods. So in a current low density neighbourhood, zoned
HDZ under PC29, a 6 storey building can be erected close to
neighbouring boundaries that is visually out of character with any
other existing building (from a scale perspective), that removes
sunlight and daylight from immediate neighbours, and with no
thought of effect on safety of for example, the pedestrian character
of a neighbourhood. If a 6 storey apartment block within the
parameters of the HDZ is erected anywhere in a residential
neighbourhood, the neighbouring properties will suffer a loss of
amenity values (privacy, daylight, "neighbourliness", and property
value). In terms of all Low Density neighbourhoods that are
proposed to be rezoned, the scale of change is phenomenal. [Refer
to the original submission for more detail]
85|FS40.003 Belinda Reburn Support Accept The submission point identifies the 'lottery' effect that the proposed |Reject Section 13
HDZ and MDZ will have on individual properties and neighbourhoods.
This is a likely effect of the current plan change, further
demonstrating where the current iteration of PC29 is lacking in
consultation and consideration of the effects of development that
Auckland has already suffered.
86|FS70.003 Michael and Sita Monaghan Support Accept Submission supported in full. Accept in part Section 9
87|FS78.440 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 12
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
88|536.003 Sarah-Jane Weir Residential Zones Oppose No Medium Density Zone applies to  |Refer to reasons in submission point $36.002. Accept in part Section 12
any area that is currently a
(residential) Standard Area or Low
Density Area.
89(FS70.004 Michael and Sita Monaghan Support Accept Submission supported in full. Accept in part Section 9
90(FS78.441 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 12
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
91|536.005 Sarah-Jane Weir Residential Zones Oppose The HDZ does not take effect until Intensification should take account of the reasons that residents like [Accept in part Section 12
Council has further consulted on and  |living here - sunlight [and] daylight access and enjoyment, are not
developed appropriate provisions for |lost for future generations. Respect of neighbours boundaries in
Daylight Admission, Yard Setbacks, terms of how high and how close buildings can come is important.
Permeable Landscape areas, and
Maximum Building Length.
92(FS70.006 Michael and Sita Monaghan Support Accept Submission supported in full. Accept in part Section 9
93(FS78.443 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 12
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
94|536.006 Sarah-Jane Weir Residential Zones Oppose The HDZ does not extend beyond any |At this time, any intensification should be moderate and more in line [Accept in part Section 12

areas that were shown as potential
High Density in the 2019 Nelson FDS
(or the 2022 FDS).

with the 2019 FDS in terms of the areas to which it applies, the sort
of intensification enabled and quality constraints. | have referred to
the 2019 FDS because to me, it speaks of a document that was better
and more widely consulted on in terms of what intensification to
existing areas might look like, and it anticipated a gradual process.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]
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FS40.004

Belinda Reburn

Support

Accept

The submission identifies the loss of amenity values (privacy,
daylight, "neighbourliness') and property value. Ms Weir identifies
the 2019 FDS (of 2022 FDS) and that the maximum height of buildings
be 7.5m, with anything higher being non-complying and subject to
Resource Consent. She further identifies FDS 2022 where
consultation around community values was undertaken, the views of
the community included not only quality intensification, but that
natural environment and landscape are important, with some areas
having a unique character that should be maintained. | concur with
Ms Weir that the enablement of the current proposed plan change,
would not recognise Nelson's character and importance of green
spaces, trees, and biodiversity, when enabling large-scale
introduction of intensification.

Accept in part

Section 12
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F$70.007

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9

©
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FS78.444

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

$36.009

Sarah-Jane Weir

Residential Zones

Oppose

The MDZ does not extend beyond any
areas that were shown as potential
Medium Density in the 2019 Nelson
FDS (or the 2022 FDS).

At this time, any intensification should be moderate and more in line
with the 2019 FDS in terms of the areas to which it applies, the sort
of intensification enabled and quality constraints. | have referred to
the 2019 FDS because to me, it speaks of a document that was better
and more widely consulted on in terms of what intensification to
existing areas might look like, and it anticipated a gradual process.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12
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F$70.0010

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9
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FS78.447

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

101

$36.012

Sarah-Jane Weir

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Ensure sufficient planned access to
green spaces [and] biodiversity is not
adversely affected.

Council should work towards its residents having planned functional
green space, access to outdoors and sunlight/daylight. [Which
requires understanding] how and where people will use outdoor
spaces for leisure and having that space available. Especially in a
town with a high uptake of people using the outdoors to play and be
active in.

Accept in part

Section 12

102

FS$70.013

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9

103

FS$78.450

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

104

$36.014

Sarah-Jane Weir

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

More intense zones need to be
appropriately sited and controlled and
be at appropriate scale, to take
account of the neighbourhood within
which they are sited.

To achieve quality and liveable intensification, comprehensive urban
planning is required - not just permitting buildings wherever and
whatever quality. It requires understanding what our
neighbourhoods will look and feel like.

Accept in part

Section 12




105

FS40.006

Belinda Reburn

Support

Accept

The submission identifies the loss of amenity values (privacy,
daylight, "neighbourliness') and property value. Ms Weir identifies
the 2019 FDS (of 2022 FDS) and that the maximum height of buildings
be 7.5m, with anything higher being non-complying and subject to
Resource Consent. She further identifies FDS 2022 where
consultation around community values was undertaken, the views of
the community included not only quality intensification, but that
natural environment and landscape are important, with some areas
having a unique character that should be maintained. | concur with
Ms Weir that the enablement of the current proposed plan change,
would not recognise Nelson's character and importance of green
spaces, trees, and biodiversity, when enabling large-scale
introduction of intensification.

Accept in part

Section 12

106

F$70.001

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission we support are: "To achieve
quality and liveable intensification, comprehensive urban planning is
required - not just permitting buildings wherever and whatever
quality. It requires understanding what our neighbourhoods will look
and feel like". The proposed Plan Change 29 does not encompass
this understanding or look to consider a comprehensive Urban plan.
Growth and development are important but now is the time to
engage with the community and shape our city for the future. | urge
the reconsidering of PC 29, with meaningful consultation and quality
documentation afforded to the community to help shape our
wonderful little city.

Reject

Section 13

107

FS$78.452

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

108

$36.017

Sarah-Jane Weir

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Long term, substantive changes
should be properly consulted on and if
appropriate, enabled in the
Whakamahere Wakatu Nelson Plan.

The scale of change, particularly as an "interim" response is
unwarranted. Council has already begun work on a new plan, the
draft Whakamahere Wakatu Nelson Plan. This will enable Council to
properly consider what a well functioning Nelson urban environment
entails. Refer to original submission for more detail.

Reject

Section 9
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F$70.017

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9
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FS78.455

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

111

$36.018

Sarah-Jane Weir

Inner City and City Fringe
Zones

Oppose

Focus on intensified living in specific
areas of the city, the CBD and
potentially limited City Fringe.

| believe that a thriving Nelson CBD is more likely if there is combined
office/residential/retail space. Post pandemic there is less demand
for office space and this will continue; so it is even more important to
concentrate on mixed use development. That should be [a] primary
consideration for apartment style living.

Accept in part

Section 12
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FS$70.018

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9
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FS78.456

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

114

$36.019

Sarah-Jane Weir

Residential Zones

Oppose

Retain the current zoning of all
residential neighbourhoods.

Until demand in the City areas is met for apartment living, all
residential neighbourhoods should retain their current zoning.
Council's own experts warn against instituting too large
intensification zones, and that will dilute areas more appropriate for
high density apartment development such as the City Centre.

Reject

Section 12
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F$70.019

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9
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FS$78.457

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

117

$36.020

Sarah-Jane Weir

Residential Zones

Oppose

PC29 should at least treat my
neighbourhood consistently with the
area of Collingwood St south of Bronte
Street [which is Medium Density
Zone].

My own neighbourhood (part of N20, south of Manuka Street) has
been subject to increasing proposals of intensification, but seemly
without consideration of changing amenity as a result. The 2019 FDS
shows my neighbourhood, Fairfield Park, as "two storey terrace
housing and town houses on some sites". The Nelson Intensification
Plan 2020 anticipates Fairfield Park as having "some 2 storey terraced
housing and some town houses" The 2022 FDS shows my area as an
Intensification Area, up to 3 storeys. The Draft Whakamahere
Wakatu Nelson Plan anticipates "multi unit developments of 4 or
more units in both the General Residential and Medium Density
Residential Zones, where such development would require resource
consent". Now my neighbourhood is proposed as High Density Zone,
no consents required. But even in PC29, there are maps which show
my area as Medium Density Zone (not high). [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 12
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FS$70.020

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9
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FS$78.458

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

120

$36.021

Sarah-Jane Weir

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

For Council to appropriately engage
with residents and provide accessible
information in relation to PC29.

| have come to the view that Council has not appropriately engaged
in its responsibilities to its residents to provide accessible information
in relation to PC29. When | first saw Council's message about PC29,
there was nothing to indicate the substantive nature of the changes
or that it would affect my neighbourhood. | do not believe the
Council has provided me and others with timely and reasonable
access to relevant information in a way that is accessible. In
particular, there was no modelling of what the proposed changes to
height restrictions, recession planes/daylight admissions, site
coverage, and yard setbacks are on residential properties. [Refer to
the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13
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FS70.021

Michael and Sita Monaghan

Support

Accept

Submission supported in full.

Accept in part

Section 9
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FS78.459

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 12

123

$38.001

Karen Driver

Entire Plan Change

Support

{Develop] a vision of what Nelson will
look like and what amenities are
provided, particularly community
related spaces.

| support the concept of greater intensification of building in Nelson. |
would like to see more of a plan on how the impacts of climate
change and natural hazards on how Nelson will look like in the future,
such as what areas will be retreated from and what do we want our
city to look like. Most new building in the city is ugly, too much
concrete and there seems to be no rules on the visual impact. It
seems that developers can do what they want. As someone that

does not understand the nuances of such plans | can't be specific, but
I know that we need a vision of what Nelson will look like and what
amenities are provided, particularly community related spaces.

Accept in part

Section 12




124(S39.001 Jane Peterson Entire Plan Change Oppose Restrict any high density living (i.e. - Inconsistencies, confusion, short time frame and lack of notice in  |Reject Section 12
dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the the consultation process | do not believe there has been enough
Mixed Use and Centre City zones publicity around these changes to ensure people are fully informed.
already set out in the draft The documents available online are not easy to follow and the
Whakamahere Whakatt Nelson Plan  [consultation time is short given the impact of the changes. In
and leave the areas currrently marked |addition there are inconsistencies between what has previously been
"high density" under PC 29 as they proposed for the future growth and development of Nelson and what
currently are. is being proposed in PC29. - Impact on amenity values | would be

supportive of 4-6 story high rise developments in the middle of town
(perhaps to the edge of Nile Street, bordering the city), where we
already have a multitude of high rise and commerical buildings.
However | do not believe we should allow developers to build these 6
story high rise developments through our existing family
neighbourhoods, especially without resource consent. Density of
housing can be increased in these areas without the need for such
tall high rise developments. Introducing high rises that would tower
over these family homes would erase the unique atmosphere of this
area and could negatively impact the quality of life for existing
residents. It would interrupt the aesthetic harmony of our
neighbourhood and disrupt the skyline. It results in a lottery effect on
amenity.  These types of high rise developments may also be more
likely to attract absentee owners and a poliferation of Air BnB type
accomodation which will also negatively impact on the existing
residents. - Congestion and parking issues High rise developments
tend to exacerbate traffic congestion and parking problems. This is a
particular concern for the streets in and around Hampden Street
School and Nelson College (ie between Van Diemen Street and

125(S39.002 Jane Peterson Mapping Oppose Restrict any medium density living (i.e. |Refer to reasons in submission point $39.001. Reject Section 12
dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the
Mixed Use and Centre City zones
already set out in the draft
Whakamahere Whakatd Nelson Plan
and leave the areas currrently marked
"medium density" under PC 29 as they
currently are.

126(S41.001 Nigel Lineham Entire Plan Change Oppose Restrict any high density living (ie | would be supportive of 4-6 story high rise developments in the Reject Section 12

dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the
Mixed Use and Centre City zones
already set out in the draft
Whakamahere Whakatt Nelson Plan
and leave the areas currently marked
"high density" under PC 29 as they
currently are.

middle of town (where we already have a multitude of high rise and
commerical buildings. However | do not believe we should allow
developers to build these 6 story high rise developments through our
existing family neighbourhoods, especially without resource consent.
Density of housing can be increased in these areas without the need
for such tall high rise developments. There is an opportunity to
enhance these neighbourhoods with, for example, 2-3 story
apartments and subdivided sections for low level builds. These
types of high rise developments may also be more likely to attract
absentee owners and a poliferation of Air BnB type accomodation
which will also negatively impact on the existing residents in terms of
noise, parking and transience. High rise developments tend to
exacerbate traffic congestion and parking problems. The
introduction of 6 story apartments through the neighbourhoods
mentioned above could significantly impact current enjoyment of the
use of property in an unacceptable way. Buildings this large, will cast
long shadows, reducing sunlight (which is important for mental
Health) and be a significant invasion of privacy. Residents using
passive energy or solar to reduce energy consumption will be
impacted badly. Whilst some of the infrastructure has been
upgraded in the area, it is still not sufficient for the pressure of a large
increase in the population in the area. At a time of increased
significant weather events, many councils are focusing on how to
increase the 'green sponge' benefits of communities to mitigate high
water flows when the stormwater system cannot cope. Allowing an
increase in higher density building will reduce the lawns and gardens




127(S41.002 Nigel Lineham Entire Plan Change Oppose Any construction in the city fringe Refer to the reasons in S41.001. Reject Section 12
should be limited to 3 storeys, require
off street parking and should not
threaten existing infrastructure.
128(S42.001 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject 100% Plan Change 29. I'm very concerned about the lack of public (local) awareness on this |Reject Section 9
issue, and the unacceptably short time frame for submissions. I'm
also concerned that the relevant 'hearings panel' will have NCC
Councillors as a majority, and so no doubt there will be a conflict of
interest. This is a unsatisfactory state of affairs, and so | ask that the
panel be changed - to be a majority of independent, unbiased
members. My biggest concern is sunlight hours for all affected,
environmental impact, parking, noise, privacy and social degradation.
In particular, | object to Kainga Ora's plan to erect a 6 story building
with 71x 1.5 bedroom units at 4 Examiner Street, Nelson for MSD
poor clients with no income right in front of our home and many
others. This is possible because of PC 29. How would you like to
have a Franklyn sized apartment in front of your home? This is a
peaceful residential neighbourhood and many of us have been here
for more than 20 years. It should be unlawful to put poor people,
intellectually disabled vulnerable adults housed together with other
poor individuals and ex-convicts. Itis a recipe for disaster. We will
have no privacy and potential fear to walk in the neighbourhood.
Nelson College for Girls is on the other side, nearby, so | would be
concerned for my younger children. PLEASE do not allow this to pass.
A two story with mixed social classes and of course a percentage of
the poor should be allowed in any and all apartment complexes. |
work for Tautoko Services/Options and we support individuals with
intellectual disabilities. Many need proper housing, but imagine if you
had an intellectually disabled daughter who wants to live on her own.
Would you want your daughter to live in a 6 story apartment
complex with only the poorest of society living there and next to ex-
129(542.002 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to reasons in submission point S42.003. Reject Section 13
130(S42.003 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
131(S42.004 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased'  |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
132(S42.005 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
133(S42.007 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $42.006. Reject Section 13

Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.




134(s42.011 Mary Bronsteter Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
135(S42.012 Mary Bronsteter Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
136(FS28.003 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
137(S42.014 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
138|542.019 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points S42.006 and S42.012. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
139(S42.020 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
140(S42.027 Mary Bronsteter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
141(S42.029 Mary Bronsteter Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
142(S42.030 Mary Bronsteter Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11

future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.




143(S42.046 Mary Bronsteter Mapping Oppose Object to the medium density zoning |Refer to reasons in submission points $284.001 - $284.005. Reject Section 12
of the area surrounding our home on
Wellington Street, Mount Street,
Konini Streeet etc. This should remain
low density housing for the steep
terrain and dangerous outcomes.
144(S46.001 Freya Davison Entire Plan Change Support Go ahead with the proposed changes [Agree with the Council's rationale. Accept in part Section 12
to housing densification.
145(S47.001 Christopher Davison Entire Plan Change Support Support the proposed changes. As per the reasons outlined on the NCC website. Densification must |Accept in part Section 12
be accompanied by infrastructure such as transport and green
spaces. Building regulations must ensure dwellings are well designed,
high quality, warm, built to last, designed to be liveable and not
excessively small.
146(S48.001 Richard Peterson Entire Plan Change Oppose Restrict any high density living (ie - Inconsistencies, confusion, short time frame and lack of notice in  |Reject Section 12
dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the the consultation process | do not believe there has been enough
Mixed Use and Centre City zones publicity around these changes to ensure people are fully informed.
already set out in the draft The documents available online are not easy to follow and the
Whakamahere Whakatt Nelson Plan  [consultation time is short given the impact of the changes. In
and leave the areas currrently marked |addition there are inconsistencies between what has previously been
"high density" under PC 29 as they proposed for the future growth and development of Nelson and what
currently are. is being proposed in PC29. - Impact on amenity values | would be
supportive of 4-6 story high rise developments in the middle of town
(perhaps to the edge of Nile Street, bordering the city), where we
already have a multitude of high rise and commerical buildings.
However | do not believe we should allow developers to build these 6
story high rise developments through our existing family
neighbourhoods, especially without resource consent. Density of
housing can be increased in these areas without the need for such
tall high rise developments. Introducing high rises that would tower
over these family homes would erase the unique atmosphere of this
area and could negatively impact the quality of life for existing
residents. It would interrupt the aesthetic harmony of our
neighbourhood and disrupt the skyline. It results in a lottery effect on
amenity.  These types of high rise developments may also be more
likely to attract absentee owners and a poliferation of Air BnB type
accomodation which will also negatively impact on the existing
residents. - Congestion and parking issues High rise developments
tend to exacerbate traffic congestion and parking problems. This is a
particular concern for the streets in and around Hampden Street
School and Nelson College (ie between Van Diemen Street and
147|FS33.001 Stephen Fitchett Support Accept Lack of consultation given the range and complexities of the changes. |Reject Section 13
| attended the Trafalgar Centre meeting but the soundproofing
requirements for alterations to houses within 100 metres of State
Highway 6 have received little (no??) publicity. Given the highway
runs right through Nelson this clause will affect a great number of
residents.
148(548.002 Richard Peterson Residential Zones Oppose Restrict any medium density living (ie |Refer to reasons in submission point S48.001. Accept in part Section 12

dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the
Mixed Use and Centre City zones
already set out in the draft
Whakamahere Whakatd Nelson Plan
and leave the areas currrently marked
"medium density" under PC 29 as they
currently are.




Allison Silke

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Restrict any high density living (ie
dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the
Mixed Use and City Centre zones
already set out in the draft
Whakamahere Whakatu Nelson Plan
and leave the areas currently marked
"high density" under PC29 as they
currently are.

We understand we need to increase the density of housing in the
inner city and are supportive of developments in the middle of town
where there are already commercial and high-rise buildings. | don't
believe developers should be allowed to build 6 story high rise
developments through existing family neighbourhoods, especially
without resource consent. To be consistent with the Draft Nelson
Plan and a more considerate approach for current residents to
increase the density of housing in these areas would be to build 2
story apartments and subdivide sections. Building high rise
developments would negatively impact our quality of life as it would
interrupt the native factor of our neighbourhood, disrupt the skyline
and ultimately block the sun and cast shadows over single story
family homes. Not to mention the significant invasion of privacy as
apartments loom over family outdoor spaces. Properties in our area
were never build with the idea of high-rise building to be build next
door so there currently isn't anything owners can do to minimise
these significant impacts of lifestyle if a 6-story building was build
next door. This plan could introduce a randomness of developments
throughout the community where high-rise apartments overlook
neighbouring yards and others are not affected. High rise buildings
likely attract absentee owners, ie. Air bnb accommodation which will
also negatively impact on existing residents. High rise developments
will increase traffic congestion, lack of parking and safety issues for
children, cyclists and pedestrians in our neighbourhood especially
during school drop of and pick up times. These changes could lead to
uncertainly and decreased property values as potential buyers are
put off by the increasing high density living and high-rise buildings.

Reject

Section 12

Robin Whalley

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Abandon this plan change and start
again following the steps we agreed to
in the FDS.

The Future Development Strategy (FDS) (to which | submitted)
requires and calls on council to develop neighbourhood plans. Council
has failed to carry out this step.

Reject

Section 9

w«

Stephen Webster

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

w

David Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

w«

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support in part

Accept in part

The Future Development Strategy - Council has failed NTFDS -
Implementation Plan 2023 - pg 28 The importance of preparing
neighbourhood plans for the successful implementation of the FDS.

Reject

Section 9




wu

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. This plan is out of step with the NZ
Central Government's proposed plans for development. The NZ
Government has indicated a lack of support for the previous
Government's position on densification. Until more direction is given,
this has the potential to be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds
and time following an outdated Central Government brief.
Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest,
understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

wu

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

v

Tahunanui Business and

Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

v

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

wu

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject
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FS53.002

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9
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F$46.002

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

1

a
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FS$77.002

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

1

)
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FS58.002

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

1

a
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FS60.002

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again by following the FDS. Insufficient public engagement on
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

164

$50.005

Robin Whalley

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Abandon Plan Change 29 and start
again. Do it in accordance with the law.|

Population data provided by DOT consulting is not provided in public
documents. There is a complete lack of transparency which is
contrary to the principles of good governance and participatory
democracy. In my opinion the DOT report has been deliberately kept
under wraps. | support the submission of Dr Hayes.

Reject

Section 9




a

FS31.003 Stephen Webster Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and|Reject Section 9
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

N

FS20.003 Tim Bayley Support Accept Robin is right on the money here. Insufficient public engagement on |Reject Section 13
PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

1)

FS83.025 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support in part |Accept in part DOT consulting is not provided. Reject Section 13

o

FS72.003 Jude Osborne Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and|Reject Section 13
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. This plan is out of step
with the NZ Central Government's proposed plans for development.
The NZ Government has indicated a lack of support for the previous
Government's position on densification. Until more direction is given,
this has the potential to be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds
and time following an outdated Central Government brief.
Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest,
understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

@

FS66.005 Carol Webster Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and|Reject Section 13
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on

their lives.
70|FS61.003 Tahunanui Business and Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and|Reject Section 13
Citizens Assn start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public

engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.




~

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

~

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

~

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

N

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 9

~

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

~

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1

~

7

FS60.003

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Abandon the plan and
start again. Do it in accordance with the law. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

178

$51.001

Ruth Newton

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Support the Plan Change].

1. Increased housing density in the central city will encourage a
vibrant community able to access resources on foot or by bicycle. 2.
The improved bus service which hopefully will expand the timetable
to include evenings and events allows access to outer areas if
needed. 3. More people in the city and bus should reduce use of cars
with resulting congestion. 4. This should reduce pressure for parking
often, dull spaces in town, not all available to the general public.
Ideally the centre of Nelson could be a total pedestrian precinct with
only disability mobility vehicles and service or other utility vehicles
allowed. 5. Very many cities, notably in Europe have increased
housing density often over centuries. The result has not been a
reduction in quality of provision. 6. | note that individual
developments will need specific consent. In my view many of the
arguments proffered in relation to blockage of light or anxiety about
the height of buildings will be argued out at this stage. 7. House and
apartment building have improved. Some developments following
the Christchurch earthquake show imaginative design and technique.
8. To have a really interesting city housing should include variety of
size and type. A proportion of new build can take account of changing
family size and need. Nelson has a proportion of people who might
prefer extended family living, some who would like cohousing as well
as singles and couples who could use shared facilities - laundry,
nursery etc. 9. Therefore as well as independent property developers
public housing should have access to desirable sites. 10. More
building in the city should reduce the amount of building in eg Kaka
Valley etc. and Atawhai where there is slippage and plans are for the
wrong type of building in the wrong place.

Accept

Section 9

179

$52.001

Gloria Lines

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Oppose Plan Change 29.

My biggest concern with this proposed plan change is for the physical
and mental health of both those who already live in established,
stable, quiet, secure, and generally satisfied neighbourhoods and for
the people the council is intending to be able to house. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13

180

§52.003

Gloria Lines

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Consult with the community before
notifying a plan change [inferred]
including asking homeless people
what they think they need in terms of

housing.

Council has not asked me what | think about this. We as a
neighbourhood should have been consulted and included before this
process was even started... If you allow Kianga Ora to go ahead and
build even a three-storey apartment building on the corner of our
block our lives will be changed forever... We are the people who live
here. We know what it's like. We know how many more buildings,
cars, and people this area can take. We object to having such
enormous decisions being made for us about our lives in this
undemocratic manner... | understand The Male Room, Ngati Rarua,
and te Piki Oranga are currently engaged in a project asking homeless
people what they think they need in term of housing. They are doing
this before any money is spent on building. Would it not be sensible
to do the same here? [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]

Reject

Section 12




181(S52.004 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Start over and commission a new set | The Nelson City Council's population projection on which the Housing |Reject Section 10
of projections to be carried out by a and Business Development Capacity Assessment (HBA) is based on, is
competent demographer or otherwise |flawed. The "method" that NCC employed is not consistent with the
employ the medium projections of requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban
Statistics NZand amend its Development. The NCC did not employ a qualified demographer to
intensification requirements do "bespoke" projections, nor did they use the Statistics NZ's
accordingly. projections as recommended by the NPSUD. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]
182(S52.005 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider the impacts on property As a former property investor, | fully understand the impact on Reject Section 13
values [inferred]. property values. That at least 25% and up to 50% of the value of my
property will be lost. What could | buy to replace this property with
that amount of money? [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]
183(S52.006 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose Require Kainga Ora to tenant existing [l understand there are many empty Kianga Ora properties all over Reject Section 13
properties before building more the country sitting untenanted. Would it not be sensible to tenant
houses [Inferred]. them before building more? Given the parlous state of our economy,
would it not be prudent to not enable Kianga Ora to waste millions of
our tax payers dollars on buildings that are not required?
184(S52.008 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors from either side of |Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased'  [Reject Section 13
the Sept 14th vote, or replace all public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
councillors on the hearings panel with |proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
independent commissioners.
185(S52.010 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $52.009. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
186(S52.014 Gloria Lines Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
187(S52.015 Gloria Lines Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
188|FS28.004 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
189(S52.017 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. [solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
190(S52.022 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $52.009 and $52.015. Reject Section 13

demolish or relocatetheir house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providingthey comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.




191(S52.023 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
192(S52.030 Gloria Lines Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
193(S52.032 Gloria Lines Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
194(S52.033 Gloria Lines Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
195(S53.003 Barbara-Jean Edwards Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend timeframe for public input by a |Far too much information for the average resident to understand and |Reject Section 13
minimum of another 4 weeks. digest, within the current timeframe.
196(S53.006 Barbara-Jean Edwards Entire Plan Change Oppose Ensure that a minimum area of non-  |We must take future climate change into consideration; the effects of [Reject Section 13
residential-building land (i.e. for climate change and the need for our adaptation, are becoming
parking, laneways, access) is subjects needing much more careful thought and planning.
protected from development for
buildings, to allow for climate change
such as water runoff, shading,
sunlight; the minimum to be agreed
on by Nelson residents submissions.
197(S53.007 Barbara-Jean Edwards Entire Plan Change Oppose Clearly share any analytical data with |Not enough analytical detail released to the public. And reference to |Reject Section 10
residents, on which both the scope of |OECD analysis is redundant as 35 countries are members of OECD, so
Plan 29 and also the designated areas |generalisations used with respect to Plan 29 are useless and are
have been decided. possibly misinformation.
198(S54.009 Pauline Warne Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Reject Plan Change 29 [but in the Refer to reasons in submission points $54.002 - S54.008. Reject Section 9

alternative make the changes set out
in the submiission].




199

$55.001

Simon Harbinson

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Do not allow] 6 storey houses in my
area without planning consent.

Key reasons include: - Too many people for the local school -
Drainage and sewerage - Slips - Amenities - Parking - Infrastructure -
Has this been properly thought through - Feels like this is being
slipped in the back door way too fast and without proper debate.
Other reasons include: - Inconsistencies, confusion, short time frame
and lack of notice in the consultation process | do not believe there
has been enough publicity around these changes to ensure people
are fully informed. The documents available online are not easy to
follow and the consultation time is short given the impact of the
changes. In addition there are inconsistencies between what has
previously been proposed for the future growth and development of
Nelson and what is being proposed in PC29. - Impact on amenity
values | do not believe we should allow developers to build these 6
story high rise developments through our existing family
neighbourhoods, especially without resource consent. Density of
housing can be increased in these areas without the need for such
tall high rise developments. Introducing high rises that would tower
over these family homes would erase the unique atmosphere of this
area and could negatively impact the quality of life for existing
residents. It would interrupt the aesthetic harmony of our
neighbourhood and disrupt the skyline. it could result in a very
uneven looking neighbourhood, with apartments facing into
neighbouring yards for some distance around, while the remainder
are unaffected. It results in a lottery effect on amenity. These
types of high rise developments may also be more likely to attract
absentee owners and a poliferation of Air BnB type accomodation
which will also negatively impact on the existing residents. -

Reject

Section 12

200

FS33.002

Stephen Fitchett

Support

Accept

Lack of consultation given the range and complexities of the changes.
| attended the Trafalgar Centre meeting but the soundproofing
requirements for alterations to houses within 100 metres of State
Highway 6 have received little (no??) publicity. Given the highway
runs right through Nelson this clause will affect a great number of
residents.

Reject

Section 13

201

$60.001

Dan McGuire

Mapping

Oppose

[Exclude] all of Domett St. from the
high density [residential zone]. [Seeks]
Council rezone the block of Domett
Street/ Hardy Street/ Tasman Street
and Nile Street from Plan [Change] 29
High Density Residential Zone (HDZ),
[to] be the same classification as the
other half of Domett Street/ Bridge
Street block, or The Wood area of
Residential - Comprehensive Area/
Residential Lower Density Area

Domett St. is subject to flooding. For consistency, ALL of Domett St.
should be excluded from high density. Only the lower half was
excluded, although we had flooding on the upper half last August
2022. This area should be [rezoned] due to the potential flooding
from the Maitai River and Brook Stream. This area should also be
[rezoned] because the fault line is going through the middle of the
block together with the whole block being in a liquefaction zone.

Accept in part

Section 12

202

$60.002

Dan McGuire

Entire Plan Change

Amend

The hearing Board should be
independent of Councillors and
Council staff. Appoint Councillors [to
the Hearing Panel] from either side of
the Sept 14th vote.

Councillors and Council staff have already shown clear bias for this
plan to go through, in its current form, as it is seen as a conflict of
interest and completely loses credibility with the wider community.
The Hearing Board should be independent of Councillors and Council
staff. Hearing panel members should be changed because of the
'biased' public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.

Reject

Section 13




203|560.005 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Local plans should concentrate density |California has already been through almost precisely the process that [Reject Section 9
directly along transportationcorridors [Nelson is now planning. The Plan would mean that residential areas
and around employment centers, and |would have their rates escalate exponentially because of the sudden
then gradually step it back huge increase in land value. Current residents would be forced out of
intosurrounding neighborhoods. their homes. The community that exists in many neighbourhoods
would be destroyed. By approving Plan Change 29, you would be
hitting a tack with a sledgehammer. The current processes allow for
urban infill on a step-by-step basis, with consideration for the
interests of all residents. Plan Change 29 would destroy the social
fabric in residential Nelson. Refer to original submission and the
article attached for more detail.
204|560.006 Dan McGuire Infrastructure Oppose Upgraded neighborhood Refer to reasons in submission point S60.005. Reject Section 11
infrastructure must precede any
appreciable increase in residents.
205|560.007 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Climate resiliency should be advanced |Refer to reasons in submission point S60.005. Reject Section 13
through reduced paving and increased
tree cover.
206|560.008 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Measures such as flexible zoning and  |Refer to reasons in submission point $60.005. Accept in part Section 12
design standards, leasing of surplus
public land and down-payment
assistance can aid in making new
housing affordable.
207|560.009 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Enforcing state requirements for local |Refer to reasons in submission point $60.005. Reject Section 13
fair-share allocation of new housing
will ensure all jurisdictions do their
part.
208|560.010 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Impacted neighborhoods need to be |Refer to reasons in submission point $60.005. Reject Section 13
engaged more effectively in the
planning process if they are to accept,
even support, gradual transformation.
209(S60.011 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirety. Refer to reasons in submission point S60.012. Reject Section 13
210(560.012 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
211(560.013 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
212|560.015 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $60.014. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
213|560.019 Dan McGuire Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12

Zone from the plan completely.

keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]




214(560.020 Dan McGuire Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
215|FS28.005 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
216(560.022 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
217|560.027 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $60.020 and S60.014. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
218|560.028 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
219|560.035 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
220|560.037 Dan McGuire Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
221|560.038 Dan McGuire Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
222|560.044 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $60.019 and S60.039 above. Accept in part Section 12

intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.




223|560.045 Dan McGuire Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject plan change 29], but if it is not [I 100% reject plan change 29 in its entirety. Reject Section 9
rejected, then | would like to request
the changes [in submission points
$60.001 and S60.043 above].
224(562.001 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to reasons in submission point $62.002 and the original Reject Section 9
submission for more detail.
225(562.002 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
226|562.003 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote; or alternatively the proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Hearings Panel should have at least Because there will be many submissions, it is likely that the elected
four and preferably five members with |members on the panel may know submitters personally, creating
a quorum of three, and no more than |potential for conflicts of interest and a need to withdraw from the
one elected member. hearings on that matter. it is much more important that the
Commissioners have the training and experience to engage with
technical experts and understand and apply technical expert
considerations and evidence on technical subjects, including in this
case traffic and geotechnical engineering. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]
227|562.005 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Request] that the Council will | believe the Inner City should be the starting place to have the most |Reject Section 10
prioritise housing growth and significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
intensification within the inner city neighbourhoos. This can give more time to complete a better design
before the current residential zones. |vision for our residential neighbourhoods.
228|562.006 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
229|562.007 Beverly Sellers Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
230(562.009 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13

Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’
way of creating new Social Housing
Developments that 'Fit' with the long-
term design vision of Nelson.

housing because there are too many examples across the country
where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.




231(562.011 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Request] that an urban development |It is essential that strong qualitative, not just quantitative, standards |Accept Section 13
agency or robust urban design panel [be put in place. We need such quality controls in place to ensure
be established to consider the overall [good quality design for the city. It should not be left to developers
vision and design of any intensification |on a citywide or areawide basis. Whilst there is a need to intensify
plans. and add vibrancy to Nelson, the process is not right. Strategy has
been missed from the process. Planning is not one size fits all. When
change happens in a good, positive, inclusive way, the outcome is far
better. Finally, with a nod to the city's important history, an
information board at the Cathedral notes that the wife of Whakatu
Nelson's first Bishop did not find 'the settlers of Nelson proud of their
picturesque advantages'. | think that has changed over the years,
and we should make sure we can remain proud of those picturesque
advantages now and into the future.
232|562.014 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request Council] gives a further | acknowledge that in the given timeframe | have found it extremely [Reject Section 13
notice to extend the closing date for  |difficult to digest the whole effect of the proposed PC29 and its
submissions, with far greater open supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages.
communication to the Nelson public
about the proposed Plan Change.
233|562.015 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  |Negotiate and/or incentivise Industry |So that the existing car yard sites can be redeveloped for housing. Reject Section 10
and car yards [in the city centre and  [There would appear to be several vacant plots of land in the inner
fringe] to relocate, to less essential city, which would seem ideal for residential development. | am not
land. aware who owns these parcels of land, but | feel they would be more
appropriate for residential development than the Whakatu Nelson
suburbs.
234(562.016 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Propose] we should be looking at the [Robust design input will ensure there is diversity in housing typology [Accept Section 13
vision for specific neighbourhoods and |that works in harmony with existing properties.
what we want for them-- thinking
through the impacts to the neighbours
and the street.
235(562.017 Beverly Sellers Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request] when planning for Consideration of Existing Residents Community engagement sessions |Reject Section 13
intensification that Nelson City Council [on PC 29 were only arranged by Nelson City Council after some
takes into account the justified dedicated local residents worked extremely hard to ensure others
concerns of existing residents. were aware of PC 29 and its implications. | was struck by the stress,
anger and anxiety that existing residents feel about the proposals at
the sessions | attended. Not enough consideration has been given to
the people who already live in Whakatu Nelson, whether for many
years or as newcomers. These are people who love the city and have
chosen to live here but suddenly feel their properties could at any
point and with no notification, lose their daylight, privacy, comfort,
quiet and outlook, not to mention value. The uncertainty is extremely
stressful to live with. The reality would be worse.
236(562.020 Beverly Sellers Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all pre-existing |Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson |properties, unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary.
district.
237(FS28.006 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12

General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.




238|563.003 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
239|563.004 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing | strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept its 'biased' public perception following the vote on Councillor
14th vote; or alternatively an Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council
independent panel. meeting.
240|FS31.014 Stephen Webster Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
241(FS72.014 Jude Osborne Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
242|FS66.016 Carol Webster Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
243(FS61.014 Tahunanui Business and Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
Citizens Assn independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
244|FS76.014 Robert Stevenson(1) Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
245(FS54.014 Nicole Gibson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
246|FS53.014 Susan Gibson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
247(FS46.014 Dan McGuire Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
248|FS77.014 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
249(FS58.014 Robert Stevenson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
250|FS60.014 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Appoint an Reject Section 13
independent Hearing Panel. The public perception that the council
members on the panel have a predetermined bias.
251|563.005 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request Council] gives a further | acknowledge that in the given timeframe | have found it extremely [Reject Section 13

notice to extend the closing date for
submissions, with far greater open
communication to the Nelson public
about the proposed Plan Change.

difficult to digest the whole effect of the proposed PC29 and its
supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages.




252|563.007 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirety. It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
253|563.008 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
254(563.010 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $63.009. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
255(563.013 Vivian Sellers Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
256|563.015 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. [solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
257|563.017 Vivian Sellers Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
258|FS28.007 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
259(563.020 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $63.009 and S63.017. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
260(563.022 Vivian Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13

Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent'
way of creating new Social Housing
Developments that 'Fit' with the long-
term design vision of Nelson.

housing because there are too many examples across the country
where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.




261|563.023 Vivian Sellers Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
262|563.024 Vivian Sellers Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the |Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
263|564.001 Kent Chamberlain Entire Plan Change Support Support plan change 29 in full. As Nelson is heavily constrained with suitable land to expand on, the |Accept Section 9
only solution is to build up on land that's better future proofed.
Having more people living closer to the center of town and facilities is
also a good thing as it reduces infrastructure required. This plan
change will help Nelson become a 15 minute city. Making the process
easier for development will enable faster building and hopefully
cheaper too.
264(565.001 Jean-Luc Azzis Entire Plan Change Support Fuly Support the plan to intensify The city centre would benefit greatly from having more residentto  |Support in part Section 9
housing in urban Nelson. support businesses throughout the year. The intensification would
help with climate change initiative by reducing the number of
commuters to the centre. The social life of the city centre would get a
boost from more residents in the city.
265(572.001 Charles Rands Mapping Oppose in part  [[Oppose] the high-density areas in the |The hillside has stability issues and putting larger buildings will add to |Accept Section 12
Tahunanui Hills between Tosswill Road |the risk in the areas. There will be greater than 6-story effects for
and Tamaki Street. shade for houses downhill of any 6-story development because the
buildings will be on a slope. The darkness in winter will be substantial
for houses downhill and south of the 6-story development. The
stormwater is already not coping with the current amount of density.
Sewage will need to be upgraded substantially. The area has little
amenities to support this level of density. For example, there is not
even a supermarket in Tahunanui. This area is completely
inappropriate for 6-story residential development.
266|FS61.063 Tahunanui Business and Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- [Oppose] the high- |Accept in part Section 12
Citizens Assn density areas in the Tahunanui Hills between Tosswill Road and
Tamaki Street. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support:- This area is completely inappropriate for HDZ.
267|FS72.067 Jude Osborne Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- [Oppose] the high- |Accept in part Section 12
density areas in the Tahunanui Hills between Tosswill Road and
Tamaki Street. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support:- This area is completely inappropriate for HDZ.
268|FS60.059 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- [Oppose] the high- |Accept in part Section 12
density areas in the Tahunanui Hills between Tosswill Road and
Tamaki Street. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support:- This area is completely inappropriate for HDZ.
269|573.001 Sally Gepp Heritage Oppose in part  [Undertake an assessment of special NCC is proposing to apply a high density residential zone in areas that [Accept in part Section 12

character and amend PC29 to ensure
areas with special character are not
zoned at an intensity that will diminish
that character.

have significant special character and heritage values around the
Tasman St/Erin St/Brookside area. That zoning is not necessary to
achieve the housing capacity objectives of the NPSUD, will not
maintain the existing values that give Nelson its special character,
and will not protect the heritage value of these places.




270(FS65.031 Heritage Nelson Support Accept The particular part of the submission we support is: Undertake an Accept in part Section 12
assessment of special character and amend PC29 to ensure areas
with special character are not zoned at an intensity that will diminish
that character. Reasons include (please also refer to our original
submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been
noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new study on
effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is required. The
analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not
meet professional best practice. It has been undertaken by one
person rather than a multidisciplinary team.
271(FS78.058 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Undertake an Accept in part Section 12
assessment of special character and amend PC29 to ensure areas
with special character are not zoned at an intensity that will diminish
that character. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A
comprehensive independent study of the effects of this proposal on
the character and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes
to proposed rules and policies (on and off-site height, boundary set
back, daylight angles) is required. The analysis (2015 methodology)
that informs the Plan Change does not meet professional best
practice.
272|573.004 Sally Gepp Entire Plan Change Oppose in part |Amend all zoning provisions to require |Urban vegetation/trees are essential for mitigating and coping with  |Reject Section 11
retention of net vegetated cover and |climate change, for providing for people's connection with nature,
notable trees when undertaking and for biodiversity. Intensification should not be at the cost of losing
subdivision or building structures. urban trees.
273|574.001 Paul Davison Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdraw plan change 29. Not appropriate for Stoke residential areas. Reject Section 9
274|574.002 Paul Davison Residential Zones Oppose Remove this zone from plan change Not appropriate for this Stoke residential area. Reject Section 9
29.
275|575.001 Eliot Sinclair and Partners Ltd |Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Support Plan Change 29 subject to the |This submission seeks to voice the Submitter's general support and  |Reject Section 9
amendments set out in the where changes are proposed; opposition to specific provisions within
submission. Plan Change 29.
276|576.001 Tamatea Easton Entire Plan Change Support Support this plan to allow housing Housing intensification is required to support a growing population, [Accept Section 9
intensification in Nelson. improve housing affordability & slow the spread of housing across
fertile farmland. | support Plan Change 29, even though I live in a
proposed medium-density area & have neighbouring properties
planned for intensification.
277|577.001 Tracy Manning Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $77.008. Solar units
will no longer function and loss of privacy and a loss of value and
standard of living for too many people.
278|577.004 Tracy Manning Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $77.001 and S77.008. Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
279|577.005 Tracy Manning Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
280|577.006 Tracy Manning Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the Closing Date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
Submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
281|577.007 Tracy Manning Residential Zones Not Stated Better use of land in the Brook and Subdivisions and housing are way more important than the pines are. |Reject Section 13

Maitai areas.

The not in my back yard mentality of not building in these areas is not
as important to protecting current standards of living in already built
up places.
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$78.001

Jaimie Barber

Residential Zones

Support in part

Reduce the area of the High Density
zone to a more concentrated area -
CBD and CBD fringe only.

| support a high density zone but it should be reduced in size and
highly concentrated to avoid ruining the character of city fringe
neighbourhoods. The jump from single storey to 6 storey is too much
and scattered developments over a wider area will detract from the
character of city fringe neighborhoods. 6 stories is an is an
experiment for Nelson so let's keep the experiment in to a confined
area. The loss in dwelling volumes due to a decrease in the size of
the high density zone can be made up by an increase in Medium
Density zones along main arterial routes (to support viability and
improvement of public transport). | support 6 stories in the CBD and
fringe because: 1. developments are more likely to be feasible due to
additional sales income from upper levels 2. it will increase vibrancy
in inner Nelson, attract younger people to our city and help support
viability of CBD businesses, 3. It will reduce development pressure
on our sensitive greenfield areas such as the Maitai Valley, and 4.
Will reduce traffic emissions and congestion (providing it saves on
equivalent greenfield development).

Accept in part

Section 12

283

$78.002

Jaimie Barber

Residential Zones

Support in part

Increase Medium Density Residential
Zone areas by applying to main
arterial routes such as Waimea Road,
Main Road Stoke, Tahunanui Road etc
and to all hillsides (apart from Tier 1
slope instability areas).

Medium density along the main arterials will support viability and
improvement of public transport. It appears the zone has been
applied on the basis of walking distance only and does not factor in
public transport at all (present day or future improvements).
Hillsides should be Medium Density by default. | see no reason other
than stability (which can be managed through engineering) as to why
you would differentiate between the easier contour areas. This is a
massive missed opportunity for more density in central Nelson,
probably at the expense of developing sensitive greenfield areas and
a loss in population to Tasman District. Look to Asia if you think it
can't be done.

Reject

Section 12
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FS52.001

David Mountfort

Oppose in part

Reject in part

The Particular Part of the submission | oppose: | oppose the
suggestion in the submission that hillsides should be medium density
residential by default unless only for reasons of instability. There are
other reasons why hillsides may be unsuitable for intensification.
Many of the hillside residential areas in Nelson are old suburbs with
narrow, sometimes winding roads, often with only a single traffic
lane, restricted visibility, inadequate or no footpaths, poor,
insufficient or no on street parking and difficult access out onto the
main roads. Some hillsides are very steep and vehicle access onto
sites would be necessary but very difficult to provide. Problems may
also arise with the adequacy of or access to other infrastructure,
particularly sewers and stormwater. Upgrading of these streets,
particularly widening would often be difficult or impossible due to
topography. Although the legal road width may appear to be
sufficient, the unformed verges are generally steep and many would
require extensive cuts, filling and retaining walls, which would either
block or over steepen existing accesses. Redevelopment to medium
density residential would almost inevitably be on a site by site basis,
while upgrading of the streets and their infrastructure would need to
be comprehensive if it was possible at all. Refer also to the reasons
outlined in my submission S284.

Accept in part

Section 12
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§79.001

Christine Curnow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Withdraw Plan Change 29.

The creation of High-density Residential zones would have major
impact on: 1) the character of the city with multi story buildings
destroying the skyline such as Aon House does. 2) existing limited
infrastructure - drains even on the hill cannot cope with stormwater.
3) neighbouring properties due to loss of sunlight, noise, rubbish
disposal, car parking. Nelson was established on a swamp with much
reclaimed land. All new developments in the HDZ require major
excavation of soil before hard fill is achieved. This is necessary across
all of the HDZ with a hard filled platform needing to be substantially
larger than the new developments footprint.

Reject

Section 9

286

$80.001

Emma-Joy Andrews

Entire Plan Change

Support

Approve Plan Change 29.

Nelson needs to look to the future and be able to provide housing for
a growing population, without relying overly on sprawl into the
countryside.

Accept

Section 9

287

$82.001

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC 29 in its entirety and make a
fresh start.

I reject PC 29 in its entirety. My research supports the notion that
Intensification is a worthy and necessary need, but the process and
proposals of PC29 are sufficiently deficient to warrant a new start. A
rejig of the proposal has been suggested. If this is sufficiently
comprehensive to achieve what my submission will cover, | would
support that, but believe it needs a fresh start. Have we conducted
the process as well as we could have, or in a way that fulfills
legislative requirements? Does PC29 deliver the high standard and
design expertise demanded of intensification or urban design of a
quality that Nelson deserves and is capable of providing? If there is
doubt of this, we need to forget any previous positions, whether
considered entrenched or not, to resubmit the entire proposal or
drop it altogether. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 9
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FS83.285

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10

289

$82.002

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prepare a draft version of a revised
plan to be expressed in plain language.

The proposed PC 29, with the supporting documentation demanded
of a legal document, is so complex, detailed, lengthy and inaccessible
for many, that it is unreasonable to expect most citizens to have the
ability, stamina, or confidence to digest, analyse and make
meaningful comments on the contents, in the available time.

Reject

Section 9
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FS83.286

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10

291

$82.003

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Undertake] a broad-based
community consultation process
completed before technical details of
a formal proposal are considered.

Refer to reasons in submission point $82.002. The council's decision
not to have conducted direct community consultation or a Social
Impact Assessment prior to the formation of PC29 is a travesty. For
many living in proposed residential High-Density zones, to have all
rights of prior notice or ability to question or challenge a six- story
building on their boundary, is an abomination. PC29 threatens their
quality of life and calls into question the right of elected members to
so drastically smash all reasonable expectations of sun-shine, control,
enjoyment of amenities and character of their environs. The

potential for harm far outweighs any possible gains of the policy. Any
automatic right of Medium-Density or High-density zones in
residential areas, prior to a comprehensive definition of
‘environment' and 'community' and consultation being applied, is
unacceptable. Following the public concern would a majority in
council agree? The risk of the council's approach to PC29 is losing the
trust and confidence of citizens as to the need for intensification. This
will hinder taking the necessary steps that we as a city need to make
to improve our planning laws and create quality urban design. [Refer
to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13
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F$83.287

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10
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$82.004

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Form an Urban Design Agency.
[Building on submission points
$82.002 and $82.003] this draft will
need to be informed by a regional
Urban Development Agency, formed
to be a permanent advisory and
facilitating body of local experts in the
field of urban development.

Refer to reasons in submission point $82.002. Designing
comprehensive neighbourhood plans will be needed to outline the
specific design goals for different areas. Robust consultation, seeking
a shared vision, and recognition of the need for a regional urban
development agency to provide guidance and oversee developments
to bring certainty about future buildings, outlook and privacy. This is
where an Urban Development Agency will be a critical part of the
solution and would be a pre-requisite and permanent feature of our
planning regulations. Only then can issues of intensification, such as
recession planes and shading effects; privacy and outlook; hazard
zones; on-street carparking; social housing; be refined and finalised.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 13
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FS83.288

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10
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$82.005

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Provide a paper copy of PC 29 and the
Section 32 reports.

It is unacceptable that there was no provision for a paper copy of PC
29 and the Section 32 reports for residents who do not have access
to, or the ability or access to use a computer. The Local Government
Act states (LGA ref. 82 Principles of consultation. "1) local authorities
must abide by the following principles: (a) that persons who will or
may be affected by, or have an interest in, the decision or matter
should be provided by the local authority with reasonable access to
relevant information in a manner and format that is appropriates to
the preferences and needs of those persons."

Reject

Section 9
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F$83.289

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10

297

$82.006

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

A Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
needs to be part of a comprehensive
community consultation process, as
an essential component of a plan
change draft. Only then could a final
proposal be created before being
publicly notified.

The Council needs to answer the question: Have the RMA
requirements regarding community consultation been met? For this
concerned citizen they clearly have not been met. The Council needs
to answer the question: Have these requirements under the LGA
been satisfied? For this concerned citizen they clearly have not been
met. A comprehensive community consultation process, including a
Social Impact Assessment to analyse possible effects on individuals,
groups and communities, was not conducted. It would provide the
quantitative and qualitative data that a comprehensive community
consultation process demands. [Refer to section 3 in the original
submission for more detail] The council's decision not to have
conducted direct community consultation or a Social Impact
Assessment prior to the formation of PC29 is a travesty. For many
living in proposed residential High-Density zones, to have all rights of
prior notice or ability to question or challenge a six- story building on
their boundary, is an abomination. PC29 threatens their quality of life
and calls into question the right of elected members to so drastically
smash all reasonable expectations of sun-shine, control, enjoyment
of amenities and character of their environs. The potential for harm
far outweighs any possible gains of the policy. Any automatic right of
Medium-Density or High-density zones in residential areas, prior to a
comprehensive definition of 'environment' and 'community' and
consultation being applied, is unacceptable. Following the public
concern would a majority in council agree?

Reject

Section 13
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F$83.290

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10




299

$82.007

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

PC29 should reference and be
informed by previous studies and
available material.[inferred].

My concern is not only the lack of any direct community consultation
for PC29 but also Council's lack of reference to previous studies and
available material, that was not acknowledged or did not appear to
inform the present proposals. The present council staff and
councillors need to refer to the SIA that was carried out for NCC in
2010; 'Report on Change to Arterial Roading.' It is a mystery why
Council also failed to incorporate or acknowledge the advice of the
Nelson Richmond Intensification Study Stage 1 - Pathways, prepared
for: Nelson City Council & Tasman District Council: Boffa Miskell
Limited, Jerram Tocker Barron Architects Limited, dated September
2007, but still highly relevant. Mentioned briefly in the supporting
evidence for the PC29 was the survey, Nelson-Tasman 'Housing We'd
Choose,' Housing Demand Preferences, June 2021. Another notable
absence was the Urban Design Agency request put to Council in 2021
as one of a range of options to increase the supply of affordable
housing within the region. The option was not adopted by Council
due to their perceived costs, or included in any analysis of the issues,
that | could find. | support the proposal as detailed in the
nelsontasman2050.org.nz correspondence with council, requesting it
reconsiders its earlier rejection of such a report. Any submission that
supports the forming and active participation of such an UDA has my
full endorsement. Cost accrued by establishing and maintaining a
UDA needs to be compared to the costs of a failed process, or
outcomes of a suboptimum planning change. These will not only be
financial. Were these available studies used to inform the proposed
PC29, and if so, why was the wisdom or advise not addressed or
included in PC29? If they were not part of the Council's investigation

Accept in part

Section 12
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FS83.291

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10

301

$82.008

Annette (Nettie) Barrow

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Incorporate a design-led approach to
urban planning.

My own research has shown evidence of the wisdom of incorporating
a design-led approach to urban planning. It also provided evidence
that there are many in the community who welcomed higher density
and apartment style living options, and a general recognition of the
need for intensification and the possibility of changing residential
styles becoming normalised in appropriate locations. It also found,
promoting developer-driven developments was counter-productive,
with the reality being that profits will trump better design and
sensitivity to amenity values every time. Our 'Leaky Home Syndrome'
is more than a distant nightmare. We need to be mindful of past
mistakes. Ask ourselves, has the 'market' delivered good housing
supply, social housing or sustainable, affordable good urban design in
New Zealand over recent decades? No, it has not. To perpetuate this
system, by encouraging the same, is not tenable. | request that the
council addresses this question fully. We need to encourage the
need for intensification, and provide evidence of alternatives and
design led solutions. Blunt instruments of allowing multi-story
buildings that might fit a few criteria, to appear by chance and at the
whim of developers and their investor clientele, is not a solution. My
research, evidence of the past decades and commentary from urban
design experts will attest to the fact that the 'market’ without clear
design guides and qualitative controls to ensure good-quality
outcomes, will never adequately supply housing solutions for all.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 13
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F$83.292

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good
submission and | agree with all points.

Reject

Section 10




303(S82.011 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Reverse the decision to NOT take the |My concerns over the unsuccessful attempt to halt the process, are  [Reject Section 13
mayor's advice to undertake pre- shared by many. [Refer to section 7(a) in the original submission for
notification community consultation. |more detail] It is my contention that, with the facts of a faulty
process, the evidence proves they were wrong to NOT take the
mayor's advice, and this decision needs to be reversed.
304(FS83.293 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
305(S82.012 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Reconsider the decision to keep this  |My attempt, made under the auspices of the Official Information Act, [Reject Section 9
advice secret and release the legal to understand the legal advice that was given to councillors in an in-
advice that was given. committee meeting, prior to the vote being taken to halt the process,
was twice denied. [Refer to section 7(b) in the original submission for
more detail]
306(FS83.294 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
307(S82.013 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Provide NCC's definition of NCC, as it introduces PC29, needs to provide their definition of Reject Section 13
‘community’ and 'environment' to ‘community' and 'environment' as these changes have been justified
justify the application of high-density ["...to continue to meet the needs of the community whilst allowing
developments in residential zones. development and safeguarding our environment" Medium or high-
Council needs to provide the density developments, require a much greater level of expertise,
information concerning what are the [than the one-size-fits-all planning approach. However, PC29 High-
adverse effects they have Density Zone description makes an economic criterion for high-
documented regarding High-Density  |density development the over-riding planning consideration. This
developments and how do they plan  |contradicts applying a comprehensive definition of 'community' and
to mitigate these. ‘environment', found in both the RMA and the LGA legislation, which
requires a close consideration of, and respect for, the rights and
preferences of the most affected residents. Supporting
documentation from Barker & Associates Limited Date: 15 March
2023 Re: Plan Change 29, found '.... the cost of construction greater
than three storeys in New Zealand increases significantly.... [making]
a higher permitted building height would be appropriate....
addressing any adverse effects... depends on the quality of planning
and design provisions.' [Refer to section 8 in the original original
submission for more detail]
308(FS83.295 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
309|582.014 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Provide further evidence [regarding Councils need to show an acute need to allow Medium Density zone |[Reject Section 12
the population forecast projections changes for Tier Two cities. High Density housing for Tier Two cities is
used]. [Request] Dr Geoffrey Hayes never given as a possibility in residential zones. (RMA Amendment
submission advice is incorporated into |(Housing and Other matters) Act 2021). It is unclear to what extent
a revised version of PC29. Nelson's surprising inclusion of High-Density zone changes alters this
equation of population forecasts / acute housing need. However, The
Future Development Strategy, that originally informed the council's
PC29, did not include High-Density in Residential zones, and even
then, they estimated with the changes that they were
recommending would provide capacity for about 25,000 houses over
the next 30 years in the combined urban environment. The
Population and Household Projections for 2018 - 2048 projected an
increase that was gradually slowing to project an increase of 6800 by
2048. As a concerned citizen | cannot see the evidence to justify the
radical intensification policy of PC29. It appears the forecasts used by
NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, and are over-inflated
projections that require the scale of intensification to be greater than
those of Statistics NZ. Refer to original submission, section 9, for
more detail.
310|FS83.296 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10

submission and | agree with all points.




311(582.015 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Develop comprehensive The recent meeting, held by concerned citizens and urban design Reject Section 13
neighbourhood plans [inferred]. experts at Fairfield House, to discuss possibilities provided a range of
alternatives from better land utilisation and provision for secondary
minor dwellings, design-led intensified housing that also protected
heritage amenities, design standards that upheld street character,
soft-landscaping and resident access, and design-led solutions not
developer-led solutions. Designing comprehensive neighbourhood
plans will be needed to outline the specific design goals for different
areas. Refer to original submission, section 10 for more detail.
312|FS65.034 Heritage Nelson Support Accept The particular parts of the submission we support are: Develop Reject Section 13
comprehensive neighbourhood plans [inferred]. Reasons include
(please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases
multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans
have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
313|FS78.014 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Develop Reject Section 13
comprehensive neighbourhood plans [inferred]. Neighbourhood
spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
314|FS83.297 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
315(582.020 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Residential Zones Not Stated Shared land and facilities could be Not stated. Accept in part Section 13
incorporated, and in more rural areas
cluster developments of smaller
houses strategical placed for privacy
on larger blocks with the land shared
and managed communally, would be
an option.
316(FS83.302 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
317|582.022 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose We need a seamless integration of We are a diverse society and we need our urban design to reflect Reject Section 13
Community Housing Providers and this. Social housing and affordable housing needs planning and
Kainga Ora developments forming intervention.
mixed housing complexes with shared
open green spaces, cycling and
walking tracks with vehicles restricted
to the perimeters of buildings, with a
UDA over-sight of projects in a
transparent and open atmosphere.
318(FS83.304 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
319|582.024 Annette (Nettie) Barrow Entire Plan Change Oppose We need compact centres Not stated. Reject Section 10
interspersed with green areas,
pedestrian friendly streets, shared
spaces to provide that sense of
community and connectedness, also
privacy, and for those not in a position
to own their own place we need a
greater security of tenure.
320|FS83.306 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Submitter raises many issues that need to be addressed. A very good |Reject Section 10
submission and | agree with all points.
320|FS83.306 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with their points. The intro reminds us why there were Reject Section 12

originally 947 submissions in total, our house is our home.
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$83.001

Rob Greenaway

Entire Plan Change

Amend

Provide for only medium-term housing
demand during this 'interim' period,
considering likely uptake inthe Inner
City Zone.

The s32 report refers to a Demand and Capacity Analysis carried out
by Market Economics (ME) to identify demand for additional
dwellings in Nelson (section 11.2 of the s32 report). This refers to
short, medium and long-term demand projections... PC29 appears to
be aiming to provide for demand up to 2051 (the long term), which is
inappropriate for an 'interim' plan, and one relying on liberal
permitted and restricted discretionary rules, and predating review of
the RPS or the implementation of any of the necessary
neighbourhood or structure planning. At best, PC29 should aim at
providing for medium-term demand. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 10

3

N

2]

FS39.011

Richard Harden and Rachel
Reese

Support

Accept

This submission point highlights the inconsistency of NCCs approach.
PC29 goes well beyond an interim plan change. It is comprehensive
plan change that required a much stronger evidence base and much
greater community engagement, and subsequent refinement, before
notification.

Reject

Section 9

323

$83.008

Rob Greenaway

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Undertake neighboourhood planning].

In my opinion, the liberal use of permitted and restricted
discretionary activity status for many proposed new activities in the
proposed Residential zones exists in opposition to the intent of the
FDS, particularly its expectation for neighbourhood planning to occur
either before or after new intensification zones are identified. The
rules proposed for the Residential zones will occur in a community-
planning vacuum and likely lead to significant adverse cumulative
effects on community amenity. The proposed changes to the Urban
Design chapter in the NRMP, appear to weaken Council's role in
urban design. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13

3

N

4

F$39.012

Richard Harden and Rachel
Reese

Support

Accept

We agree with these submission points.

Accept in part

Section 9

3

N

)

F$65.036

Heritage Nelson

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission we support are: Incompatible
with FDS - [Undertake neighbourhood planning]. Reasons include
(please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases
multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans
have not been prepared in consultation with residents.

Reject

Section 13

3

]

6

FS78.015

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support is: Incompatible with
FDS - [Undertake neighbourhood planning]. Neighbourhood spatial
plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.

Accept in part

Section 12

327

$83.009

Rob Greenaway

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Review and update the Regional
Policy Statement].

Appendix 1B of the s32 report provides an analysis of the alignment
between the RPS and PC29 and suggests that the RPS does not
require amendment. Appendix 1B appears to rely on the RPS's lack
of reference to managing intensification as its justification for
avoiding its review, rather than identifying that the RPS lacks the
guidance that is required. Relying on a lack of guidance in antecedent
policy to provide an opportunity for a development proposal is more
the style of a consent application than a good method for developing
sound long-term planning policy. [Refer to the original submission
for more detail]

Reject

Section 13

3

N

8

FS39.010

Richard Harden and Rachel
Reese

Support

Accept

NCC should not be undertaking a Plan Change of this scale without
reviewing and updating the RPS.

Reject

Section 9

329

$84.001

Denis Digges La Touche

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Cancel Plan Change 29 and start again.

| am totally opposed to the broadbrush approach to intensification in
PC29 in Nelson. The idea of six-storey appartments being built in
single storey residential areas is plain wrong. And the vision of Nelson
residential areas over time becoming a mass of high rises is abhorent.
It's certainly not the Nelson | want to live in. PC29 does not obey the
Law of Primacy which says that the existing residents have all the
rights, to live here in peace and tranquility.

Reject

Section 9




330(584.002 Denis Digges La Touche Entire Plan Change Oppose Work with neighborhood groups to | am not anti-intensification. | am for intensification by design - using [Reject Section 13
determine where high density design principals which take into account what actually works in each
intensification actually works within  |neighbourhood, guarantees respect of existing sunlight/daylight
the neighbourhood. rules, residents' privacy, natural hazards, requires at least 1 on-site
car park space for each home unit/appartment, space for social
housing and infrastructure needs.
331(585.002 Alison Oertly Entire Plan Change Oppose Buildings higher than 3 storeys be Refer to reasons in submission point $85.001. Accept in part Section 12
concentrated in the area within the
CBD boundaries - broadly,
Collingwood Street, Halifax Street, St
Vincent Street and Selwyn Place -
giving residents in those properties
access to all city amenities. The
ground floor space could be used for
commercial/retail purposes with
apartments on the floors above, as is
common in many cities overseas.
332(FS83.027 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
333|585.006 Alison Oertly Entire Plan Change Oppose Future building developments must be |Refer to reasons in submission point $85.001. Reject Section 13
well thought- through and planned
with Council oversight so as to
enhance the overall beauty of our city
and not merely to serve the individual
interests of developers and investors.
334|FS83.031 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
335|586.003 Hazel Thelin Infrastructure Amend Upgrade infrastructure for sewerage |Any areas re-zoned to have sewerage and stormwater upgrades Reject Section 10
and stormwater prior to rezoning for |undertaken prior to re-zoning to accommodate the zoned density
increased density [inferred]. development.
336|586.005 Hazel Thelin Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
337|586.007 Hazel Thelin Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission point $86.001 and $86.008. Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
338|FS5.006 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9

thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well

being of thousands.
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586.008

Hazel Thelin

Residential Zones

Oppose

Oppose any high density zoning within
existing residential zoned areas in the
Nelson Region.

High Density Re-Zoning within existing residential zones is not
required for the numbers of population and population projections in
future and from the numbers of people projected in the next 50
years of moving inland from any sea or river inundation areas or from
rehousing from instability zones. An Increase in High density zoning
and creating high density areas in existing residentially zones areas
for this City isolated at the top of the south island is not compatible
with residents existing culture and amenity of the existing city and
outlying region and is too profound a change for existing residents
who have chosen to live or stay living and have invested in housing in
this region. High density rezoning is incompatible with the existing
infrastructure. Changing any residential zone to high density is too
profound a change and would seriously affect culture, amenity,
annual sunlight penetrating into existing residences, awareness of
outside from existing residences, reduce natural daylight penetrating
existing residences and provide a higher density of people, lack of
privacy within existing residences and creating more congested
roading, access and amenity issues, road safety issues, and child
safety issues (especially around school zones).

Accept

Section 12

340

586.014

Hazel Thelin

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the closing date for
submissions.

I ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Reject

Section 13

341

$87.001

Jane Horder

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support Plan Change 29.

This plan appears to manage increasing population over the next
30yrs with significant research and detail gone in to the options ( see
section 32 evaluation report). Intensification provides more housing,
(with less people pushed onto productive horticultural land), and
encourages people living closer to amenities. As long as the plan
change protects historic heritage and manages natural hazard risks.

Support in part

Section 9

342

$88.001

Jacquetta Bell

Mapping

Oppose in part

Revise the proposed areas where
three & six story apartments would be
allowed.

I support intensification of housing, but this sweeping change which
removes the right of neighbours to object to life changing
developments goes too far. Moving east from the city, Tasman
Street is a more natural boundary for High Density, than Harper St
where the boundary is now. Just on parking - Harper St cannot
currently cope with residents parking, plus overflow from Te Pukenga
(NMIT). Harper St has an earthquake overlay which allows only
building on current footprint. It is hard to understand why or how the
eastern side of the street is now suggested for three story
apartments and the west side for six stories. If the areas where
three/six stories were allowed were designated with more regard to
sunlight angles and lifestyle, in Harper St for example, higher rise
buildings could go at the south end of the street when they would
have far less impact. Council must not allow Nelson to be ruined by
developers motivated only by profit. We have something precious in
this city, and can accomodate more people without jeopardising the
Nelson lifestyle. Finally I question the growth paradigm which this
plan change caters to. The planet is burning and it is time we ceased
seeing growth as good thing.

Accept in part

Section 12




343|589.001 Stephen Mazur Entire Plan Change Oppose Cancel the proposed Plan change [and [1. These proposed changes are an obscenity to the people of Nelson. |Accept in part Section 12
remove the] Medium and High The residential nature, feel and open landscape of our community
Density Residential Zones. will be stuffed by up to 6 story monstrosities. Our homes and
properties include expansive views of the sky and often across the
city to the sea. There is a sense of open spaces, sunlight, privacy, etc.
The NCC proposed housing changes will effectively stuff hundreds of
properties - either those living nearby and in the shadow of the new
towers, and also those who have them in their view from further
back. They will be an absolute blight on the cityscape. 2. Each tower
will effectively destroy the quality of life and amenity value of
properties living in the shadow and sight of these towers.. NO ONE
wants a tower next door, especially when sunlight will be blocked.
344(589.002 Stephen Mazur Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Compensate] affected adjacent Refer to reasons in submission point $89.001. Reject Section 12
properties due to the reduction in
their property values.
345(590.001 Andrew & Margreet Petheram |Entire Plan Change Oppose Complete neighbourhood plans prior |We oppose the plan in whole prior to the completion of Reject Section 13
to proceeding further [and] neighbourhood plans as envisaged in the Future Development
[undertake] consultation with local Strategy. We support the preparation of neighbourhood plans to
communities to identify [important]  |identify the special character of local areas - topography, views,
features as the next stage of moving  |sunlight, heritage, tree scape, function. We ask that the Council
towards a plan for managed urban consults with local communities to identify these features as the next
intensification. stage of moving towards a plan for managed urban intensification.
We believe it is necessary to provide higher quality neighbourhood
spaces - sunny, accessible, green, family friendly, - catering for closer
communities with reduced private sections.
346|590.002 Andrew & Margreet Petheram [Residential Zones Oppose Rezone to [General Residential Zone]. [Not stated. Reject Section 12
347|591.003 Caroline Astridge Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Consider the social impacts of housing [In Britian in the 1960s they built high rise towers for lower socio Reject Section 13
intensification. economic groups to be housed together. These were deemed a
complete failure as they became centres of crime. Today they are
being torn down, with their populations interspersed within other
communities on a scattered basis. Please consider if you are creating
future problems by housing certain socio economic groups together
with housing intensification.
348|592.002 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Form a Design Standards Commission |Reasonable design standards are necessary to ensure that Reject Section 13
to create reasonable and realistic inappropriate, out-of-scale buildings are not constructed in
design standards and to monitor residential areas.
projects to ensure that they all meet
those standards.
349|592.003 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Increase the size of the Submissions  [Three panel members is too few to ensure submissions are fairly Reject Section 13
Review Panel from three (3) to five (5), [reviewed, especially when two of the three members have already
and include two independent voted to continue with the Plan as is. The perception of fairness is
informed/knowledgeable citizens who |essential if the ultimate Plan is to be embraced by the general
live outside the areas impacted by the |citizenship of Nelson.
zone changes.
350(592.007 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Provide incentives to developers to Simply building more housing units will not help to make those units |Reject Section 13
encourage them to include a certain  |affordable.
percentage of affordable housing units
in their projects.
351(592.009 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Carry out a rigorous review of the Among the 10 New Zealand cities that have population between Reject Section 10

process by which the 25 year
population projections have been
developed, and publish findings;
adjust population projections as
appropriate.

70,000 and 43,000, Nelson is below the median in population density
as well as the number of people on the Housing Register. Perhaps
the "crisis" that has informed this extreme plan change is overstated
and not based on a realistic assessment of our population needs over
the next 25 years. A document outlining the above information is
attached.
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§92.012

Paul Nicholson

Entire Plan Change Amend Amend the Plan to specify that the Nelson's residential zones are an essential part of the character and |Accept in part Section 13
Council will prioritise housing growth [soul of the city. Placement of large 3 to 6 story apartment buildings
and intensification within the inner in the residential areas will forever damage and even destroy what
City before the current residential makes Nelson special.
zones.
$92.014 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Undertake a process that reworks the |A broad-brush, one-size-fits-all approach is bound to lead to Accept in part Section 12
PC29 process to enable each disappointing results.
community to have the opportunity to
weigh in on what it sees as its future
regarding form and location of new
buildings, topography, open space,
play areas, traffic flow etc. In other
words, design and implement a series
of comprehensive neighbourhood
plans before developing the rules and
assessment criteria that would enable
that vision to become a reality.
$92.015 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Institute a design-led approach As a community, we need to work collectively with our Council and  |Accept in part Section 13
(instead of the proposed developer-  [planners to robustly design the Nelson of the Future, not allow
led one) to ensure there are good- individual developers do it for us.
quality design outcomes.
$92.016 Paul Nicholson Entire Plan Change Amend Build a revised Plan process that A great deal of work has gone into creating PC29. But the process Reject Section 9
creates new spatial neighbourhood was flawed. As a result, the Plan is flawed, and does not take into
plans for all medium and high density |account the needs and hopes of our current residents.
zones.
$93.001 Carol McIntosh Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject Plan Change 29 to the NRMP.  [Nelson should not incorporate these changes to density standards Reject Section 9
into the NRMP. These standards were created by Central Govt to
address density problems in our major tier one cities, principally in
Auckland. Nelson being a tier two Local Authority is not required to
implement these changes. The future demographics of Nelson
indicate that the highest growing population group is likely to be
those aged 65 plus and that other age groups are on the decline. The
proposed high density high rise housing in the inner city | submit
would not be attractive to the 65+ age group. The assumption that
high density housing equates to affordability | believe is an unproven
concept and we have not been presented with evidence that such
housing will result in more affordable properties. There is also the
obvious cost to existing properties who would be severely
disadvantaged by a high rise being erected next to their properties.
The proposed plan changes would give these property owners no
right of redress. In relation to the plan changes for the general
housing zones which would allow more buildings, built higher and
closer to boundaries, | submit that this would decrease the amenity
values both to those currently living in these areas and would make
these areas less attractive for people to move into. As in the inner
city zones, daylight and sunshine are crucial for keeping houses
warm, dry and more affordable to heat. The increased shading from
increased density would impact this. The proposal to allow for
smaller sections would also impact on residents being able to garden
and grow their own food, both of which are important contributors
to general health and well being. | note that gardening is regularly
listed as our number one form of exercise. |submit that it is
57|FS83.032 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12




358/594.001 William Rush Residential Zones Oppose Delay the decision on the High Density |This will allow for work to be done to ascertain where higher density [Reject Section 9
Residential zone until there is a clear |housing can be allowed and still leave existing houses with a
requirement for further intensification.|reasonable outlook and minimum shading, particularly in winter
time. As a Tier 2 local authority, Nelson City Council is not required
under the National Policy Statement on Urban Development to
enable development of any particular height/number of storeys. It is
not clear why the proposed height of 19.5m has been chosen for the
new High Density Residential Zone.
359(594.003 William Rush Entire Plan Change Not Stated Change the colours in the plan change |The colours chosen to show the Residential zones in the PC29 maps  |Reject Section 9
maps to make it easier for plan users |are very similar and it is difficult to see the difference between the
to determine which zones apply High and Medium Density Residential zones.
where.
360(594.005 William Rush Residential Zones Not Stated Identify new subdivision areas where |In to the future, | think that there should be an effort to identify new |Reject Section 13
they could be designed to have taller |subdivision areas where they could be designed to have taller
buildings on larger sections where buildings on larger sections where there are sufficient spacings so
there are sufficient spacings so that that daylight angles do not have a limited detrimental effect on
daylight angles do not have a limited [neighbouring properties. The proposed subdivision up the Maitai
detrimental effect of neighbouring could be in this category.
properties.
361(595.001 Hannes Hille Entire Plan Change Support Approve Plan Change 29. As a young renter in Nelson, | value being able to live close to my Accept Section 9
workplace in the city centre, and be able to bike to work. With
Nelson's increasing population, | worry that | won't be able to do this
affordably if we don't increase housing density in the city centre.
362|596.001 Esther McNaughton Entire Plan Change Oppose [Implement] a staged approach to | am opposed to the Proposed Plan Change 29 because of the Reject Section 13
intensification which is established extreme and detrimental effects | believe it will have on existing
initially in areas which do not impact |residential neighborhoods and because | have not seen evidence that
on current residential homes, such as |this amount of new housing is needed. While | agree that
the car parks in the centre of the intensification can be a positive strategy with many benefits, the
Nelson CBD, or light industrial/ Proposed Plan Change 29 seems ad hoc, and does not have enough
business properties in central Nelson |checks to ensure that the developments which occur will be
which could be relocated to a more beneficial to our city. The plan must meet the needs of the current
appropriate setting. residents and this plan change will harm the well being of these
residents in many ways such as the loss of sunlight, privacy, views,
the ability to grow one's own food (since crops can't grow without
sunlight). Additionally the plan change does not address parking or
noise issues which will no doubt arise from such intensification.
363|598.001 Diane Raabe Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject Plan Change 29]. | strongly object to plan 29 as Nelson is a low-density city with Reject Section 11
sunlight and a great standard of living. Why would anyone want to
destroy this and bastardize one of the few remaining cities that offer
a great life style and good environmental conditions. Intensive
building is very environmentally damaging and offers no good quality
of life. Please stop stealing our sunshine and our way of life just to
benefit developers and greed. There is no infrastructure to support
this mad decision, especially not in the Tahunanui Hills, no public
transport, no access to shops or doctors surgeries etc. | will sell up
and leave if this plan goes ahead.
364(FS72.022 Jude Osborne Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Nelson is a low- Accept in part Section 12

density city with sunlight and a great standard of living. Why would
anyone want to destroy this and bastardize one of the few remaining
cities that offer a great life style and good environmental
conditions.There is no infrastructure to support this mad decision,
especially not in the Tahunanui Hills, no public transport, no access to
shops or doctors surgeries etc. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support/:- Poor infrastructure and quality of the much
loved way we want to live in Nelson.
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FS$61.022

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

Nelson is a low-density city with sunlight and a great standard of
living. Why would anyone want to destroy this and bastardize one of
the few remaining cities that offer a great life style and good
environmental conditions There is no infrastructure to support this
mad decision, especially not in the Tahunanui Hills, no public
transport, no access to shops or doctors surgeries etc. The reasons
for my support/:- Poor infrastructure and quality of the much loved
way we want to live in Nelson

Reject

Section 11

3

-
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FS60.024

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Nelson is a low-
density city with sunlight and a great standard of living. Why would
anyone want to destroy this and bastardize one of the few remaining
cities that offer a great life style and good environmental conditions.
There is no infrastructure to support this mad decision, especially not
in the Tahunanui Hills, no public transport, no access to shops or
doctors surgeries etc. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for
my support/:- Poor infrastructure and quality of the much loved way
we want to live in Nelson.

Accept in part

Section 12

367,

$99.001

Wes Dayton

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Abandon Plan Change 29, or delay it
until there is a clear design developed
for the area to be changed.

| believe that the council has clearly "put the cart before the horse"
by issuing a series of building rules without providing a "design" that
will be used to take Nelson into the future. Without an overall design
to guide developers regarding whether they were building
residencies, offices, shop or whatever, the inevitable result will be a
hotchpotch of buildings without any coherence, let along attraction. |
fear that Nelson's lack of any real vision before allowing this new
direction for developers will miss a great opportunity to turn Nelson
into a South Island centre attractive to a wide range of people and
interests.

Reject

Section 13

3

)

8

$100.001

Johann Voigtlander

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Oppose the High Density Residential
Zone and consider alternatives].

Nelson has always been a little town and | love it the way it is. The
council should have SLOWLY been pushing a plan 29 for the last 50
years, slowly putting in 2-3 storey apartments up, not all at once.
Being an engineer, my belief is that 3D printed housing technology in
10-20 years' time will drastically reduce the building cost of a home. |
would like to see Nelson take the lead in these technologies, bulldoze
old homes, and replace them with insulated double-glazed new
homes for a fraction of the cost of a traditionally built wood-framed
house. This will make it so homes become affordable again and
maybe | can have a future here.

Accept in part

Section 12

3

o
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$101.001

Callum Inns

Entire Plan Change

Support

Adopt plan change 29 in its entirety.

We need to allow densification of brownfield sites nearer to places
that people work, go to school, shop and partake in society (sport
etc.). By allowing people to live where they work/play, it reduces the
need to travel long distances. If we instead go with sprawl out
towards the North and South of Nelson, people will be required to
travel long distances. This will result in increased demand on roads,
pathways, PT and parking. Even with EVs, there still will be demand
for more parking, there will be pollutants from tyres, noise and
safety/amenity impacts of increased traffic. It is unaffordable for
council and central government to fund infrastructure across a larger
and larger area. It's more cost effective to install large pipes in town
than medium pipes for miles out into the south of Richmond for
instance. Also, if we go with sprawl, it may require the southern link
to be built and as the Environment court explained in their decision,
there are many negatives to this. Also, Nelson will be held back from
economic growth if we cant affordably house our people, especially
young people with talent who may want to move to nelson but dont
want to commute. Please do not think the 350 people that showed
up to that meeting speak for the rest of us. We're happy with the
proposal so arent motivated to attend.

Accept in Part

Section 9




~

Zoe Teece

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Oppose Plan Change 29].

I was 25 when i brought my first house in main road stoke. This was
years of working while studying, saving instead of going out with
friends, making every cent count to get a small house of 104 square
meters. This was work and paying a mortgage is work, it's not fun
and games, its being boring and choosing a life where i want to get
ahead, which won't be until our 30-year mortgage ends and by that
time our house will need so much work done that we will be
throwing money at that too. Our house backs onto wharema an area
which that we are aware is going to be housing for kainga ora. We
are also aware people need housing but seeing the state some of
these people in kainga ora houses we are very concerned with who
we are now going to be surrounded by and with the dream of having
a baby we don't want to live next to a range of people who could be
bringing a range of issues right in stoke centre. Beyond
disappointing of the council to put in these bus systems yet not
utilize that by building outwards where it is acceptable. It's a joke to
think our schooling system can handle more children that what there
already is and with the National party's intent to get rid of the full pay
parity you won't be seeing many more teachers coming to join the
workforce. This plan is not ok for nelson, and you saw that last night
at the meeting, for once listen to what the people are saying and
don't pretend you wouldn't be mad if your house value was to drop
because of this stupid plan.

Reject

Section 13

<

Amelia Pitt

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Revisit Plan Change 29 for amore
palatable, re-written version that
gives better protection to
neighbourssunlight, heritage and
areas of character in our City.

After hearing so much unhappiness with many aspects of Plan
Change 29, regarding its content, delivery and timeframes then |
strongly suggest, in the greater interests of the wider community,
that Plan Change 29 be pushed back to the planners, for a more
palatable, re-written version that gives better protection to
neighbours sunlight, heritage and areas of character in our City. For
a few reasons, the 'Plan 29' needs to be revised & looked at again;
1.0n seymour avenue... our house is small and under a hillside so we
only get half days sun in the summer and winter, which makes it
already cold and increases our power bill, if you put more houses
around us and other places like us that completely block out the sun
we will have no means of warmth and life growing light to say the
least! 2.The hillside on Seymour Avenue had some major slips and
putting higher buildings next to the hillside would be wrong and
dangerous as you would be disturbing the ground and hill to put in
foundations for proposed buildings... 3.With the cost of living up, a
lot of people are growing what they can at home in their gardens and
this requires space & sunlight. Buildings 3-6 storys will not help that
and only leave more people hungry and cold. 4.Lack of sunlight
drastically effects the moods and moral of people, its widely known.
If you put high rise buildings next to small town houses it will cause
immese effects on peoples mental health, physical health, work
moral and freedom of growth as this will effect gardens and food
grown due to lack of sunlight. 5.There are certain places where i can
see up to 3 story housing valuable and beneficial but a small heritage
area which we work so hard to preserve and restore for future
generations of history and heritage is not a place for high story

Reject

Section 12

<

Heritage Nelson

Support in part

Accept

The particular part of the submission we support is: Revisit Plan
Change 29 for a more palatable, re-written version that gives better
protection to neighbours sunlight, heritage and areas of character in
our City. Reasons include (please also refer to our original
submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been
noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new study on
effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is required. The
analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not
meet professional best practice. It has been undertaken by one
person rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 12




~

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: Revisit Plan Change
29 for a more palatable, re-written version that gives better
protection to neighbours sunlight, heritage and areas of character in
Our City. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A
comprehensive independent study of the effects of this proposal on
the character and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes
to proposed rules and policies (on and off-site height, boundary set
back, daylight angles) is required. The analysis (2015 methodology)
that informs the Plan Change does not meet professional best
practice.

Accept in part

~

Pick one area and build a block of
higher buildings where there is no
other surrounding properties affected.

| suggest for adding more available housing for people, pick ONE area
and build a block of higher buildings where there is no other
surrounding properties effected, such as at the maitai campground or
brook campground where people are already pilling up in caravans,
cars and tents which isn't safe either, these people can actually use
and are in need of housing. I'm not saying to cover the entire
campground in buildings because we also need our nature and
campgrounds for outdoors time and for tourism in the nelson area.

Reject

~

Invest in places that need redoing or
repairing to the healthy homes
standard.

Investing in housing for economical growth is fair, why not invest in
places that need redoing or repairing such as franklyn village or the
groups of flats on nile st (before you go over the bridge towards the
maitai). These places already house people who need warm homes
and could hold a lot more people if repaired and held to the healthy
homes standard required by ALL rentals. IF you spent money
repairing places like that, people would have more options for living
or better yet WANT to live in places like that because at the moment
those places don't meet the basic standard of living requirement to
appearance. For franklyn village for example, you could fit TWO high
rise buildings in that area if turned around and parking changed in
that area.

Reject

N

Revise the plan change using as much
community engagement as possible,
and email [all ratepayers] when the
revised version of the plan is open for
consultation.

This is in no way a rejection of proposed housing intensity and
growth, but just a way of ensuring a more thoughtful 'better fit' for
the uniqueness of our City, District and its Residents. | would also
strongly recommend that in line with your offer of 'as much
community engagement as possible', and... I'm highly disgusted we
weren't emailed this and request that we are emailed when the
revised version of the plan is open for consultation... Nothing should
be done without FULL PUBLIC DISCLOSURE, we are the people of
here & today, respect us and don't try to pull the wool over our eyes.

Reject

~

Delete the proposed High Density
Residential Zone in its current form as
outlined in chapter RE1.8.and make
consequential amendments to the
planning maps to remove the large
areas proposed to be zoned high
density residential.

The Council has taken a very cavalier attitude to the introduction of
this proposed plan change. At the very least it should have prepared
draft documents for informal pre-consultation instead of rushing
directly to the formal RMA plan change process. This would have
enabled the issues to be worked through sensibly before embarking
on a statutory process which is very user unfriendly and intimidating.
Appalling lack of discussion before entering formal consultation
phase. Given the ageing population and decreasing birth rates, the
population projections used to justify this Proposed Plan Change are
pie in the sky and will not be achieved for many decades, if achieved
atall. The current Plan provisions for high density development
remain appropriate for the foreseeable future, and the requirement
for resource consents in order to address any plans for intensive or
out of scale developments are also considered appropriate.
Residential buildings up to six storeys in height are not appropriate in
the zone that has been included in the planning maps as high density
residential.

Accept in part




Governance led model for
intensification which ensures a
principled approach to the task,
including well researched and
imaginative city design.

changing is an overly simplistic broad-brush approach to urban
intensification. The latter is a task that requires principled area-by-
area design and case-by-case fine tuning. The PC29 proposal lays the
city open to developer led expediency that lacks the coherence and
elegance of a well-planned city.

7 Joyanne Stevens Residential Zones Oppose in part  [Retain the existing high density Large areas are proposed to be rezoned for high density residential [Accept in part Section 12
provisions development which fails to meet the aspirations and expectations of
existing residents of those areas. Residents should be protected
from unreasonable development of existing neighbourhoods, and the
best way to do this is to retain the current provisions whereby
developers are required to be sensitive to the effects of their
proposals on adjacent areas.
7 Joyanne Stevens Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject plan change 29], but if it is not [I 100% reject plan change 29 in its entirety. Reject Section 9
rejected, then | would like to request
the changes [in submission points
$109.001, $109.003 and $109.013].
8 Joyanne Stevens Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
8 Joyanne Stevens Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $109.001 and $109.005 and the |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City, original submission.
before the current residential zones.
8. Joyanne Stevens Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request] robust analysis to Not stated. Reject Section 10
determine whether there is in fact a
housing crisis, and assessment of the
effects of an aging population and
declining birth rates on housing
demand.
8. Peter Lole Entire Plan Change Oppose Reconsider all aspects of Plan Change |At a meeting on September 7 presented by the Mayor, councillors Reject Section 9
29 and present a revised Plan for and council staff and attended by 3-400 Nelson residents, the many
public submission. deficiencies of the Plan were commented on and criticised. These
included demographic predictions on which the Plan is based;
intensification in potential slip zones; allowing high intensification
multi-storey development in settled neighbourhoods; intensification
straining inadequate infrastructure; a lack of community input to the
Plan; a perceived lack of control of that which is built; the short time
frame to allow for public submissions.
8 Andy Clover Inner City and City Fringe |Oppose in part [Support strategic intensification. Encourage strategic intensification where it does not directly and Reject Section 10
Zones negatively impact on existing residents, such as inner city
developments, allowing retail and commercial buildings to contain
dwellings above street level, mixed residential/commercial buildings,
and facilitating tiny house dwellings on residential properties.
8 Barbara Greene Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the submissions.
8 Barbara Greene Entire Plan Change Oppose Give a further notice extending the I acknowledge that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the Reject Section 13
closing date for submissions. total effect of the proposed PC29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
8 Barbara Greene Entire Plan Change Oppose Allow a couple / few more New Zealand has a history of very poor town planning, e.g. not Reject Section 13
subdivisions that are purpose making precincts for people's enjoyment and well-being alongside
designed (including amenities) for and amongst our beautiful natural landscape. In fact, not the best
beautiful, functional, healthy, consideration of peoples' and natures' well-being at all. Plan change
affordable, dense housing in a 29 is largely making the same mistakes.
desirable village format.
8 Barbara Greene Entire Plan Change Oppose [Requests] the Council take a | reject plan change 29 in its entirety because rezoning and rule Accept in part Section 12




©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Establish a Statement of Principles
that must be adhered to for all
intensification activity.

Refer to reasons in submission point $113.004.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Commit to the principle of]
localization, which recognises that:
Intensification must not degrade the
surrounding and living conditions of
exisitng residents. Plans for any
neighbourhood must be agreed to by
that neighbourhood. Short distances
from amenities is desirable.

Refer to reasons in submission points $113.004 and $S113.005.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Undertake an] assessment of the
capacity of essential amenities [and
infrastructure].

Many are already stretched to meet demand or closed to new clients

(for example Stoke Medical Centre).

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Commit to the principle of] liveability,
which recognises that: Community
wellbeing is enhanced by a [diverse]
community. Concentration of a single
demographic brings social problems.
Green space and local gathering
places are important to human health.
Permeability for people, rainfall, and
sunlight, is essential.

Refer to reasons submission points S113.004 and $S113.005.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Commit to the principle of]
environmental integrity, which
recognises that: Minimal use of
concrete construction will lower
building carbon emissions profiles
[and] maximal use of wood
construction will provide a little
carbon sequestration for the city.

Refer to reasons in submission points $113.004 and $S113.005.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Research attractive city intensification
design elsewhere in the world.

Find examples that are responsive to the relationship between
human well-being, the built environment and nature.

Accept in part

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Workshop the Statement of Principles
with property developers and other
stakeholders.

Be clear with what is expected of them. Refer to reasons in
submission points $113.004 and $113.005.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Allocate ratepayer funding to the
acquisition or rental of land for the
building of a small number of model
intensification areas with well-planned
green space, ground floor malls and
amenities, children's spaces, and so
on. Do this in partnership with [local
business and industry] to achieve
broader community benefits. Engage
with property owners to build model
developments that may span several
properties.

Not stated.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Do no] allow unprincipled developer
led intensification.

Not stated.

Reject

©

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Do not] allow low-vision expedient
intensification.

Not stated.

Reject
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©

9

$114.003

Matt Ellery

Mapping

Oppose

Remove the intensification of

residential housing on Tahunanui Hills.

Intensification of our neighbourhood is only going to add additional
volume to our streets. Why install traffic calming / traffic reducing
measures and then add more dwellings (and more people) to our
neighbourhood which will increase the volume on these same
streets? Tahuna Hills is definitely not [accessible]: - We don't have a
bus service that runs on Tosswill Rd and Stansell Ave. - There is only
one pedestrian crossing along the entire length of road between
Bisley Ave and the roundabout at the end of Tahunanui Drive. This
crossing is at times unsafe as it's the one and only route for all heavy
vehicles heading to Port Nelson. - There is a State Highway
separating the proposed intensified areas and the few amenities that
are available ( school, petrol station, bakery etc).

Accept in part

Section 12

400

FS61.070

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Intensification of
our neighbourhood is only going to add additional volume to our
streets. Why install traffic calming / traffic reducing measures and
then add more dwellings (and more people) to our neighbourhood
which will increase the volume on these same streets? Tahuna Hills
is definitely not [accessible]: - We don't have a bus service that runs
on Tosswill Rd and Stansell Ave. - There is only one pedestrian
crossing along the entire length of road between Bisley Ave and the
roundabout at the end of Tahunanui Drive. This crossing is at times
unsafe as it's the one and only route for all heavy vehicles heading to
Port Nelson. - There is a State Highway separating the proposed
intensified areas and the few amenities that are available ( school,
petrol station, bakery etc). Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons
for my support:- Spot on analysis of Tahunanui community regarding
amenities and accessibility, need a Tahunanui community led
engagement, not this broad brush approach.

Accept in part

Section 12

401

FS$72.074

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Intensffication of
our neighbourhood is only going to add additional volume to our
streets. Why install traffic calming / traffic reducing measures and
then add more dwellings (and more people) to our neighbourhood
which will increase the volume on these same streets? Tahuna Hills is
definitely not [accessible]: - We don't have a bus service that runs on
Tosswill Rd and Stansell Ave. - There is only one pedestrian crossing
along the entire length of road between Bisley Ave and the
roundabout at the end of Tahunanui Drive. This crossing is at times
unsafe as it's the one and only route for all heavy vehicles heading to
Port Nelson. - There is a State Highway separating the proposed
intensified areas and the few amenities that are available ( school,
petrol station, bakery etc). Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons
for my support:- Spot on analysis of Tahunanui community regarding
amenities and accessibility, need a Tahunanui community led
engagement, not this broad brush approach.

Accept in part

Section 12




Submissions.

total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Intensification of  |Accept in part Section 12
our neighbourhood is only going to add additional volume to our
streets. Why install traffic calming / traffic reducing measures and
then add more dwellings (and more people) to our neighbourhood
which will increase the volume on these same streets? Tahuna Hills
is definitely not [accessible]: - We don't have a bus service that runs
on Tosswill Rd and Stansell Ave. - There is only one pedestrian
crossing along the entire length of road between Bisley Ave and the
roundabout at the end of Tahunanui Drive. This crossing is at times
unsafe as it's the one and only route for all heavy vehicles heading to
Port Nelson. - There is a State Highway separating the proposed
intensified areas and the few amenities that are available ( school,
petrol station, bakery etc). Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons
for my support:- Spot on analysis of Tahunanui community regarding
amenities and accessibility, need a Tahunanui community led
engagement, not this broad brush approach.
Matt Ellery Entire Plan Change Support [Prioritise] housing growth and Nelson City needs life introduced to it so as to add some vibrancy to |Accept Section 9
intensification [and population the inner city which it is current lacking.
growth] with the inner city before
expanding this to other areas.
Matt Ellery Entire Plan Change Oppose Gradually allow change in Residential change can then occur more naturally. Reject Section 10
intensification I.e allow building
heights to increase gradually
overtime, allow decrease in yard
setbacks gradually overtime.
Residential change can then occur
more naturally.
Matt Ellery Entire Plan Change Oppose {Apply] the proposes changes to rules |If rules are changed in new residential developments (where no one |Reject Section 12
and regulations to new subdivision already lives) to allow intensification then those who buy in these
developments instead of changing areas will know what the rules are before purchasing. A bit like the
them in existing residential areas. covenants which some developments have. These are known to
potential buyers before they purchase. It is unfair to change the
rules on existing property owners who have purchased their
properties in good faith knowing what rules (and covenants) apply.
Jill Ford Entire Plan Change Support in part |Support more intensive homes in | totally support more intensive homes in nelson but feel strongly Reject Section 12
Nelson, [subject to the changes set that a few changes need to be made. | am very concerned about the
out in the submission]. urban sprawl in the region, and valuable horticultural land being
converted to housing. Also lack of low income housing.
Maurice Ormsby Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12m, as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12 m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $118.002.
Maurice Ormsby Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $118.001 and $118.002 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Maurice Ormsby Residential Zones Oppose High rise buildings could go up at the |There is no evidence that there is a housing crisis in Nelson that Reject Section 9
base of the hills along Milton Street requires chaotic plan changes.
which would cast shadow only along
the hillside, behind which native bush
would flourish. The 4 or 6 storey
buildings would face north for full sun.
1 Maurice Ormsby Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1 Maurice Ormsby Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the Closing Date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13




412|5119.001 Mary Ormsby Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12m, as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12 m. UD 2020. Such buildings (i.e. 6 levels) are not suitable for families
with children or older people who become dependent on function
elevators.
413|5119.005 Mary Ormsby Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $119.001 and $119.002 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
414(5119.006 Mary Ormsby Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 11
the Submissions.
415|5119.007 Mary Ormsby Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the Closing Date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
Submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
416|5120.004 Marion Van Dijk Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $120.001.
417|5120.006 Marion Van Dijk Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $120.001 and $120.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
418|5120.007 Marion Van Dijk Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
419|5120.008 Marion Van Dijk Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
420(5121.004 Catherine Beattie Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $121.001.
421|5121.006 Catherine Beattie Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $121.001 and $S121.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
422|5121.007 Catherine Beattie Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
423|5121.008 Catherine Beattie Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
424|5122.004 Linda Holloway Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
|greater than 12m. UD 2020.
425|5122.006 Linda Holloway Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $122.001 and $122.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
426|5122.007 Linda Holloway Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
427|5122.008 Linda Holloway Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
428|5123.004 Anne Kolless Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
|greater than 12m. UD 2020
429|5123.006 Anne Kolless Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $123.001 and $S123.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
430|5123.007 Anne Kolless Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
431|5123.008 Anne Kolless Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13

submissions.

total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.




432|5123.009 Anne Kolless Entire Plan Change Oppose Buy some used car yards and build The imposition that could be created by developers who want to Reject Section 13
appropriate size residential flats of no |[make money and don't care about well-established Nelson citizens.
more than 3 storeys high, facing sunny
aspect, and walkable / bicycle distance
to inner city facilities and Maitai Valley
picnic spots.
433|5124.004 Brian Strong Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $124.001.
434(5124.006 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $124.001 and $124.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Restrict Housing Growth Plan (PC29)
to the CBD area, not residential areas
of our city.
435(FS5.012 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.
436|5124.007 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |The hearing board should be independent of Councillors and Council |Reject Section 13
the Submissions. staff who have already indicated a desire for the plan to be approved
in its current form.
437|5124.008 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. | request a submission total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
timeframe suitable for the scale of of over 2,000 pages.
change that is proposed and that 100
days would be more in line with
expectations.
438|5124.009 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirety. 1 am a Nelson home owner/residence who would be adversely Reject Section 9
affected by these changes. | reject 100% Plan Change 29.
439|5124.010 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point $124.011. Reject Section 13
440|5124.011 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
441|5124.012 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote, if not then | ask that all proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Councillors are replaced with
independent Commissioners.
442|5124.013 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
443|5124.015 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $124.014. Reject Section 13

Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.




444(5124.019 Brian Strong Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
445|5124.020 Brian Strong Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
446|FS28.008 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
447|5124.022 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
448|5124.027 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $124.014 and $124.020. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
449|5124.028 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
450(FS5.013 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.
451|5124.036 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
452|5124.038 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the |Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
453|5124.039 Brian Strong Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11

future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.




o

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12 m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. See reasons in submission point $128.001.

[

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones. If
there is to be intensification, it should
be near the city centre.

See reasons in submission points $128.001 and $S128.004 above. | am
against high density high buildings in my area. This is why | came to
Nelson.

@

Appoint an independent Panel to hear
the Submissions.

Not stated.

[

Extend the Closing Date for
Submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

rated out of the area. If the land stays
without a residential unit for over 5
years, calculate the capital gain made
and rate that gain at 40% of it. It
would discourage this type of land
banking.

5 Stop the additional rate addition so Not stated.
under utilised houses can be used to
increase rental numbers.

5! Stop land banking so investors are Not stated..

I

Remove high density residential zone
from Nelson South.

Most of the residential areas where the high density is proposed
currently is existing single storey residential homes. | think under
Plan Change 29, Nelson South should remain in the General
Residential Zone, this will allow up to two storeys and still retain the
heritage character that we all love.

@

Accept

The particular parts of the submission we support are: Remove high
density residential zone from Nelson South. Reasons include (please
also refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases multiple
reasons have been noted): We support new precinct and extension
to surrounding area (Fairfield South, Nelson Plan).

@

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: Remove high
density residential zone from Nelson South. A comprehensive
independent study of the effects of this proposal on the character
and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed
rules and policies (on and off-site height, boundary set back, daylight
angles) is required.

a

Oppose the plan change in its entirety.

Increased intensification will result in more on-street car parking and
the narrow streets of Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians,
mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collection and Emergency Service
vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly relations and
communities. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

3

Support multi storey buildings in the
Nelson CBD, but not in residential
areas, or areas which affect residential
areas.

The loss of privacy, loss of sunlight, increased noise, mental health
issues are a major concern for existing residents who potentially have
six storey buildings looking into their homes and backyards. High rise
buildings will detrimentally affect the character and soul of Nelson.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

)

Ensure we have infrastructure and
services to meet the increased
population.

I am concerned that the existing infrastructure in Nelson need to
being increased to cope with the proposed increase in our
population. Infrastructure listed in the submission includes schools,
preschools, daycare ... dementia units... wastewater, sewer, parking,
rubbish collection, drinking water... Parking, roads... hospital ...
Health services. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]




area has historical, cultural and landscape values that are recognised
in the current plan. The proposed change fails to acknowledge this.
[Oppose Plan Change 29 and the changes proposed to Nelson South
in particular]. Reassess the Fairfield/Nelson South area as a character
precinct with additional protections.

6 Patricia Ann Morris Support Accept As per my original submission $202 which states that the current Reject Section 11
infrastructure cannot cope with the existing population because of
this | am against 6 storeys high developments. The current
infrastructure cannot cope with the existing population, so to
increase housing density will cause more problems. Money should be
spent on maintaining what we have got, before new builds, especially
6 floors high.
6 Richard Terry Morris Support Accept | disagree with the intensification of Nelson. There is not the Reject Section 11
infrastructure to properly support the existing population. The more
intense a population is, the greater demand there is on
infrastructure. Both National and International figures bear this out.
Population Density was studied by Dr Calhoun, and others, may years
ago and their unpleasant findings have been born out - again
National and International figures will confirm this.
Diane Chandler Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Any policy direction should not have [Not stated. Accept in part Section 12
adverse effects that diminish the
amenity of neighbouring areas, it
should ensure activities do not
adversely affect the environment and
amenity values of an area and do not
adversely affect existing activities and
enjoyment of existing neighbours
homes.
6! Diane Chandler Residential Zones Oppose in part  [Take the Stoke Valleys [Ngawhatu and |Recently | walked up Ngawhatu Valley in stoke - there is so much Accept Section 12
Marsden Valleys] into account when  |land and then i walked over to Marsden Valley where there is much
considering the amount of land housing being build (two storey units under construction). There has
available for housing [inferred]. been so much housing development in stoke that has this been taken
into account as it seems they say no land - but houses are sprouting
like mushrooms in Ngawhatu and Marsden valleys and Ngawhatu has
land for miles still to develop.
7 Michael Johnston Mapping Oppose [Oppose Plan Change 29 and the The Nelson South area has historical, cultural and landscape values  |Reject Section 12
changes proposed to Nelson South in  [that are recognised in the current plan. The proposed change fails to
particular]. acknowledge this. All Nelson South residents know that it is the
backdrop comprising the area between the CBD and the Grampians
that gives our city much of its character and uniqueness - it is
something that visitors to Nelson frequently comment on. If you
happen to have a property that is on the south side of such a
development (it may be the only one in your block for a decade or
more) then this is literally cold comfort.
7 Heritage Nelson Support in part |Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: The Nelson Reject Section 12
South area has historical, cultural and landscape values that are
recognised in the current plan. The proposed change fails to
acknowledge this. [Oppose Plan Change 29 and the changes
proposed to Nelson South in particular]. Reasons include (please also
refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases multiple
reasons have been noted): We support new precinct and extension
to surrounding area (Fairfield South, Nelson Plan).
7 Sarah Holman Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: The Nelson South |Reject Section 12




long term effects. Lack of long term vision. Impact on why it is that
people come to this city. The far reaching effects beyond what is
immediate.

7 Michael Johnston Entire Plan Change Oppose Review the process to make it more In proposing to rezone huge areas would mean that everyone in Reject
specific with less uncertainty for those areas now have little certainty in life as at any time (be it
property owners. tomorrow or in thirty years hence) things for them could dramatically
change for the worse. Council needs to remove this uncertainty by
more thoroughly investigating where development can and should
occur rather that adopting such a heavy handed and (to both
residents and to the character of Nelson) insensitive approach.
7 Matthew Schep Entire Plan Change Support Support the adoption of Plan 29, Nelson, like every region in Aotearoa, is growing in population, and  [Accept
subject to the additional requests set |every person deserves decent housing. As a geographically limited
out in the submission. region, we do not have the capacity to engage in mass urban sprawl,
and urban sprawl is also an inefficient, ugly, rurally invasive, polluting
practice that should be limited where practicably possible. |
encourage the Council to go ahead with Plan 29, with appropriate
changes as needed to minimise impact on existing residents. | do not
support opposition to this plan that is rooted in xenophobia, racism,
misinformation, and fearmongering.
7 Matthew Schep Entire Plan Change Support Support the changes to allow buildings |l encourage the Council to consult very carefully and very Accept in part
of greater height in Nelson where the |[meticulously on this resilience as a small mistake could be very costly
area is suitable - in particular, where it |and dangerous for future residents. Refer also to the reasons in
is accessible to bus routes and where [submission point $135.001.
is it most resilient to natural hazards
and climate change.
7 Matthew Schep Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the submission window until at |Plan 29 is a large transformational change, and people need time to  |Reject
least the end of October. digest it and think through their views.
7 Beverley Trengrove Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject [Plan] Change 29. The impact on the heritage of this city. The lack of social planning and |Accept in part

N

Heritage Nelson

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission we support is: Reject [Plan]
Change 29 due to impact of heritage on this city. Reasons include
(please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases
multiple reasons have been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage
resources. A new study on effects of proposals on heritage and
character of City is required. The analysis (2015 methodology) that
informs the Plan Change does not meet professional best practice. It
has been undertaken by one person rather than a multidisciplinary
team.

Accept in part

)

Sarah Holman

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: Reject [Plan]
Change 29 due to impact of heritage on this city. PC29 facilitates loss
of heritage resources. A comprehensive independent study of the
effects of this proposal on the character and heritage buildings of
Nelson that informs changes to proposed rules and policies (on and
off-site height, boundary set back, daylight angles) is required. The
analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not
meet professional best practice.

Accept in part

®

Sherrilyn Spilman

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Restrict intensification to the Inner
City Centre and Inner City Fringe
zones.

| accept that intensification of housing is necessary to avoid urban
sprawl into productive farmland. However, that intensification should
be restricted to the city centre and city fringe.

Reject




4

®

il

$139.002

Ben Gardner-Thorne

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Change the plan.

We are located at the back of Whareama Care Centre and we
understand that this to be knocked down and turned into [Kainga
Ora] housing. Not only does [Kainga Ora] support many people who
don't work and are on benefits we would be concerned with what
kind of people are being brought in this close to our house and
children. We also don't want to see 6 story buildings which could
result in more than 100 people being brought into this area. Losing all
our sunlight in the hours we are home would result in us moving
house and most likely being forced to move out of Nelson because
the house prices are beyond crazy as it so we would be out of lucky
even having a chance to try buy again in this region right now. The
noise levels this could increase coming down onto our one-story
house could result in our future children getting less sleep, us getting
less sleep and us all feeling miserable in our home that we worked so
hard for. Let along the risk this would put us in within our jobs.
Change the plan 100% its not for our community.

Reject

Section 9

4

o

2]

$140.001

Jon Wahlberg

Mapping

Oppose

Retain existing Residential Zone
adjacent to the Rural Zone, including
Rural - Lower Density Small Holdings
Area, unless otherwise supported by
landowner.

There is great potential to create reverse sensitive issues with
increased housing density; reduced sections sizes and reduced
section shapes next to rural property which seeks to undertake rural
activities. Council needs to be zoning a gradient of activities adjacent
to the rural zone to avoid matters arising which restricts rural
activities.

Reject

Section 10

4

)

3]

$143.001

Marie Calderbank

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject [Plan Change] 29.

Strongly suggest, in the greater interests of the wider community,
that Plan Change 29 be pushed back to the planners, for a more
palatable, re-written version that gives better protection to
neighbours sunlight, heritage, social cohesiveness and areas of
character in our City. This is in no way a rejection of proposed
housing intensity and growth, but just a way of ensuring a more
thoughtful 'better fit' for the uniqueness of our City, District and its
Residents. | would also strongly recommend that in line with your
offer of 'as much community engagement as possible', that every
rate payer on your data base is emailed when the revised version of
the plan is open for consultation and | personally give to you my
consent for NCC to email to me that notification.

Reject

Section 13

4

®

41

$145.001

Genevieve Gilchrist

Mapping

Oppose

Remove the High Density Residential
Zone and Medium Density from
existing low density residential
suburbs.

Our home is in the high density zone and I'm very stressed that we
could have a six storey building built a metre away from our fence.
The main reasons for buying our house is that it gets all day sun, is in
a quiet and friendly neighbourhood, close to town and is completely
private. The possibility that a six storey building can be built on our
northern boundary at any time in the future is very stressful to live
with and | have actually had to go to the doctor to get help with my
anxiety (first time | have had stress). Also stressful is that our house
valuation would drop and may be difficult to sell if a building can be
built so close next door. | am not against intensification but PLEASE
can this be done in the city itself or areas where it won't impact on
neighbours' sunshine, health and pleasure of living in an established
home. | was born in Nelson and now retired and | find the stress
very hard to cope with.

Accept in part

Section 12

4

)

S|

$146.004

Murray Dench

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $146.001.

Accept in part

Section 12

4

®

6

$146.006

Murray Dench

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.

See reasons in submission points $146.001 and $S146.004 above.

Accept in part

Section 12

487

FS5.011

Warwick Rogers

Support

Accept

Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.

Reject

Section 9




488|5146.007 Murray Dench Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
489|5146.008 Murray Dench Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
490|5147.004 Rosemary Weir Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $147.001.
491|5147.006 Rosemary Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points S147.001 and $147.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
492|5147.007 Rosemary Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
493|5147.008 Rosemary Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
494|5148.004 Natalya Dempsey Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $148.001.
495|5148.006 Natalya Dempsey Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $148.001 and S148.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
496|5148.007 Natalya Dempsey Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
497|5148.008 Natalya Dempsey Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
498|5149.004 Cheryl Walls Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $149.001.
499|5149.006 Cheryl Walls Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $149.001 and $149.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
500{5149.007 Cheryl Walls Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
501|5149.008 Cheryl Walls Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
502|5150.004 Keryn McKay Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $150.001.
503|5150.006 Keryn McKay Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $150.001 and $150.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
504(5150.007 Keryn McKay Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
505|5150.008 Keryn McKay Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
506|5151.004 Janice Michel Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12

Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $151.001.




507|5151.006 Janice Michel Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $151.001 and $151.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
508|5151.007 Janice Michel Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
509|5151.008 Janice Michel Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
510{5152.004 Christine Parai Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $152.001.
511|5152.006 Christine Parai Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $152.001 and $S152.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
512|5152.007 Christine Parai Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
513|5152.008 Christine Parai Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
514|5153.004 John Cunningham Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $153.001.
515|5153.006 John Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $153.001 and $153.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
516|5153.007 John Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
517|5153.008 John Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
518|5154.004 Sharon Thomas Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $154.001.
519|5154.006 Sharon Thomas Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $154.001 and $154.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
520|5154.007 Sharon Thomas Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
521|5154.008 Sharon Thomas Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
522|5155.004 Giulia Rogers Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $155.001.
523|5155.006 Giulia Rogers Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $155.001 and S155.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
524|5155.007 Giulia Rogers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
525|5155.008 Giulia Rogers Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13

submissions.

total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.




N

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $156.001.

Section 12

N

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.

Refer to reasons in submission points $156.001 and S156.004 above.

Section 12

N

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an independent Panel to hear
the Submissions.

Not stated.

Section 13

N

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the closing date for
submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Section 13

w

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $157.001.

Section 12

w

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.

Refer to reasons in submission points $157.001 and S157.004 above.

Section 12

w

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an independent Panel to hear
the Submissions.

Not stated.

Section 13

w

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the closing date for
submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Section 13

W

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Oppose [Plan Change 29].

We as home owners have purchased Our home in good faith relying
on the council regulations for density and height. We have a right to
our sunlight and to our view not to be shadowed by high buildings 1
1/2 m from the boundary. This will not only affect the way we live
but valuation of our home which for many of us is our largest asset.
Higher density with large buildings will only create poor living
conditions for many and reduce demographics creating possibly an
inner-city slum area.

Section 11

Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe

w

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $161.001.

Section 12

Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe

w

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.

Refer to reasons in submission points $161.001 and $161.004 above.

Section 12

Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe

@

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an independent Panel to hear
the Submissions.

Not stated.

Section 13

Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe

@w

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the closing date for
submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Section 13




assess the implications, thereby
fostering a strong and content
community for both current and
future residents.

to the face of Nelson city. Unfortunately, it appears that this plan is
being rushed through without the necessary in-depth analysis, robust
community engagement, or consideration of potential unintended
consequences.

3 Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe Entire Plan Change Oppose Amalgamate Nelson Girls and Boys Not stated. Reject Section 11
college into one campus utilising all
boarding buildings. Eliminate Nelson
Intermediate (form 1 and 2 stay in
local primary schools or form 2 goes to
a Junior High School like Marlborough
College). Eliminate the Prep School
and use the campus for housing (this
school should not be in existence
because it is a fee paying school
leading to a state funded high school).
Following on the above, all extra land
to be used for medium density
housing (e.g. campuses in Auckland
are greater than 1500-2000 per
school). Make this area 3-4 storey
housing.
Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe Entire Plan Change Oppose Now that we have a reliable public In other countries, e.g. Australia, new housing developments must Reject Section 12
transport system in Nelson, the have 20% of housing allocated to state housing, pepper potted
Council [should] find suitable sites around the buildings and also located around major public transport
along these routes especially in routes.
existing light industrial areas where
bus routes are located.
Chris and Sandra Sutcliffe Entire Plan Change Oppose Amalgamate Nelson and Tasman Simply by amalgamating Nelson and Tasman Councils, an overall Reject Section 9
Councils [and develop] regional plan. |regional plan could be instigated.
Mark Gabites Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $162.001.
Mark Gabites Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $162.001 and $162.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Mark Gabites Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
Mark Gabites Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
Mark Gabites Entire Plan Change Oppose [Seeks to expand outside the CBD with |Spend[ing] time and money on the bus service as you are currently  [Reject Section 13
access to the bus service]. doing to allow the expansion outside of the CBD is just the sensible
thing to do. Please maintain the "sunshine" capitol.
Pauline Rodgers Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $163.001.
Pauline Rodgers Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $163.001 and S163.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Pauline Rodgers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
5 Pauline Rodgers Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
5 Pauline Rodgers Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the planning phase to fully PC 29 has the potential to bring about profound and lasting changes |Reject Section 13




552(S163.010 Pauline Rodgers Entire Plan Change Oppose [Seeks] requirements for essential Under the provisions of [PC29] there seems to be a glaring absence  [Reject Section 11
aspects such as parking provision, of requirements for essential aspects such as parking provision,
preservation of sunlight, green spaces, |preservation of sunlight, green spaces, trees, noise reduction, traffic
trees, noise reduction, traffic management, privacy considerations and the overall enhancement of
management, privacy considerations. |the quality of life for residents.
553|5163.011 Pauline Rodgers Residential Zones Oppose [Restrict] higher density in residential |The alterations to zoning in residential areas, resulting in higher Accept in Part Section 12
areas to acknowledge unique density, appear excessive and unsuitable, potentially leading to an
character and amenity of residential  |inequitable outcome for those residing in these neighbourhoods. The
areas. plan seems to lack a proper acknowledgement of the unique
character and existing amenities of these residential areas.
554(5164.004 Leigh Thompson Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $164.001.
555|5164.006 Leigh Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $164.001 and S164.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
NOT the current residential zones.
556|5164.007 Leigh Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
557|5164.008 Leigh Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
558|5165.004 Adele Yank Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $165.001.
559|5165.006 Adele Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $165.001 and $165.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
560|5165.007 Adele Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
561|5165.008 Adele Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
562|5165.009 Adele Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Address the priorities - hospital, Plan Change 29 is, in my opinion pointless without addressing basic  |Reject Section 11
schools, GP practices, better roads issues first. By this | mean our infrastructure - we have a shortage of
THEN try and sort out the housing hospital beds now, a shortage of school places now, a shortage of
crisis. doctors and GP practices accepting new patients currently - putting
in more homes will and can only add to the chaos, not only in the
things | have mentioned but also on our roads. Take Dodson Valley
Road, at present the only route up to Springlea Heights, already
congested and to consider a 6 storey building with no dedicated
parking spaces is madness in my opinion. Get the basics in place
THEN build. Nelson is not ready for plan change 29.
563|5166.004 Garth Crosbie Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $166.001.
564|5166.006 Garth Crosbie Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $166.001 and $166.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
565|5166.007 Garth Crosbie Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
566|5166.008 Garth Crosbie Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13

submissions.

total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.




567|5166.009 Garth Crosbie Entire Plan Change Oppose Plan [medium and high density] into  |Our streets and infrastructure are already at capacity putting more  [Accept in part Section 12
all the new subdivisions going in, not [people into one section will create more pressure, there won't be
into our local community that has enough car parking. NCC are looking after the developer not the local
already been developed, upper Toi resident.
Toi, Bayview, Princes Dr, Wakapuaka.
568|5167.004 Petra Dunlop Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point s167.001.
569|5167.006 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $167.001 and $167.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
570|5167.007 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
571|5167.008 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
572|5167.013 Petra Dunlop Residential Zones Oppose Increase to affordable homes / first Not stated. Reject Section 13
time buyers.
573|5167.014 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Less public housing. Public housing drives prices down to surrounding area. Reject Section 13
574|5167.015 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose [Provide] Council housing for Not stated. Reject Section 13
pensioners.
575|5167.016 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose [Develop] schemes that support Not stated. Reject Section 13
moving people from underutilised
homes, e.g. elderly.
576|5167.017 Petra Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Stop increasing rates. Not stated. Reject Section 13
577|5168.001 Anthony Goldsworthy Entire Plan Change Support Support the plan and register my No NIMBY's. Accept in part Section 12
opposition to the campaign being run
to oppose Plan Change 29 by
unidentified persons through mail
drop and other methods.
578|5169.004 Andrew Dunlop Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 8 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 8m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $169.001.
579|5169.006 Andrew Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $169.001 and $169.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
580(5169.007 Andrew Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
581|5169.008 Andrew Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
582|5169.011 Andrew Dunlop Residential Zones Oppose Oppose the MDZ under PC29. Not stated. Reject Section 12
583|5170.004 Owen Dunlop Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 8 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 8m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $170.001.
584(5170.006 Owen Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $170.001 and S170.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
585|5170.007 Owen Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
586|5170.008 Owen Dunlop Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
587|5171.004 Graham Pomeroy Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12

Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $171.001.




588|5171.006 Graham Pomeroy Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $171.001 and $171.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
589|5171.007 Graham Pomeroy Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
590|5171.008 Graham Pomeroy Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
591|5171.009 Graham Pomeroy Entire Plan Change Oppose Put [medium and high density] I love living in Nelson the way it is. Reject Section 12
development into the Maitai
subdivision.
592|5172.004 John Sandston Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $172.001. | am
concerned about having very high buildings near Nelson College for
Girls. It will give the school a ghetto feel which will be bad for the kids.
593|5172.006 John Sandston Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $172.001 and S172.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
594|5172.007 John Sandston Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
595|5172.008 John Sandston Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
596|5172.010 John Sandston Entire Plan Change Oppose Allow more greenfield development in |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the north of Nelson.
597|5173.004 Leigh Davies Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $173.001.
598|5173.006 Leigh Davies Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $173.001 and $173.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
599|5173.007 Leigh Davies Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
600|5173.008 Leigh Davies Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
601|5173.009 Leigh Davies Residential Zones Oppose Keep the high and medium Nelson South already provides affordable housing for low income Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the city centre  |families. Further intensification will devalue the area both in
and out to the industrial area rather  [neighbourhood interaction and increased traffic. All increased
than further intensifying the southern |building will take away the "uniqueness" that is Nelson.
suburbs. Build only two units per
section rather than the proposed
three.
602|5174.004 David Jack Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $174.001. Three
storeys should be a maximum for this 'hilly' city full of beautiful older
homes. Let's keep it the way it was built.
603|5174.006 David Jack Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points S174.001 and $174.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
604(5174.007 David Jack Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13

the Submissions.




605|5174.008 David Jack Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
606|5175.004 Alton Street Heritage Precinct Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $175.001.
607|5175.006 Alton Street Heritage Precinct |Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $175.001 and S175.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
608|5175.007 Alton Street Heritage Precinct |Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
609|5175.008 Alton Street Heritage Precinct |Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
610|5175.012 Alton Street Heritage Precinct |Entire Plan Change Oppose [Undertake] consultation with public  [Not stated. Reject Section 13
starting with heritage and earthquake
inventory, followed by town planning.
611(FS65.047 Heritage Nelson Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: [Undertake] Accept in part Section 12
consultation with public starting with heritage and earthquake
inventory, followed by town planning. Reasons include (please also
refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases multiple
reasons have been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources.
A new study on effects of proposals on heritage and character of City
is required. The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan
Change does not meet professional best practice. It has been
undertaken by one person rather than a multidisciplinary team.
612|FS78.069 Sarah Holman Support in part |Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: [Undertake] Reject Section 12
consultation with public starting with heritage and earthquake
inventory, followed by town planning. PC29 facilitates loss of
heritage resources. A comprehensive independent study of the
effects of this proposal on the character and heritage buildings of
Nelson that informs changes to proposed rules and policies (on and
off-site height, boundary set back, daylight angles) is required. The
analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not
meet professional best practice.
613|5176.004 Roger Weeks Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $176.001. [There is a]
possibility of a drop in property values close to high density housing.
| oppose the loss of the existing protection for sunlight to all
properties, because it is critical component of residential amenity in a
City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency.
614(5176.006 Roger Weeks Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission point $176.001. Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
615|5176.007 Roger Weeks Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
616|5176.008 Roger Weeks Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
617|5177.004 Peter McNae Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12

Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $177.001.




618|5177.006 Peter McNae Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $177.001 and S177.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
619|5177.007 Peter McNae Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
620|5177.008 Peter McNae Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
621|5177.009 Peter McNae Entire Plan Change Oppose | urge council to reconsider [PC29]. This is a poorly conceived and consulted change that impacts the Reject Section 9
lifestyle and personal amenity of thousands of Nelsonians. There is
no verified evidence of a housing emergency.
622|5178.006 Tony No surname supplied Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and See reasons in submission points (1) and (4) above. Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
623|5178.007 Tony No surname supplied Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |No reason given. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
624(5178.008 Tony No surname supplied Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages,
625|5179.004 Raymond Ikink Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $179.001.
626|5179.006 Raymond lkink Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $179.001 and $179.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
627|5179.007 Raymond Ikink Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
628|5179.008 Raymond Ikink Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
629|5179.009 Raymond Ikink Entire Plan Change Oppose Plan Change 29 should only happen in [Not stated. Reject Section 12
new subdivisions and not in
established single storey residential
areas.
630(5180.004 Geoff Cooper Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $180.001.
631|5180.006 Geoff Cooper Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $180.001 and $180.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
632|5180.007 Geoff Cooper Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
633]5180.008 Geoff Cooper Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
634(5180.009 Geoff Cooper Entire Plan Change Oppose Plan and develop with Richmond. Nelson appears to be short of suitable land for housing. Richmond is [Reject Section 12
not. In 100 years they will be one entity anyway, plan now.
635(5181.004 John Towns Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $181.001.
636|5181.006 John Towns Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $181.001 and $181.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12

intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.




637|5181.007 John Towns Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
638/5181.008 John Towns Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
639|5181.009 John Towns Entire Plan Change Oppose Set up a board of independent It seems quite wrong that a decision to make such momentous Reject Section 13
individuals who could discuss the changes can be made by three or four people with no input or
merits of placing the blocks of discussion with the people it may affect, seems to me to be very
apartments and put off any decision  |undemocratic.
until such time that any affected
parties can have their say.
640|5182.004 Ellen Stewart Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $182.001.
641|5182.006 Ellen Stewart Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $182.001 and $182.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
642|5182.007 Ellen Stewart Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
643|5182.008 Ellen Stewart Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
644|5182.009 Ellen Stewart Entire Plan Change Oppose There are plenty of alternative options |Not stated. Reject Section 13
- look at what other Councils are
achieving.
645|5183.004 Sandra Hunter Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $183.001. Housing
units of 2-3 stories, interspersed with plenty of green space and
connected with a good public transport system and walking/cycling
tracks is important. The new e-bus system is a great step in the right
direction.
646|5183.006 Sandra Hunter Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $183.001 and $183.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Make it easier to convert office space
to residential housing.
647|5183.007 Sandra Hunter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
648|5183.008 Sandra Hunter Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
649|5184.004 Barbara Amohanga Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $184.001.
650(5184.006 Barbara Amohanga Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $184.001 and $184.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
651|5184.007 Barbara Amohanga Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
652|5184.008 Barbara Amohanga Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
653|5184.009 Barbara Amohanga Residential Zones Oppose These dwellings should be confined to |l do not believe building an apartment complex that could be 19.5 m |Reject Section 12

the CBD and waterfront.

tall in residential areas is sensible. These dwellings should be
confined to the CBD and waterfront, where they will not affect
sunlight or privacy. This will devalue my property.




654(5185.004 Stuart Yank Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $185.001.
655|5185.006 Stuart Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $185.001 and $185.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
656|5185.007 Stuart Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
657|5185.008 Stuart Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
658/5185.011 Stuart Yank Entire Plan Change Oppose Public consultation in each and every [Not stated. Reject Section 13
area for [the community's] particular
needs.
659(5186.004 Donna Harris Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $186.001.
660|5186.006 Donna Harris Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $186.001 and $186.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
661|5186.007 Donna Harris Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
662|5186.008 Donna Harris Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
663|5187.004 Lisa-Maria Perkins Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $187.001.
664|5187.006 Lisa-Maria Perkins Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $187.001 and S187.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Concentrate on building in the inner
city. Encourage developers and/or
Council to buy up vacant land in the
inner city and develop housing on
that. Provide incentives for current
building owners in town to develop
above the shops in what are currently
empty unused spaces.
665|5187.007 Lisa-Maria Perkins Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
666|5187.008 Lisa-Maria Perkins Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
667|5188.004 Sue Cunningham Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $188.001.
668|5188.006 Sue Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $188.001 and $188.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
669|5188.007 Sue Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
670|5188.008 Sue Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13

submissions.

total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.




671|5188.009 Sue Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Support existing landlords especially in |[Not stated. Accept Section 13
the areas of collecting rent and
damage to property.
672|5188.010 Sue Cunningham Entire Plan Change Oppose Support organisations like Habitat for |Reject Reject Section 13
Humanity and Salvation Army that are
already providing housing and support.
673|5189.004 Anton Hyman Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $189.001.
674|5189.006 Anton Hyman Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $189.001 and $189.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City, | oppose this plan because the removal of sunlight causing the health
before the current residential zones. |of the neighbouring residents. This is caused by the height of such a
These buildings should be built in building, also with such a large building the wind generated is much
town, free from residential areas. Not |stronger. Such a development deprives the rate-paying residents
by moving city boundaries into adjacent, of their right to a liveable environment.
residential zones.
675|5189.007 Anton Hyman Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
676|5189.008 Anton Hyman Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
677|5191.004 Michael Rhoades Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $191.001.
678|5191.006 Michael Rhoades Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $191.001 and $191.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
679|5191.007 Michael Rhoades Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
680(5191.008 Michael Rhoades Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
681|5191.009 Michael Rhoades Entire Plan Change Oppose Seek to build the proposedhigh The proposed plan 29 changes to residential housing areas is Accept in part Section 12
density apartment blocks outside of  [incompatible with the existing city layout and residential
current residential areas, in areasthat [development.
are currently unused farmland, such
as out by Glendvan or lower Queen
StRichmond.
682|5192.004 Jane Jay Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $192.001.
683|5192.006 Jane Jay Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $192.001 and $192.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
684(5192.007 Jane Jay Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
685|5192.008 Jane Jay Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
686(5193.001 Denise Hill Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
submissions.
687|5193.002 Denise Hill Entire Plan Change Oppose Give further notice extending the It is extremely difficult to digest the proposed plan 29 and the Reject Section 13

closing date for submissions.

supporting documents given the short notice given to the public to
read the 2000 pages of the proposal.




Limited

proposed by PC29 as notified.

PC29 as notified. In particular, Transpower supports that rural land
located around the National Grid has not been rezoned to urban land
under PC29.

8 Denise Hill Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritize housing growth and Under the proposed new rules there would be three residential Accept in part
intensification within the inner city zones. | live in a zone where you will be permitting up to three
and not in existing residential areas.  |residential units with a height of three storeys or 12m. Should this
rule be agreed and my neighbours on each side of me build such
units, | would be completely blocked in and have no sunlight.
Additionally, without car parking spaces, there would be additional
car parking in the street and this would cause traffic and pollution
problems. Additionally, the infrastructure in the area is poor enough
as it is, without the addition of more homes adding further pressures.
The area | live in is an established residential area and | think it is
heartless to allow people to overbuild in such an area. It is perhaps
understandable to build several storeys high in a new build, but not
in established areas. People should have the ability to put small,
modular homes on their properties to create more housing, but
building up is unfair on neighbours and destructive to peoples' way of
life and community. | understand that the government requires the
council to provide more housing for their community, however, very
little of what is proposed to be built in Nelson is going to impact on
affordability, unless it is public housing and this is not the case in the
council's proposals.
8 Denise Hill Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l also oppose the creation of a high density residential zone that has [Accept in part
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height a maximum height greater than 12m.
|greater than 12 m.
9 Wendy Mansell Entire Plan Change Oppose Right to vote on decisions affecting Every property owner should have a right to vote on council plans for |Accept in part
my community. their property and its future. Council's have no right to create laws
which destroy peoples homes and communities.
9 Wendy Mansell Entire Plan Change Oppose [Provide] details of how council plans [Not stated. Accept in part
to deal with noise pollution and social
issues created by high intensification.
9. Wendy Mansell Entire Plan Change Oppose [Provide] details on how council will  |Roads are not coping now! Neither is main water valve Marsden Rd. [Accept in part
upgrade roading, water supply,
sewage, power supply to cope.
9. Wendy Mansell Entire Plan Change Oppose [Write] Plan Change 29 in plain English.| So that all affected property owners can understand the proposal. Reject
9 Adrian Parlane Residential Zones Oppose [Amend] the High Density Zone for | am specifically opposed to the Medium Density Zones proposed for |Reject
Stoke to be a Medium Density Zone.  [Stoke and | think the High Density Zone for Stoke should only be a
Medium Density Zone.
9. Adrian Parlane Entire Plan Change Oppose [Prioritise] inner city development Not stated. Accept in part
before ventuiring into the suburbs.
9 Adrian Parlane Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] proposed developments [to [The plan ignores daylight angles so potentially existing property Reject
be] exhibited with temporary pole owners could have, particularly, east and west aspect sun blocked,
structures similar to light scaffolding |created frost zones on their north in winter. Hardly conducive to
to show neighbours what can be healthy homes. To some extent, orientation on the section in relation
expected. to neighbours is of greater importance than just height.
9 Transpower New Zealand Entire Plan Change Support Retain the spatial extent of the zones |Transpower supports the spatial extent of the zones proposed by Reject




698(5199.001 Steven Gray Entire Plan Change Support [Approve] Plan [Change] 29 as soon as |The challenge for all towns moving forward is to improve our Accept in Part Section 9
possible. response to the current climate and health crises. We have to
confront both climate change and our increasing and costly
population health crises. Plan Change 29 will address both of those
issues through the intensification of the urban core and improving
the active transport profile of the city. We need walkable cities and
Plan Change 29 moves Nelson in that direction (away from cars and
more towards active modes of transport). Additionally, Plan Change
29 is a reasonable response to the changes in zoning that have
occurred at a national level. In essence, the change has already taken
place and Nelson has to respond with rules that will make sense of
the new ability of property owners to redevelop their properties
without resource consent. Please don't be swayed by the campaign
of fear and worse-case scenarios presented by opponents of this plan
change. It is the right move for Nelson and intensification will occur.
This plan change gives us some guidelines and rules for the coming
developments.
699(S200.001 Fiona Perks Entire Plan Change Oppose Review the whole of Plan Change 29. |The creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max [Accept in part Section 12
height greater than 12m, as it is not mandated under NPS-UD 2020.
The loss of the existing protection of sunlight to all properties,
because it is a critical component of residential amenity in a city as it
provides warmth and energy efficiency and critical peoples well
being. The [o]mission of any requirement to provide car parks in any
new development. Severe lack of consultation and transparency
between Council and community. Council represent the community
and they have been criminal in lack of information and visual urban
planning for the future of Nelson.
700|5200.002 Fiona Perks Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request] a visual plan of what Nelson |Refer to reasons in submission point $200.001. Reject Section 13
will look like in the future - what type
of buildings and what architecture
involved.
701|5200.003 Fiona Perks Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request] sustainable practices to be |Refer to reasons in submission point $200.001. Reject Section 11
implemented and green spaces be
provided.
702|5200.006 Fiona Perks Residential Zones Not Stated [Request] interface between Medium |Refer to reasons in submission point $200.001. Accept in part Section 12
and High Density zones needs to be
better considered and consultation
sought by immediate present houses.
703|5200.008 Fiona Perks Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Request] Council prioritise housing Refer to reasons in submission point $200.001. Reject Section 10
growth and intensification within the
Inner City - before City fringe and
residential zones.
704|5200.009 Fiona Perks Entire Plan Change Not Stated Request that council appoints an To remove unconscious bias. Refer to reasons in submission point  |Reject Section 13
Independent Panel to hear the $200.001.
submissions.
705|5200.012 Fiona Perks Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Provide] clear consultation with the |To provide full and transparent information. Refer to reasons in Reject Section 13
community including all Nelson submission point $200.001.
community apps, local media and
leaflets to every household.
706|5201.001 Pierre Hammond Entire Plan Change Support Proceed with the plan change. | believe the plan change proposed is a small step towards stopping |Accept in part Section 12
urban sprawl in the Nelson area, which will prevent extra costs for
building never ending greenfield services.
707|5201.004 Pierre Hammond Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Provide] a 50 year ringfence in Not stated. Reject Section 9

addition to this plan change to force
denser development in the area.




rise housing. 5 years ago we applied for consent to subdivide our
section and build a new house. Our neighbours objected to the plans
because of the theoretical possibility that the new build would cast a
shadow on their house - a bizarre situation given that their tress
already cast far more shadow than our house ever would, yet it
meant 3 lots of revised plans and thousands in extra architect fees
before we got consent. Why only 5 years ago was this issue so
important to council yet now many builds will undoubtedly cast huge
shadows and or block views. Although the plan will not directly
affect me | believe the proposed changes are grossly unfair to current
homeowners and am vehemently against the plan.

Patricia Morris Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $202.001.
Patricia Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $202.001 and $202.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1 Patricia Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1 Patricia Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the Closing Date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
Submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1 Patricia Morris Residential Zones Oppose Provide well built homes, where there |Intensification is a recipe for disaster. You only need to look at any Reject Section 9
is already empty property and space. |other city in the world to see this. It will cause more problems than
you can ever imagine in respect of health, violence, crime, and
pollution.
1 Patricia Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose Provide an adequate number of The current infrastructure is insufficient to cope with the existing Reject Section 11
doctors, nurses, teachers, roads, population. To bring more people into Nelson will add to the stress.
parking facilities, along with reliable
sewage treatment, clean drinking
water, and electricity.
1 Patricia Morris Entire Plan Change Amend [Amend] Plan change 29 so that there |The idea of building 6 storeys high is appalling for the loss of natural |Reject Section 9
aren't any buildings over 2 storeys in  |day light that it will block out. Also people who have invested in solar
any zone. panels will be affected.
il Patricia Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose [Utilise] existing empty sites and There are plenty of empty sites, shops, premises, and Reject Section 13
premises before new builds [and accommodation that should be utilised before new builds. These
retain these] at their existing height.  [should all stay at their existing height.
1 Ara Poutama Aotearoa, Entire Plan Change Support Support the overall intent of PC29 to  |Ara Poutama Aotearoa, the Department of Corrections (Ara Accept in part Section 12
Department of Corrections facilitate sufficient housing capacity to |Poutama) has an interest in the implications that the Nelson
meet growth pressures, and the Resource Management Plan (NRMP) has on the establishment and
provision of a well-functioning urban |operation of residential housing in Nelson City. To achieve a well-
environment to give effect to the functioning environment, it is essential that the NRMP as amended
provisions within the National Policy by PC29 clearly enables a diverse range of households that exist
Statement on Urban Development within neighbourhoods, including homes that serve particular needs
(NPS-UD). in our communities. Those households may include those with
specific health needs who are subject to supervision and support. To
support the effective functioning of the justice system and to enable
Ara Poutama to fulfil its statutory mandate, it should also include
housing that it provides to those within its care.
1 Kevin Hill Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject Plan Change 29. Herewith my submission against the proposed plans for infill/high Reject Section 9




e

Jewel Mellor

Oppose

Amend the proposal to restrict any
high density living (dwellings 3 stories
or higher) to the Mixed Use and
Centre City zones already set out in
the draft Whakamahere Whakatu
Nelson Plan.

The proposals will have a huge effect on Nelson residents and the
nature and feel of the existing neighourhoods. | acknowledge that
the Nelson population is growing and the need to consider how to
house this growth. However, | believe that under the current plan
there is space available to build high density housing. Current
landowners of these areas need to held accountable and legally
obliged to make the land available for this use. The High Density
Residential Zone provisions are out of character with the existing
Tamaki Street environment. The increased density will result in
dangerous traffic conditions for children, pedestrians and drivers due
to the additional traffic/ parked cars. In addition there have been a
number of slips in the vicinity during the heavy rains over the last 10
years. It does not make sense to be building high rise developments
on these steep hills when there is flat stable land that could be
developed.

Reject

Section 12

iy

Tom Kennedy

Support in part

Suggest a phased approach to high
density residential areas.

They would expand slowly out from the city centre where the impact
on existing neighbourhoods is acceptable and the residents in the
neighbourhood have input into the final design and position of the
development. i.e. It is not solely a decision based on market
availability of land. The existing map showing the area of high
density housing is too broad brush. Neighbourhoods in this area need
to have input into redrawing the boundaries and identify suitable
sites for 6 storey buildings.

Reject

Section 10

[N)

Tom Kennedy

Support in part

[Oppose] 6 story buildings on the west

side of Harper Street. My concern is
with High Density Residential Zone
boundaries.

The impact on the ambience of the street would be devastating .
There are a number of sites closer to the city centre where 6 storey
buildings could be built without impact on the existing nature of the
neighbourhood. | can imagine a situation where the position of a
new 6 storey building is random and only dependent on the
agreement of the existing land owner to sell. As long as the
developer satisfied the new plan requirements then there would be
no recourse of near by residents to restrict the height of the building.

Reject

Section 12

N

Elisa Raabe

Oppose

Remove Tahunanui Hills from the
proposed high-density zone.

Local geotechnical assessments It is our understanding that the
majority of the Tahunanui Hills properties in the proposed high-
density zone have a condition (Condition 1) on their title with the
council. Condition 1 states that the land may be of suspect stability
and conditions must be in place including geotechnical reports for
any developments. This has resulted in several geotechnical reports
being completed already in the area proposed for high-density
zoning, with some sections not able to be developed even for single-
story residential homes due to the risk. Infrastructure servicing for
high-density development The Tahunanui Hills is serviced by narrow,
winding streets which in our opinion are inappropriate to service high
traffic volumes. NCC recently installed speed bumps along Tosswill
Road to slow down traffic which uses this road as a thoroughfare to
and from Nelson City. The road is very narrow and from our time
living here, we have seen a number of incidents and near misses due
to the narrow winding nature of the road where cars often cross the
centre line. In addition, accessing Tahunanui Drive from Tosswill Road
can be very difficult and dangerous and would need significant
upgrading before this scale of development could be accommodated
on the hill. We consider that the potential traffic produced by high-
density development in this area has not been considered in enough
detail as to whether it is appropriate. The same is likely for other
infrastructure provisions to the area, such as Three Waters servicing.
There are a number of reoccurring slip zones onto Tosswill Rd that
make it even more dangerous. Nelson City Council planning team
response We have discussed the proposed zoning with the NCC
planning team who said that the Tahunanui Hills were chosen for the

Accept in part

Section 12




N

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Remove Tahunanui
Hills from the proposed high-density zone. Reject PC29 in its
entirety. The reasons for my support:- In agreement that Tahunanui
hillsides are inappropriate for HDZ

Accept in part

Section 12

N

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Remove Tahunanui
Hills from the proposed high-density zone. Reject PC29 in its
entirety. The reasons for my support:- In agreement that Tahunanui
hillsides are inappropriate for HDZ.

Accept in part

Section 12

N

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Remove Tahunanui
Hills from the proposed high-density zone. Reject PC29 in its
entirety. The reasons for my support:- In agreement that Tahunanui
hillsides are inappropriate for HDZ.

Accept in part

Section 12

N

Steve Day

Residential Zones

Oppose

Decline the plan change [inferred].

The impact on neighboring property and impact on Nelson. The
submitter has experienced health problems that they attribute to the
3 story apartment building on the north side obscuring winter sun to
their unit. Also there was no privacy as property was very
overlooked. Concerns regarding infrastructure, flooding, water
supply & parking. [Allowing high density housing] risks creating social
housing ghettos similar to Housing NZ properties of the past.

Reject

Section 12

N

Kylie Young

Residential Zones

Oppose

Stop Plan [Change] 29.

| disagree with Plan 29. | do not want home owners to lose their
valuable daylight and sunshine on their properties. Putting 3-6 story
buildings is ridiculous. We will lose what makes Nelson a special place
to live and bring up our families.

Reject

Section 9

N

Valerie Horder

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Approve] the plan change.

Reasons for wanting to support plan 29. It will provide more housing
and warmer dryer new housing for the increasing population. This
will bring more people to the inner city which in turn will help retail
and hospitality to thrive and bring vibrancy to the city. There will be
more choice in the type of accommodation. ie townhouse and
apartment living. People able to live near where they work . Able to
walk and bike to work and shop etc. Public transport will become
more viable. Better environmentally. More rates will provide more
funding for amenities and infrastructure. Happy that heritage is
protected in the plan. Happy that hazards are in the plan to control
building in unsuitable areas. Overall very supportive of the plan for
the reasons above.

Accept

Section 9

N

Andrew Huffam

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Withdraw the plan change] until a
better thought out alternative can be
made and put out for public
consultation, [including amendments
to the plan to:

The reasons are as follows for my Opposition to plan 29 and keeping
medium and high density to new subdivisions and the CBD: Nelson
CBD is very under used with a lot of old buildings and empty sites
that would benefit from upgrades and while still having retail on the
lower levels upper levels can be used as rental and privately own
apartments which I'm sure can be made to even taller than six story
high density. Only new subdivision should be subject to Medium and
High Density zoning as it makes it all the same for everybody in that
area having a less negative effect on surrounding neighbours
properties. - Medium and High Density will effect the efficiency of
current solar options that property owners have installed on single
story houses making higher living costs and a longer return on
investment in their choice of solar options. -Medium and High
Density will negatively effect one story properties sun light hours
making un heathy damp and cold especially over the winter months
and less enjoyable to be outside in summer with neighbours being
able to look over fence reducing current property owners privacy to
be outside. - Existing properties valuations will be affected by having
medium and high density building constructed next door to them and
will be harder to sell. - Construction should be moved further from
the boundary as Plan Change 29 | feel is to close to the neighbouring
property. - Extra water flow from new developments will cause
flooding in neighbouring properties and street flooding as the water
will have less places to go with more concrete and asphalt surfaces
not allowing the water to penetrate the ground.

Reject

Section 9




729(S216.006 Cathie Fearey Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Require] assurance that utilities and |Not stated. Reject Section 11
services can cope with the increased
demand on infrastructure for
increased housing in any area, both
infill and new build.
730|5216.007 Cathie Fearey Entire Plan Change Amend Consider creating a purpose-built Not stated. Reject Section 12
town from the ground up with the
necessary services and infrastructure
included.
731|5218.001 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject notified plan change 29. The Plan 29 proposal has a potential dramatic impact on nearly Reject Section 9
Trevathan housing sunshine and privacy loss and depreciated property values.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]
732|5218.003 Hugh Walton and Louise Inner City and City Fringe |Oppose Contain high rise construction to The highest buildings in Nelson are the Rutherford Hotel and the Accept in part Section 12
Trevathan Zones within the CBD. Council building, both within the CBD area. Any such high rise
construction as proposed in Plan 29 should be contained within the
CBD area where there already a number of vacant spaces.
733|5218.005 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose [Extend the closing date for We also strongly feel that the currently proposed consultation period |Reject Section 13
Trevathan submissions] and hold a series of is totally inadequate as are any steps taken to ensure that the wider
community based public meetings community are well informed via a concerted consultative process...
with the Mayor and Planners. Surely, such a major change this warrants a consultative process that
is similarly the biggest we have ever seen and far more
comprehensive than is currently proposed with just over five week
open for review and submissions. At the very least this should
comprise a series of community based public meetings with the
Mayor and Planners. [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]
734|5218.006 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Appoint a hearings panel with] the The decision-making process needs to be democratic and balanced. |Reject Section 13
Trevathan majority comprised of independent We understand that the currently proposed hearings panel will have
commissioners. a majority of NCC councilors as members. Clearly, for a fair analysis,
the majority of this panel should comprise a majority of independent
commissioners.
735(FS5.008 Warwick Rogers Support Accept The process is so far has been extremely flawed and unfair and Reject Section 13
undemocratic. The two councilors making up 2/3rds of the panel
have already declared their support in full for PC29. How can this
even be considered?
736|5218.007 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |As we understand, the Plan 29 change is required to accommodate  [Reject Section 10
Trevathan forecasts, as recommended by the potentially massive population growth, forecasting 27% by 2050, but
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence [the reality is the most recent reports tells a different story... The
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend |forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, but
its intensification requirements are over inflated projections that require the scale of intensification
accordingly. to be greater than those of Statistics NZ. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]
737|5218.009 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13

Trevathan

get Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design and then put it back out
for public submissions.

and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]




738|5218.011 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $218.010. Reject Section 13
Trevathan Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
739|5218.015 Hugh Walton and Louise Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Trevathan Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
740|5218.016 Hugh Walton and Louise Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Trevathan Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
741|FS28.010 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
742|5218.018 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
Trevathan new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
743|5218.023 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $218.010 and $218.016. Reject Section 13
Trevathan demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
744|5218.024 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Amend PC29] to progressively phase |Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
Trevathan intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
745|5218.031 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Trevathan Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
746|5218.033 Hugh Walton and Louise Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Include a plan to mitigate against the |Not stated. Reject Section 11

Trevathan

increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.




747

$218.034

Hugh Walton and Louise
Trevathan

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Include a plan to mitigate against
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.

Not stated.

Reject

Section 11

748

$219.001

Pritesh Mandaliya

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Proceed] with Plan Change 29.

| Support the new proposed change 29. | am living in Nelson from
past 11 years and | got 7 Properties in Nelson. | have done 2
subdivisions. As being a landlord for 7 properties. | see a real demand
in more housing in Nelson. Rent is going up wards only because there
are not many properties on the market. And we really don't have
much flat land in Nelson. But there are many properties on good size
section which can be subdivided to add more houses. But after doing
2 subdivision | found it very hard and costly to deal with the whole
process. Council should definitely encourage people like me to try to
add more house stock in Nelson and the only way we can do it if
there is a easy process and numbers works out to do so. | am very
happy that council is looking I right direction. We need more house in
Nelson and change 29 way is a good start. We need to think long
terms and Nelson is getting more popular for people to migrate to. |
myself came from Auckland 11 years ago and have to plan to move
out of Nelson.

Accept

Section 9

749

$220.001

Phillipa Stark

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Reject totally PC29].

| reject totally [PC29]. A one size fits all cities (see the original
inclusion of part of the Tahuna slip area) and the destruction of
established neighbourhoods will be a blight on Nelson. For example
Rutherford St. is already heavily populated. Most properties have
already three houses, and very little precious green soak areas. These
were built at current regulations of 6 metres between structures and
with preservation of all-important daylight angles. Any intensification
with blocks of apartments would completely overwhelm the
neighbourhood, and drastically devalue existing houses. The loss of
sun and daylight angles alone would completely devastate
neighbourhoods. Recently local heavy flooding has been a problem,
with inadequate drainage due to current housing density, and which
will increase with threatened weather patterns. Also there have
been problems with sewerage, and for which no council maps exist. If
you propose to put the onus on contractors to provide these
amenities, the resulting cost of apartments would skyrocket. The
absence of parking places will not reduce traffic congestion.

Reject

Section 12
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$221.001

Damian Roughan

Residential Zones

Amend

[Request] that such buildings be
constructed against a significantly
rising backdrop, [such as] Washington
Valley, West Wood area, and West
Victory area.

More intensive hous[ing] makes good use of space and
infrastructure. However, structures over two storeys [will] block sun
and natural light. [Regarding affordability, more intensive housing
will create] more houses that are available for sale [which] may have
a moderating effect on price, however, this is a long game scenario.
Positioning multi-storey dwellings [in the locations identified will] not
deprive sun from neighbouring properties [and will increase housing
supply].

Reject

Section 12

7

a

il

$221.002

Damian Roughan

Residential Zones

Amend

[Request] that such buildings be
constructed against a significantly
rising backdrop, [such as] Washington
Valley, West Wood area, and West
Victory area.

Refer to reasons in submission point $221.001.

Reject

Section 12




Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $228.001. Existing
homeowners should not be disadvantaged by such proposed
developments.

5 Damian Roughan Amend Recommend that land be made My second concern is around the cost of housing. Creating social Reject Section 12
available for long term rental at stability, educational stability for children and a sense of belonging
reasonable rates (not market rate) so |and pride in the place they call home. Crime states from transient
that people can build their own and unlocated members of Aotearoa compared to those of home
houses. owners would not insignificantly indicate that stability supports
peace and not crime. It would seem to me that local and central
government can at the stroke of a pen change the value of land. This
of course is usually to increase it's value, so could there be a reverse.
5. Lesley Kotua Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $222.001. Don't build
huge or high complexes on/in areas that have established residential
houses, we know this because we live [near] Franklyn Village (it
doesn't work). There are some nice practical units being built on
Main Road, Stoke.
5. Lesley Kotua Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $222.001 and $222.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
5! Lesley Kotua Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
5 Lesley Kotua Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
5 Nigel and Angela Tideman Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $226.001.
5. Nigel and Angela Tideman Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $226.001 and $226.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Build multi storey buildings in Nelson
City and also tear down some of the
older buildings in Tahuna near the
beach and build apartments there.
5! Nigel and Angela Tideman Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
6 Nigel and Angela Tideman Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
6 Sophia Katsoulis Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $227.001.
6. Sophia Katsoulis Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $227.001 and $227.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,  [As somebody who is considering relocating to Nelson in the near
before the current residential zones. [future, the proposed changes under PC29 would deter me from my
[Prioritise] inner city developments. decision. The plan detracts from the appeals of Nelson as a
prospective future for me as a young person looking to move away
from the environment of larger cities.
6. Sophia Katsoulis Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
6 Sophia Katsoulis Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
6. Derek Gray Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12




766|5228.006 Derek Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $228.001 and $228.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
767|5228.007 Derek Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
768|5228.008 Derek Gray Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
769|5229.004 Hamish Sellers Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $229.001.
770|5229.006 Hamish Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $229.001 and $229.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
[Prioritise] inner city developments.
771|5229.007 Hamish Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
772|5229.008 Hamish Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
773|5230.004 Steven Judge Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $230.001.
774|5230.006 Steven Judge Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $230.001 and $S230.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
High density zone in the CBD. 3 storey
and more to go into CBD.
775|5230.007 Steven Judge Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
776|5230.008 Steven Judge Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
777|5230.012 Steven Judge Entire Plan Change Oppose No houses to be built on existing Not stated. Reject Section 13
|green space.
778(S230.014 Steven Judge Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [All social housing [in residential zones] [So [there is] a mix of people on site, single, families, etc. Reject Section 13
needs to be a mix of 1, 2, and 3
bedroom units.
779|5231.001 Greg West Entire Plan Change Support Support the Plan Change. 1/We own a property on Vanguard Street we would like to be able to |Accept in part Section 11
build a 1bd studio/cottage on the front part of our section - so that
we can stay there when we come to Nelson (It is quite separate from
the house) alternatively a 'granny’ flat footprint. Naturally it would
require consents for amenities i.e. water, sewage, power.
780|5232.001 Tony Pearson Entire Plan Change Oppose Not stated. The Government changed the law to allow housing NZ land Reject Section 13
exemption from Council control to the use of that land. That took
away the rights of all New Zealanders to control their towns and
cities development. Now if this change in the law re Council Plan
Change 29 goes ahead then the construction companies will get the
same right which removes te protection of light angles which will
devalue homes which will increase the need for extra heating, which
increases the carbon footprint of that house. Also the New Zealand
Bill of Rights Act on Land owners have a right by law to have
continuous and undisturbed enjoyment of their land.
781(S233.003 Joan Skurr Entire Plan Change Amend [Require] all new buildings [to] Nelson is fortunate to receive abundant sunshine hours. | believe Reject Section 13

incorporate solar panels (especially
commercial buildings).

that all new buildings should incorporate solar panels (especially
commercial buildings) to take advantage of this for their daily use.




submissions.

total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

8 Joan Skurr Entire Plan Change Amend Encourage increased use of vegetation |Plants grow well here, and | would like to see Nelson as a city, Reject Section 11
in the streets and on the new encourage increased use of vegetation in the streets and on the new
buildings. buildings.
8. Joan Skurr Entire Plan Change Amend [Consult with] town planners and For Nelson to retain and enhance its reputation as an attractive place |Reject Section 13
architects to make the best use of low |to live and visit, | also propose that town planners and architects be
carbon materials and good design consulted to make the best use of low carbon materials and good
features during the inital stages of design features during the initial stages of design processes of all the
[the] design process of all taller taller buildings, and that publishing plans to inform the public be
buildings [and make] publishing plans |mandatory, along with consultation and possible mediation. Some
to inform the public, consultation, and |Trafalgar Street frontages, replacing older facades which were
(possible) mediation [mandatory]. earthquake risks, have been designed to retain historical
characteristics. Those that have not been designed similarly do not fit
in to the streetscape.
8 Joan Skurr Entire Plan Change Support in part |Employ the equivalent of an Plan 29 lays out the way the Council intends densification to proceed |Reject Section 13
independent Investigating Officer to  |on a case by case basis, without previous discussion with those
consult with those affected by a affected. | propose that the Council employ the equivalent of an
planned development to produce independent Investigating Officer to consult with those affected by a
satisfactory outcomes and maybe planned development to produce satisfactory outcomes and maybe
compromises. compromises. This could prevent litigation.
8. Kathryn Basalaj Residential Zones Oppose Build in areas specifically designed for |Refer to reasons in submission point $235.001. Reject Section 12
new housing such as Berryfields.
8 Cynthia Sowman Entire Plan Change Oppose [Consider] a village just for the elderly. |Would have loved to have seen a Village just for the elderly - they Reject Section 10
also have had hardship in their lives so deserve a safe haven in their
twilight years.
8 Cynthia Sowman Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend Kainga Ora's policy regarding |My major concern and my family is Safety, now in the process of Reject Section 13
troublesome tenants]. installing security doors which | hate the thought of but since hearing
that the Kainga Ora have a policy of NOT evicting tenants if they
become troublesome - that terrifies me! [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]
8 Kyra Wilkie Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $239.001.
8 Kyra Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $239.001 and $239.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
9 Kyra Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
9 Kyra Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
9 Kyra Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Use uninhabited buildings in Central  [Not stated. Reject Section 13
Nelson, e.g. Time Zone building.
9. Peter Wilkie Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $240.001.
9 Peter Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $240.001 and $240.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
9 Peter Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
9 Peter Wilkie Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13




797|5241.004 Amanda Dykzeul Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $241.001.
798|5241.006 Amanda Dykzeul Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $241.001 and $241.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
799|5241.007 Amanda Dykzeul Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
800|5241.008 Amanda Dykzeul Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
801|5242.004 Greg and Amanda Dykzeul Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $242.001.
802|5242.006 Greg and Amanda Dykzeul Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $242.001 and S242.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
803|5242.007 Greg and Amanda Dykzeul Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
804(5242.008 Greg and Amanda Dykzeul Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
805|5244.001 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirety. I reject PC29 in its entirety. [The following is a summary of the key  |Reject Section 9
reasons described in the submission], refer to the original submission
for more detail: [The] increase in stress given that it becomes
possible for the development of a high rise type of building next
door/in the neighbourhood with no consultation. [The] Council has
seemed to ignore the well-being of its citizens by its current plan
proposal. [There is] potential for developer-led high rise buildings
leading to a degraded skyline quite out of character. One of the
attractions of Nelson [is] its sunshine. It seems ludicrous that [the]
plan [will] potentially affect the amount of sunlight a neighbouring
property could receive [when] people have bought their properties
under current rules including daylight angles.
806(FS5.019 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.
807|5244.002 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council to withdraw PC 29 |It has been stated at numerous meetings "This is a 'Broad Brush Reject Section 13
and get Council Planning staff to refine [approach' that requires public submissions to refine the plan". Such a
the plan design and then put it back  |statement implies PC 29 has been prematurely put out for public
out for public submissions. Or submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that requires the
preferably re-think the approach and |public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can re-design it.
consider far more comprehensive
neighbourhood plans and consultation.,
808|5244.003 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Request that] Council lead the way in |l support intensification and oppose the endless green fields Accept in part Section 13

showing a long term development
plan into which developers fit rather
than letting developers [lead]. Areas
for development need to be identified
on an urban block by block approach
and then that information needs to be
communicated to residents of Nelson.

development which has characterised expansion but strongly believe
that planning is essential to prevent a hotch potch approach. Nelson
is a 'Low Rise' City with a collection of heritage and non-heritage
character buildings that have attracted people for generations.




809|5244.004 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose [Appoint an] Urban Development Refer to the reasons in submission point $244.003. Reject Section 13
Agency which identifies suitable areas
for intensification and which has a
long term view.
810(5244.006 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase |Council should look at progressively phasing in intensification - e.g.  [Reject Section 13
intensification, [starting with] the the inner city, which is perhaps the most obvious place to start where
inner city, with the city fringe areas 6 storey buildings may not look totally out of place. The concept of a
being next. commercial ground floor (retaining current facades and character
where possible) with residential upper floors is a popular idea being
mooted by many. Potentially developing the inner city first will 'mop
up' anticipated demand (and there appears to be some question
mark over predicted figures based on Stats NZ) - possibly for some
decades to come. This has a benefit that it will give far more time for
a cohesive and well thought out plan (neighbourhood plans) which
identifies other suitable areas - with city fringe areas being the next
obvious target area(s).
811|5244.008 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose [Utilise the] expertise of urban | fully support submissions such as that presented by Architect Accept in part Section 12
planners and architects to come up William Samuels. Intensify by design rather than developers.
with innovative and attractive
solutions.
812|5244.009 Carolyn Marshall Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] the Council to appoint | strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of [Reject Section 13
Councillors from either side of the its 'biased' public perception following the vote on Councillor
Sept 14th vote, and if [that] is not Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council
followed, then | [request] that all meeting.
Councillors are replaced with
independent Commissioners.
813|5246.004 Connie Sellers Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $246.001.
814(5246.006 Connie Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $246.001 and S246.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
815|5246.007 Connie Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
816|5246.008 Connie Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
817|5246.009 Connie Sellers Entire Plan Change Oppose Create an Urban Development Agency |l am concerned about any overall vision as to how Nelson will look in |Reject Section 13

to provide a vision for future
development in Nelson.

the future as this will currently be left to developers.




=

Oppose Plan Change 29 and come up
a new plan which protects Nelson as a
city and also allows for increased
housing, but done in the right way.

Main reason is that the negative effects of such a drastic high
intensification plan will reduce the overall feel and attraction of
Nelson city. The possibility of increased housing will be more
negative of the residents of Nelson then positive by the way of loss of
sunlight, increased vehicles on the streets, loss of historic buildings
and beautiful districts. Overall loss of attraction for people to come to
Nelson. 1am all for intensifying Nelson where needed, but it must all
take into account the Vibe and feel which Nelson has. This is what
makes it such an attractive city to start with. We must not loose this.

| am unsure why the council believes that we need to put such
drastic measure in place, relaxing restrictions and expanding such
high density development to residential areas. Especially since we
have such large areas which can easily be developed in the city
centre and city fringe. We have multiple large car yards within the
city. If there was such a high demand to develop inner city units and
complex's, these parcels of land would be far too valuable to remain
car yards and would be developed into housing which you believe we
need. The negative effects of Plan29 far outweigh the positive
effects in my view. The lack of privacy with high rise units looking
directly into people's private property. We have a very very small
city, a population of 55k people. Our public transport is shocking and
that's understandable with such small numbers. But our projected
growth is not big enough to warrant lack of parking for residents and
ugly extremely high density blocks in residential neighbourhoods. The
high density buildings will cause major issues with parking and huge
increases in traffic on those streets making it dangerous for children
and walkers and pets. Especially residential streets like mine which

Section 12

s

Have all three panel members to be
independent and not associated with
the NCC.

1 also feel that it's is a strong conflict of interest that two of the
appointed panel members are two councillors who are openly pro
plan29.

Section 13

(]

[Oppose] the High Density Residential
zone and the potential for multi-
storey multi-story units to be built
alongside single-storyhomes.

At this stage we have a lovely three-bedroom single story home on
our western side that was built in a similar era, with a similar garden.
Behind us we have the same. If these were to be removed and multi-
story units put in its place, this would be extremely upsetting to us
and would severely impact the way we live and go about our daily
business. Our street is narrow, and already a hazard for school
children, general pedestrians, and cyclists, especially during school
drop-off and pick-up times as it is used as a throughfare between
Nayland Road and shortcut access to the supermarkets. The effect
that high density housing would have on our street is dramatic, even
without factoring in the need for parking. The infrastructure would
have to change drastically to accommodate these changes. [Refer to
the original submission for more detail]

Section 12

N

[Oppose] the way in which Plan 29 has
been conducted and the lack of clear
information provided to the
homeowners.

My family does NOT support the way in which Plan 29 has been
conducted and the lack of clear information provided to the
homeowners, nor do we feel there has been much thought put into
the effects upon people's mental health that the stress of these
uncertainties has inflicted.

Section 13




Stoke are not high or medium density.

Six stories high makes sense only in the CBD and three stories high
makes sense for around the City areas, but not in areas such as flat
areas of Stoke.

2. Jane and Benjamin Gass Mapping [Amend] the [zoning of] central Stoke |We do not support the residential zone in the plan change for Stokes [Accept in part Section 12
from High Density to Medium Density. |Central. High Density Residential Housing is not appropriate for
Stoke. Stoke as a residential community with commercial businesses
catering for essential needs eg chemist, supermarkets, cafes etc. It is
not a commercial hub like Nelson and Richmond. Many of its
residents living in and around Stoke Central are elderly, living in
grouped housing. And so it's nice they can easily [and] safely access
these businesses and amenities e.g. library and community centre.
Bus services are also readily available if residents wish to go to the
commercial centres of Nelson and Richmond. High Density Zoning
will increase the number of people but not necessarily increase
commercial ventures. The New Junction complex and Annesbrook,
opening soon, will affect this. The increase in population will also
decrease safety of movement of elderly and young people around
Stoke. | have seen this first hand in a small centre in Germany.
2. Jane and Benjamin Gass Entire Plan Change Not stated. We support plan change 29. Intensification is necessary for Nelson Accept Section 9
and surrounding areas.
2. Kathleen Newth Mapping Amend Plan Change 29 to remove | oppose Plan Change 29 for the Stoke area. The planned high Reject Section 13
high density zones from the Stoke density (up to six stories) is not in keeping with the local Village
area. Either replace these zones with a [character. We should not have any developments higher than 3
medium density classification or stories. The most obvious development plan for Stoke on the
totally revisit and reclassify. "Whareama" site would totally destroy the village area if 6 stories are
allowed to be built.
2. Diana Fors Residential Zones [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $256.001.
2 Diana Fors Entire Plan Change Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $256.001 and S256.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
Think carefully about how this plan
will impact on our neighbourhoods
outside of the inner city.
2 Diana Fors Entire Plan Change Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
2. Diana Fors Entire Plan Change Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
2! Sarah Rapsey Mapping [Request] the residential areas of The residential areas of Stoke should not be high or medium density. |Accept in part Section 12




W

Withdraw the residential provisions of
Plan Change 29; and prepare a
variation based on matters raised in
my detailed submission. This should
include a more fine-grained character
analysis.

I support in principle, provisions that would allow, enable and
encourage more dwellings within the existing residential areas,
however the extent of the proposed zoning and zoning rules are not
adequately supported by the analysis in the section 32 Evaluation
Report and Appendices. Additional reasons include: 1. It is unlikely
that a developer would construct a six storey building for only 3
dwellings - therefore there is no need for a 'permitted' category in
any High Density zone. 2. The proposed High Density zones
surrounding Nelson City were not part of the previously consulted
Whakatu Nelson Plan (now on hold). 3. The Urban Design analysis by
Barker & Associates is based solely on proximity to the Central
Business District, hence justifying the extension of the High Density
zone. Council has undertaken a thorough hazard analysis, and a
heritage study to exclude some residential areas from the Medium
and High Density zones, but no 'character analysis' of these areas has
been done. 4. This 'Planned Built Character' simply suggests that the
character of a Medium Density area is 3 storeys and a High Density
area is 6 storeys. | suggest this is NOT the desired character of the
areas proposed for these zones. 5. The current standards for daylight
admission in the Nelson Resource Management Plan are well-
researched and tested. 6. | argue strongly that the risk analysis is
inadequate. 7. There is no consideration in the section 32 Evaluation
of the non- notification provisions that are in Plan Change 29. 8. And
finally, with increasing density one would expect increasing storm
water. Some analysis of storm water neutrality is missing from the
plan change proposal. {Refer to the original submission for more
detail]

w

Accept

The particular part of the submission we support is: Withdraw the
residential provisions of Plan Change 29; and prepare a variation
based on matters raised in my detailed submission. This should
include a more fine-grained character analysis. Submission refers to
need for more work on heritage and character analysis. Reasons
include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many
cases multiple reasons have been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of
heritage resources. A new study on effects of proposals on heritage
and character of City is required. The analysis (2015 methodology)
that informs the Plan Change does not meet professional best
practice. It has been undertaken by one person rather than a
multidisciplinary team.

w

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support is: Support some level
of intensification but analysis and provisions are flawed, community
had not been consulted on this level of density. This is not
sustainable, precautionary planning. The Plan Change is not informed
by adequate information or analysis. PPC29 has the potential to
seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key attribute with
economic, social and environmental consequences; amenity and
value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it goes ahead.

w

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support is: Withdraw the
residential provisions of Plan Change 29; and prepare a variation
based on matters raised in our detailed submission. This should
include a more fine-grained character analysis. Submission refers to
need for more work on heritage and character analysis. PC29
facilitates loss of heritage resources. A comprehensive independent
study of the effects of this proposal on the character and heritage
buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed rules and
policies (on and off-site height, boundary set back, daylight angles) is
required. The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan
Change does not meet professional best practice.




834|5259.002 Shelagh Noble Entire Plan Change Oppose If Council wishes to achieve more These actions would incentivise dwelling conversions, encourage Accept Section 9
dwellings, Council can do a number of |better use of large sites, and help target sites for higher density
things: for example, waive fees on development.
medium and high density resource
consents; increase rates on valuable
underutilised land that would be
appropriate for high density; and
waive development contributions.
However, such proposals should be
consented provided the rules are
appropriate - be granted as Controlled
Development without full or limited
notification.
835|FS78.012 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Support some level |Accept in part Section 12
of intensification but analysis and provisions are flawed, community
had not been consulted on this level of density. This is not
sustainable, precautionary planning. The Plan Change is not informed
by adequate information or analysis. PPC29 has the potential to
seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key attribute with
economic, social and environmental consequences; amenity and
value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it goes ahead.
836|5259.003 Shelagh Noble Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Support the placement of a notice on |So that neighbours are kept informed, may view proposals and even |Reject Section 13
a property where a resource consent [provide comment, should timeframes allow, however this is
has been lodged. suggested as an informal process and would not trigger extensive
submissions and an expensive hearing process. This is a common
practice in other countries, and is not mandated in the RMA. There is
nothing preventing Council from adopting such a strategy.
837|FS78.013 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Support some level |Reject Section 1
of intensification but analysis and provisions are flawed, community
had not been consulted on this level of density. This is not
sustainable, precautionary planning. The Plan Change is not informed
by adequate information or analysis. PPC29 has the potential to
seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key attribute with
economic, social and environmental consequences; amenity and
value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it goes ahead.
838|5260.001 Rikki-Lee Hanna Entire Plan Change Support Support housing intensification. | am completely in support of housing intensification, it's necessary  [Accept in part Section 9
for sustainable development. Furthermore nelson comparatively to
the rest of the world is such a small city, this proves a fairly unique
opportunity in the 21 century to be able to design a beautiful
prosperous city. Using the Dutch as an example of well done
intensification, imagine what they could've done if they were only
200 years into their urban development.
839|5260.003 Rikki-Lee Hanna Entire Plan Change Amend Require new builds for intensification |It's a fact that people suffer when they don't have access to nature, [Reject Section 10
purposes to be biophilic by design. we know that it harms indigenous communities and being able to
allow endemic species to thrive in our city would make it magic. (Plus
big apartment buildings that aren't designed functionally and
beautifully are terrible to look at and you'll never get community buy
in it they're sterile and hideous).
840(5262.004 Sarah Digges La Touche Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $262.001.
841|5262.006 Sarah Digges La Touche Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $262.001 and $S262.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12

intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.




842|5262.007 Sarah Digges La Touche Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
843|5262.008 Sarah Digges La Touche Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
844(5263.001 Lynden Penketh Mapping Oppose [Amend] the High-density areas | oppose six-storey developments in Stoke as they would not be n Reject Section 13
surrounding the Stoke town/shopping [keeping with the village suburb. Of particular, and most immediate
centre to Medium-density of up to concern, is my understanding that the Whareama Hospital site could
three storeys. be developed up to six stories if Plan Change 29 proceeds
845|5264.004 Dharan Longley Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $264.001.
846|5264.006 Dharan Longley Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $264.001 and $264.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City, Council should allocate inner city buildings for intensification only and
before the current residential zones. |not ruin existing neighbourhoods with completely inappropriate high
rise buildings.
847|5264.007 Dharan Longley Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
848|5264.008 Dharan Longley Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
849|5264.009 Dharan Longley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject plan change 29 and consult The whole "plan" needs to be thrown out and rethought entirely. Reject Section 9
with Nelson residents to develop new |Council must consult all Nelson residents then incorporate all their
plan]. wishes and objections into a new plan that does not impose on
existing single or two storey homes [with] these absurd 3 to 6 storey
high-rise 'intensive' structures. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
850(5266.004 Luke Slotemaker Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $266.001.
851|5266.006 Luke Slotemaker Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points S266.001 and $266.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
852|5266.007 Luke Slotemaker Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
853|5266.008 Luke Slotemaker Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
854|5267.002 Richard Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject] Plan Change 29. Multi Storey developments in an already developed area will Reject Section 12
seriously detract from the open and pleasant aspect of Nelson and
overshadow a great deal of private property - including the use of
solar power and blighting its otherwise amenable situation. The
effects of dense population are properly described by the work of Dr.
Calhoun and it is particularly relevant with International figures
supporting his findings. It does not take long to find out that high
density living brings more social problems, criminal activities and an
increase in violence, further exacerbating the infrastructure shortage
(again this is backed up by Government statics). Having lived for over
50 years in such conditions it is clear that the proposers of the 'Plan’
have no idea of the mess their intentions will create.
855|5267.003 Richard Morris Entire Plan Change Oppose [Prioritise] use of existing Council and |It is a fact that there are empty Council controlled as well as private [Reject Section 12
privately owned properties. residential properties and commercial premises. How can that be
when pressure is on for accommodation?
856|5268.004 Richard Palmer Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12

Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point S268.001.




community engagement and
neighbourhood planning completed
before it is re-notified in the future. If
substantial changes occur to PC29 as a
result of the submission / hearing /
decision process then PC29 should be
withdrawn and re-drafted.

PC29. As a result of attendance at some of the PC29 public meetings,
it is clear that many residents, particularly near the Inner-city zone,
are very concerned about PC29. This is indicative of the public fear
PC29 has generated because: It is a large and complex Plan Change
that requires a high level of knowledge to understanding and to
interpret what the implications are for individuals and Nelson city as
a whole. The meetings are well attended because a large number of
residents, who currently enjoy the close proximity to the city centre,
are 'captured' by the proposed High Density Residential Zone (HRZ).
Residents sense that the value of their homes and life savings is
potentially at risk and their overall social well-being such as their loss
of privacy, loss of sunlight, loss of community, loss of mental well-
being, loss of parking and the like are at risk. Residents believe that
these closely held social and amenity values are at risk of being lost.
This is based on an overall understanding that the proposed
PC29Policies and the Permitted and Restricted Discretionary rules are
designed to encourage the construction of multi-storey residential
buildings in an un-planned, un-disciplined and random manner within
the HRZ. The Policies and Rules allow limited opportunity for the
community to be consulted. There is virtually no neighbourhood or
community planning (a tool that the FDS identifies as a primary
means to ensure good urban design occurs) about where to best
locate such developments. [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]

5] Richard Palmer Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $268.001 and S268.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
5. Richard Palmer Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
5! Richard Palmer Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
6 Richard Palmer Entire Plan Change Oppose [Support intensive development 1 would be in general agreement and support intensive development |Accept in part Section 12
within area described]. of the inner city, especially the area north of Nile St to the Maitai
River, Rutherford St East along Halifax St to the River, and a line along
Alton St to Nile St. There are many areas within these boundaries
that can and should support intensive housing development. Bring
life back to the inner city, get rid of the old buildings and tidy the
inner city up.
6 Lew Metcalfe Entire Plan Change Oppose PC29 should be withdrawn and good |l am strongly opposed to all of the proposed policies and rules in Reject Section 13




)

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Amend PC29] Policies and Rules must
reflect the interim and short-term (10
year) position and demand / capacity
analysis rather than a 30 year long
term time-frame.

The s32 report (section 1.3) states that PC29 is an "interim response
while the Draft Nelson Plan is on hold, in recognition that housing
supply and affordability is a critical issue within Nelson. A full plan
review will be progressed once the new legislation, the Natural and
Built Environment Act (NBEA) and Spatial Planning Act (SPA) are in
place." PC29 proposes a significant change to the existing policies
and rules in the NRMP that has the potential to affect the largest
investment many residents in the Medium Density residential Zone
(MRZ) have, being their home. The changes are designed to enable
housing intensification for the long term (at least until 2051) which
does not reflect an "interim response". Nor is it appropriate that the
policies and rules should be so substantial in the knowledge that "a
full review" will be necessary in the near future. Intensification in the
city centre will be a 'slow burning' incremental change. PC29 is a long
term response rather than a short term one and in its current form is
not supported by the analysis of the demand for such housing. There
are better options available to achieve the FDS aims and to meet
government legislation requirements while also hearing and
integrating community feedback.

Reject

a

Residential Zones

Oppose

Neighbourhood planning, as referred
to in the FDS, [should] be undertaken
prior to PC29 becoming operative.

There is a lack of neighbourhood planning being applied as part of, or
required by PC29 rules and policies, and | am unable to locate an
annual FDS implementation plan which would guide a more
incremental and effects-based approach. | understand that
neighbourhood planning is intended to occur after PC29 is operative.
Surely, once the rules and policies are established it seems difficult
for neighbourhood planning to be of much value when the location of
multi-storey buildings is entirely determined by a developer /
applicant acquiring the land. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]

Reject

=)

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Utilise the Nelson Tasman Future
Development Strategy as the basis for
developing suitable policies and rules
for intensification].

| accept there is a need for more intensive residential housing
development in central Nelson in order to provide for long term
population growth but more importantly to help create a vibrant and
more sustainable inner-city population. Appropriate planning policies
and rules are necessary to achieve these aims. The Nelson Tasman
Future Development Strategy 2022-2052 (FDS) provides a sound
basis from which to develop suitable Policies and Rules. PC29 lacks
the necessary evidence that PC29 will adequately address the most
critical issue for Nelson being "housing ... affordability" as identified
by the Nelson Tasman Future Development Strategy 2022-2052
(FDS). Intensification is more likely to provide a greater range of
housing options but the Plan Change s32 report fails to support the
other principal aim of PC29 that by providing greater housing supply
via increased housing intensification will result in greater
"affordability". Affordability (ie: home ownership) is definitely less
likely to be achieved especially in the current times of high costs of
construction, high interest rates and overall high costs of living.

Reject




o)}

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Oppose] Plan 29.

Our larger sections in the suburb of Stoke are long and narrow,
developers will build vertically on the section blocking sunlight and
all privacy will disappear on sections either side. If you go ahead with
plan 29 and | pray you do not. My suggestion is to remove the one
blanket rule. What might work well on the large area on the 81 Neale
ave section, will not work around the general areas of Stoke. All
buildings should not be any higher then 2 stories, | lived in Margate,
England there is a large building there called the Arlington House
poking out of the beautiful sea side town of Margate, | think the
ugliness of that building speaks for itself. Laws are there to protect
everyone from any wrongdoing, but it is unnerving when laws to
protect us are taken away or "changed" in this case. There would be
no homeowner in the entire Nelson region that would want a three-
story-plus building built beside them, taking away most or all of their
sunlight, privacy, and views. Three stories built in our beautiful
suburbs is too high, two stories would be the limit, as long as sunlight
for surrounding neighbors' is considered. Common sense,
thoughtfulness, and common courtesy might be too much to ask
from the Nelson City Council for their ratepayers, but | have hope.
Very concerned about our beautiful Nelson region.

Accept in part

o

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Request] do not leave the aesthetics
of the suburb up to individual
developer.

Do not leave the aesthetics of the suburb up to individual developer,
they are just thinking of the money trying to build at the cheapest
cost. It will give developers too much freedom to build whatever
they want, with no thought to surrounding home owners; 3 stories is
too high in a suburban area.

Reject

)

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Compensate home owners for the loss
of property value they might occur,
give heavy discounts in rates.

If all these submissions fall on deaf ears, | would expect all house
owners to be given heavy discounts in Rates or even compensated
for the loss of property value they might occur.

Reject

o)

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020.Refer to reasons in submission point $270.006.

Accept in part

@

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an independent Panel to hear
the Submissions.

Not stated.

Reject

N

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the Closing Date for
Submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Reject

~

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Oppose PC29.

PC29 has inappropriate and excessive regulation and a lack of
progressive phases. The project is drawn without a quality of life
plan nor a vision of an urban housing and architectural concept that
are really committed the current climate issues. No infrastructure
program accompanies it, no policy is announced to encourage social
diversity in housing for intensification objective. No consideration is
given to the current architectural and urban landscape. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]

Reject

N

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

{Amend the process] to firstly define
the future we want before drafting
regulations. [Consider] launching a
competition of ideas on urban housing
concepts.

There has been confusing and inadequate communication in relation
to the ambitious challenges. Intensification is a necessity. But what
kind of future do we want for our city? Plan Change 29 is currently
presented without design. There are a few scattered intentions in the
Plan Change, but they are very theoretical, often hollow and not very
productive. A competition of ideas would would be a sound basis for
reflection and a way of getting the public involved in a constructive
debate. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject




~

Bruno Allais

Restrict the necessary intensification
only to the Mixed Use and Centre City
zones of PC29.

Why not provide a better framework for this intensification by 2052
by means of a progressive project, stage by stage, zone by zone?
With time between each stage to correct the objectives and
concentrate the essential infrastructure efforts. Logically, the first
stage should be restricted to the densification of the Mixed Use and
Centre City zones. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Section 10

N

Robert Renshaw

Reject PC29 in its entirely.

Refer to reasons in submission point $274.002. This plan is not for
the benefit of Nelson, but for developers allowing them to build
whatever they want with no consent or notification requirement to
affected home owners. | believe there is plenty of opportunity for
intensification without the need to change the current building rules.

Section 9

N

Stephen Webster

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Section 13

N

Jude Osborne

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its
entirety. This plan is out of step with the NZ Central Government's
proposed plans for development. The NZ Government has indicated a
lack of support for the previous Government's position on
densification. Until more direction is given, this has the potential to
be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds and time following an
outdated Central Government brief. Insufficient public engagement
on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Section 9

N

Carol Webster

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Section 13

N

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Section 13

3

Robert Stevenson(1)

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Section 13




8

®

0|FS54.008 Nicole Gibson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

8

®

1|FS53.008 Susan Gibson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

8

®

2|FS46.008 Dan McGuire Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

8

®

3[FS77.008 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

8

®

4|FS60.008 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

8

®

5(S274.002 Robert Renshaw Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

8

®

6(S274.003 Robert Renshaw Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.




the Submissions.

8 Robert Renshaw Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  [The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
8 Robert Renshaw Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
3! Robert Renshaw Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Refer to reasons in submission point $274.010. Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district, on the basis that Daylight
Admission protection rules will apply
to all pre-existing properties, unless
the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
9 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply the Section 12
new General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district, on the basis that Daylight Admission protection rules will
apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written
approval to the contrary. The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco
residential areas are largely outside the PC29 boundaries and
comprise either standard residential or low-density zoning. Applying
a general residential zoning across all existing residential zones would
provide for up to 3 residential units per site as a permitted activity.
However, there are a number of areas that are not appropriate for
further residential intensification, in particular those areas subject to
the Nelson Airport Overlays.
9 Robert Renshaw Entire Plan Change Oppose Form relationships with different To achieve the best outcomes for all. Section 13
communities and talk to the residents
about what is best for the area. Form
small groups for each area to have
meetings with town planners to
achieve the best outcomes for all.
9. Robert Renshaw Residential Zones Oppose [Rezone Brook Valley to the General |Has any consideration been given to the lower Brook Valley area, Section 12
Residential Zone] as per decision which is shown on NCC hazard maps as being prone to both
requested in submission point liquefaction and slope instability? The lower Brook Valley area is
$274.011. narrow and north facing. [It] is predominantly single storey houses
with some two storey houses at the lower end. The nature of the
valley with it being narrow does not lend itself to high rise buildings,
which would not blend in with the environment and [would] have a
big impact on many neighbouring properties, especially on the south
side. Brook Valley residents have limited sunshine throughout the
winter months due to hills on each side of the valley. Plan change 29
[would] allow buildings up to 11m +1m (3 storeys) 1m from rear
boundaries [which] will block the sun completely for four months
during the winter to any properties on their south side.
9. Jo Murphy Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $276.001.
9. Jo Murphy Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $276.001 and $S276.004 above. Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
9! Jo Murphy Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Section 13
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6]

$276.008

Jo Murphy

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the closing date for
submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Reject

Section 13

8!

©

7/

$277.001

Mark Newman

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Decline the Plan Change.]

Papakainga-there is no need for racial discrimination. Land and
transport - there is a need for parking requirements to stop on road
congestion.

Reject

Section 9

8!

©

8

$278.001

Paul Lunberg

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Reject the the Plan Change].

1 do not believe we need to grow. We do not need any 'intensification
of development' we actually need more parks and walkways. We
need to be able to enjoy this lovely part of Aotearoa not some urban
sprawl. The idea put forward in part 1 of the plan is totally contrary to
the resident's wishes, we need to recognise that those of us who
have made our life choices to live in this town should be listened to
over the strident voices of developers who have no real interest in
the lives of those already here. Section 2 has some emotive terms
which help form the deceit inherent in this Plan - our city is already
fairly well functioning! The truth is that further development will
actually make it LESS well functioning. It is not based on improving
life in our city - it is based on greed and thoughtlessness. |also
believe making it so complicated to make submissions is
undemocratic and poor governance.

Reject

Section 10

8!

©

9

$279.001

Continuum Architects Ltd -
Richard Sellars

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

Utilise scale models to 'test' 3D form
effects in sepcific residential, Inner
City and City fringe scenarios.

- words and diagrams are often difficult for many community
members to understand. - simple, scale block models show
immediate effects of form & daylight changes. - simple, scale block
models (white cardboard, 3D printer?) illustrate, easily, the complex
relationships between groups of buildings and the spaces around
them. - models will assist in the evolution of site specific
rules/guidelines, rather than a blanket 'one rule fits all' type of
approach.

Reject

Section 9

900!

$280.001

Nicola Gabelich

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Reject] Plan Change 29 in its entirety.

[Key reasons are grouped as follows - refer to the original submission
for further details.] 1. Inconsistencies, confusion, short time frame
and lack of notice in the consultation process. 2. Impact on amenity
values 3. Congestion and parking issues 4. The chilling effect -
sunlight and the impact on existing residents 5. Strain on
infrastructure 6. Incorrect population statistics used. 7. Destruction
of Heritage Value. 8. Bias on submission review panel 9 Correct
zoning to revitalise our declining inner city.

Reject

Section 9

901

FS$65.056

Heritage Nelson

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular parts of the submission we support are: [Reject] Plan
Change 29 in its entirety. Submitter refers to destruction of heritage
value. Reasons include (please also refer to our original submission
#831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been noted): PC29
facilitates loss of heritage resources.

Accept in part

Section 12

902

FS$78.077

Sarah Holman

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: [Reject] Plan
Change 29 in its entirety. Submitter refers to destruction of heritage
value. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A comprehensive
independent study of the effects of this proposal on the character
and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed
rules and policies (on and off-site height, boundary set back, daylight
angles) is required.

Reject

Section 12

903

$280.003

Nicola Gabelich

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Restrict] any high and medium
density living (ie 3 units per site,
dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the
Mixed Use and Centre City zones
already set out in the draft
Whakamahere Whakatt Nelson Plan
and leave the areas currently marked
"high density and medium density"
under PC 29 as they currently are.

Refer to reasons in submission point $280.001.

Accept in part

Section 12




904(5280.011 Nicola Gabelich Entire Plan Change Oppose [Oppose] 3 or 6 story high rise Refer to reasons in submission point $280.001. Reject Section 13
developments through our existing
family neighbourhoods, especially
without resource consent [and in the
alternative support]] 4-6 story high
rise developments in the middle of
town (perhaps to the edge of Nile
Street, bordering the city), where we
already have a multitude of high rise
and commercial buildings. However |
do not believe we should allow
developers to build these.
905|5280.012 Nicola Gabelich Entire Plan Change Oppose Expand the hearings panel to a total of |Bias on submission review panel It was raised at a public meeting Reject Section 13
five, to include a further two that the proposed review panel is currently three people: two NCC
independent representatives. councillors and one independent chair. It is my understanding that
these two councillors have already voted in support of PC29. Asa
result this panel is unlikely to give a fair, and unbiased review of the
process once submissions close, which is unacceptable. The panel
should be expanded to a total of five, to include a further two
independent representatives, to ensure quality, unbiased decisions
are made on such an important issue.
906|5282.001 Murray Lauchlan Entire Plan Change Oppose [Decline] Plan Change 29 in its entirety.|| do not believe the plan change appropriately addresses the needs  [Accept in part Section 12
for higher density housing in Nelson or the manner in which | want to
see Nelson develop in the future with respect to the appearance of
our residential housing areas. My main issue is around the height to
which housing can be developed in the MDZ and HDZ zones.
907|5284.001 Alison and David Mountfort |Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject Plan Change 29. Our Submission concerns the area proposed to be zoned as Accept in part Section 12

Residential Medium Density (RMD), centred on Mount St, Konini St,
Locking St and Wellington Streets Streets, between Kerr St in the
north, Wellington St and Renwick Place to the east, Locking Tce and
the walkway to Vanguard St to the south, and extending at several
points to Vanguard St in the west. For convenience we will refer to
this area as the Mount St Hill. The submission details why rezoning
the above area is inappropriate, The key reasons include: -
Insufficient roading and transport infrastructure. - Contribution of
congestion on narrow roads. - Limited ability to contribute
meaningfully to development capacity given development
constraints presents, including steep topography. - Specific impacts
on 83 Mount Street (the submitter's property). - Accessibility and
safety impacts given the topography. Related issues for emergency
access. - Particular transport impacts for Locking St and Konini St. -
Impact on parking provision on street. - Suitability of intensification
on steep erosion prone land. [Refer to the original submission for
further detail.]




Alison and David Mountfort

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

That the Hearings Panel should have
at least four and preferably five
members with a quorum of three, and
no more than one elected member.

We are concerned with both the size and makeup of the Hearings
Panel. Because there will be many submissions it is likely that from
time the elected members on the panel may know submitters
personally, creating potential for conflicts of interest and a need to
withdraw from the hearings on that matter. It is possible that
sometimes only the independent panel member would be available
to hear such a submission. Because of past decision making on the
Future Development Strategy, both Councillors on the panel will have
formed at least a preliminary opinion about the need for urban
intensification in the form proposed. No doubt they would be able to
change this mindset, but it may take more for them to do so than if
they were to come to the case with no previous views. We also
consider that the Nelson City Council has overstated the importance
of local knowledge on the hearings panel. There are many highly
qualified and experienced Hearings Commissioners in New Zealand
who are able to come into a hearing from outside, and focus on the
local issues of importance, guided by reporting officers and
submitters. The issues in this case are not unique to Nelson. To us, it
is much more important that the Commissioners have the training
and experience to engage with technical experts and understand and
apply technical expert considerations and evidence on technical
subjects, including in this case traffic and geotechnical engineering.

Reject

Section 13

Alison and David Mountfort

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

That the Hearings Panel conduct a
thorough site inspection of the Mount
St hill, including on foot, and that they
refer to the photographs of Mount
Street and Konini Street attached to
the submission of Mr Steve Webster.

Refer to reasons in submission points in $284.001. For completeness
we attach some photographs of Locking St, and a photograph of our
own lane at 77-79 Mount St.

Reject

Section 12

=

Hannah Douglas

Mapping

Oppose

[Request] Tosswill Road / Tamaki
Street to not be included in the high
density area due to land instability
issues.

Slope instability. The high density area of Tosswill Road / Tamaki
Street is located on known unstable land. It is reckless to consent to
building six story properties on unstable land that has natural springs.
There is already a huge land slide at the bottom of Tosswill Road that
holds up the hillside where 6 story buildings could be built. This
landslide does not need any more weight and loading added to it.
When our neighbours across the road rebuilt using their old houses
foundations, they had to spend an extra $250,000 due to new land
slides on their property (this was before the big flooding in Nelson
occured). Buildings of this size are better off suited on the flat like
Muritai St that doesn't have slope instability. Proximity to key
centres. Council wants to rezone this area due to its walking
proximity to key centers. Tahunanui does not qualify in my opinion as
a key centre, unlike Stoke and Town which | agree with. Tahunanui
doesn't have a supermarket! Public transport and car parking. For
houses located on Tosswill Road (for example 59 Tosswill Road) it is a
900m walk to the closest public transport and it takes 10 minutes. As
part of this walk you need to cross the very busy state highway one.
Tosswill Road already has very limited on street parking so where will
people requiring a car park if developers do not include carparks? It is
too dangerous to bike on Tosswill Road due to narrow streets and no
bike lanes. High density housing maybe be better suited for Muritai
Street that already has appropriate access to both bike lanes and
public transport. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 12




Py

Hannah Douglas

Mapping

Oppose

[Request both sides of Tosswill Road
be] zoned the same.

We live on the higher side of Tosswill Road and are in the medium
density zone. However, directly over the road from us is high density.
We own two adjoining flat properties that would be perfect for
building multiple three story town houses on. However we would
never develop these properties if they are unable to get any view
because the properties across the road are six storied and block out
all our view and sun light. Both sides of the road should be medium
density to allow everyone to access some of the view all the way up
the hill. The only reason we purchased our home was because of the
view and we subsequently paid a premium for it. Why on earth
would you want to have all the hassles of living on the hill if you have
no view? It makes no sense at all to have six story properties at the
lower side of the hill and then the rest of the hill have no view at all.
No one further up the hill will bother taking up the opportunity of
developing if their view is gone or severely impacted by six story
eyesores. This type of high density building is much better suited to
Tahunanui flat where people can build up to get a view without
sacrificing others views. The new apartments on Beach Road are a
great example of this. The built up so that residents could get a view.
However they are far enough away from the hill that it doesn't black
anyone else's view significantly. I'd love to see more high intensity on
the flat near the beach where it is far better suited. How can one
side of Tosswill Road be classified as high density and the other side
only be classified as medium density.

Accept

Section 12

-

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- How can one side
of Tosswill Road be classified as high density and the other side only
be classified as medium density. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support:- [Request both sides of Tosswill Road be]
zoned the same. An example of the broad brush approach been done
remotely behind a computer and not taking into account character of
streetscape.

Accept in part

Section 12

-

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- How can one side of
Tosswill Road be classified as high density and the other side only be
classified as medium density. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support:- [Request both sides of Tosswill Road be]
zoned the same. An example of the broad brush approach been done
remotely behind a computer and not taking into account character of
streetscape.

Accept in part

Section 12

=

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- How can one side
of Tosswill Road be classified as high density and the other side only
be classified as medium density. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support:- [Request both sides of Tosswill Road be]
zoned the same. An example of the broad brush approach been done
remotely behind a computer and not taking into account character of
streetscape.

Accept in part

Section 12

=

Gail Patrick

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reduce the High Density Residential
zone and Medium Density Residential
zone areas and allow 6 story only in
current CBD.

- Concentrate on Bridge to Better then work outwards from there. -
Build apartments on top of existing commercial. - Build apartments
in Buxton carpark it's 8530sgm or similar Council owned properties. -
An idea check https://ehaus.co.nz/project/dunedin-co-housing-
project/ it took only 5000sqm. - The Population growth by Councils
estimates until 2048 is 227pa that's about 100 new housing units so
having CBD sprawl is a bad look when everyone wants sun and light
filled homes. - Aging population and retirement villages like Coastal
View will take many people from existing houses which will then
cater for the pop growth expected.

Accept in part

Section 12




916|5287.004 Wendy Ford Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $287.001. Building 3
storeys in residential areas is going to change small community
neighbourhoods into faceless communities where neighbours won't
know each others names.
917|5287.006 Wendy Ford Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points S287.001 and $287.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
918|5287.007 Wendy Ford Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
919|5287.008 Wendy Ford Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
920(5287.010 Wendy Ford Entire Plan Change Oppose [Apply new rules to new subdivisions |New subdivisions are the opportunity to easily apply new rules if Reject Section 12
rather than existing neighbourhoods]. [required rather than desecrating existing neighbourhoods.
921|5288.004 Savanna Lovesey Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $288.001.
922|5288.006 Savanna Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $288.001 and S288.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
923|5288.007 Savanna Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
924(5288.008 Savanna Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
925|5288.012 Savanna Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Encourage new subdivisions to Encourage new subdivisions to decrease lot sizes and build 2 storeys |Reject Section 12
decrease lot sizes and build 2 storeys. [so more homes fit into the new areas.
926|5289.004 Orlando Lovesey Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $289.001.
927|5289.006 Orlando Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $288.001 and $288.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
928|5289.007 Orlando Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
929|5289.008 Orlando Lovesey Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
930{5290.001 Richard Watson Entire Plan Change Oppose Stop Plan Change 29. Existing homeowners will be severely disadvantaged by loss of Reject Section 9
privacy, light and loss of equity. These ratepayers bought properties
under existing planning rules and it is totally wrong to now change
the goalposts in a way which will dramatically change their lives.
931|5290.003 Richard Watson Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Allow more secondary dwellings on |l think that a better solution would be to allow more secondary Accept in part Section 12

existing sections and encourage
commercial and retail developments
to include apartments on upper
levels].

dwellings on existing sections and encourage commercial and retail
developments to include apartments on upper levels.




w

Laura Wilson

Mapping

Oppose

[Request] no density zoning on Tamaki
street.

We have purchased our house in the last 4 years with the proviso of
the view. We have spent $100,000 on a large deck at the front of the
house to utilise this view. The house is nothing exceptional, and
without the view (due to a build in front of us) we would be both
devastated and out of pocket with a reduction in house value.
Alternatives would be to not include an area where house view is so
important to the house value and house users. We also are a quiet
cul de sac street, with surrounding privacy, high density zoning would
significantly change this. We oppose the high density zoning on
Tamaki Street (particularly lower end).

Reject

Section 12

w

Jane Mitchell

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Completely abandon the whole
process and start again with public
consultation [and specifically do not
allow] developers to build 6-story high-
rise developments through our
existing family neighbourhoods,
especially without resource consent.

There is an opportunity to enhance these neighbourhoods with, for
example, 2 story apartments and subdivided sections for low-level
builds. This would enable progress in housing development without
sacrificing the current appeal of the neighbourhoods and in a way
that would be more considerate and reasonable to the existing
residents. Introducing high rises that would tower over these family
homes would erase the unique atmosphere of this area and could
negatively impact the quality of life for existing residents. It would
interrupt the aesthetic harmony of our neighbourhood and disrupt
the skyline. High-rise developments tend to exacerbate traffic
congestion and parking problems. | understand the current proposed
plan does not include mandatory vehicle access to each site. While
many residents in the proposed high density areas will (hopefully) be
limiting the use of their cars (by cycling and walking or taking public
transport) the nature of our city means for most people at least one
car is still required. Our public transport system is not sufficient to
cover everyone's transport needs. With limited (if any) parking
spaces and parking time restrictions these new developments and
the surrounding streets will become congested, causing
inconvenience for both existing residents and newcomers. The added
traffic could also cause safety issues for pedestrians, cyclists and
children. Six story apartments looming over single story family
homes would cast shadows over these properties, block natural light
and be a significant invasion of privacy. If a six storey building was
built in front of our property we will loose the majority of our natural
daylight which in turn will affect our abillity to passively heat our
home, grow vegetables in our garden and generally threaten the

Reject

Section 9

w

Ruth Watson

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Cancel Plan Change 29.

It is unfair to introduce 3 - 6 storey buildings into established
residential areas because it will deprive adjacent home owners of
light, solar power, privacy, quality of life and reduce their house
values. If dwellings are built with out car park facilities, cars will be
parked on the road, clogging up the city even more than now. Private
vehicles are a necessity in this region as public transport only allows
travel with in the environs of the city.

Reject

Section 9

w

Elspeth Martin

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support the Plan Change 29 [except]
buildings over 4 storeys need to have
resource consent.

Not stated.

Reject

Section 13

@w

John Martin

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support Plan Change 29. However, |
would prefer that buildings over 4
storeys should need a resource
consent.

Not stated.

Reject

Section 13
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$298.001

Anna Playford

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Decline Plan Change 29.

The main reasons for the suggested changes are summarised as
follows: 1. Maintaining the heritage look and feel of Nelson's
suburbs, buildings and communities of historic value that would be
irreversibly harmed by the piecemeal application of plan 29. 2.
Quality of life of existing Nelson residents - particularly in relation to
the sunshine hours, but also mental health aspects such as increased
nervousness and fear of what their neighbours might do to take away
their quality and most especially when properties change hands and
the property may be bought by developers who have no regard for
the community and life quality in surrounding properties 3. The
proposal currently places Medium density (3 story) buildings in parts
of Nelson that have been deemed to be subject to slips and/or other
instabilities. It does seem shortsighted not to have overlaid the maps
of know issues of this type with the current proposal and | would
strongly recommend that this is done more thoroughly for future
iterations of the plan 4, Finally | would suggest that resources are
put towards a better understanding of the demand for additional
housing, of what price range and type and that the plan is better
made with incentives/mandates to create housing that will meet this
demand rather than just allowing a piecemeal approach that hopes
for individual developers to do the right thing by both existing
communities and future residents and home owners - that it be more
targeted and specific in order to create change that we would all like
to live with [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 9

9

w
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F$65.057

Heritage Nelson

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission we support is: Decline Plan
Change 29. Reasons include (please also refer to our original
submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been
noted): Submitter refers to destruction of heritage value. PC29
facilitates loss of heritage resources.

Accept in part

Section 12

9

w

9

FS$78.078

Sarah Holman

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: Decline Plan
Change 29. Submitter refers to destruction of heritage value. PC29
facilitates loss of heritage resources. A comprehensive independent
study of the effects of this proposal on the character and heritage
buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed rules and
policies (on and off-site height, boundary set back, daylight angles) is
required.

Accept in part

Section 13

940

$298.005

Anna Playford

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

If housing stock does need to be
increased, limit intensification to
Nelson's inner city centre and inner

city fringe, and put

incentives/mandates in place to
create housing stock that will meet
the current and future unmet need.

1. The quality of many commercial properties in central Nelson is low.
Construction activity should be focussed on 4,5,6 storey, earthquake
resilient, mixed use buildings which see residential above
commercial/retail on lower floors. 2. Existing vacant central city sites
should be designated for this mixed use development only, ie be
required to provide residential as well as retail/commercial in all new
builds in these parts of town. 3. A plan change could be created that
creates an obligation to redevelop central city substandard buildings
into these mixed use buildings with a marked increase in central city
apartments would mean less use for private transport for a number
of people coming into town for work, good for climate change also
and there are many cities that can be looked to for examples of
vibrant retail and hospitality in the city centre because of the need to
service the significant portion of the population who live there.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

941

$301.001

Lyndon Chandler

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject the plan in its entirety.

Refer to reasons in submission point $301.002.

Reject

Section 9




942|5301.002 Lyndon Chandler Entire Plan Change Oppose Do not permit 3,4,5,6 storey buildings |If multi storey buildings are developed in an area of single house Reject Section 9
in existing residential areas of zone, that cannot realistically be said to be predominantly in
predominantly single or two storey accordance with the character of the area and compromises existing
buildings. residents daylight, sunlight, privacy and quiet enjoyment of their
homes. Increased intensification will result in more on-street car
parking and the narrow streets of Nelson will become a hazard to
pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collection and
Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly
relations and communities.
943|5302.001 Gina Yukich Entire Plan Change Support Support proposed plan change 29. I believe the council should implement the proposed changes to Accept Section 9
encourage further densification of Nelsons urban areas over the next
30 years. | think it is important that natural hazards have been
considered and built into the plan change as well. Higher density
housing is critical for accessibility, affordability and mitigating our
overall impact on climate change. The proposed plan changes will not
result in immediate redevelopment of the town centres but will allow
space for growing density in the next 30 years.
944(5303.001 lain Menzies Entire Plan Change Support Support the council's plan change 29 |Not stated. Reject Section 13
for infill housing.
945|5304.001 Cameo Capital Entire Plan Change Support Support the proposed decision for Intensification of nelson needs to occur in strategic locations for the |Reject Section 10
intensification of residential and benefit of housing and private development to encourage positive
commercial areas. progression of the area.
946|5305.001 Peter Hay Entire Plan Change Oppose Restrict any high density living (ie The erection of high rise buildings in the current residential zone will |Accept in part Section 12
dwellings three stories or higher) to have a canyoning effect in the immediate vicinity of these structures.
the Mixed Use and Central City zones |This will seriously compromise existing occupants' quality of life, their
already set out in the draft sense of neighbourhood and ability to lead environmentally
Whakamahere Whakatu Nelson Plan  |appropriate lifestyles,- gardening and incorporation of solar
and leave the areas currently currently [technology. Residential rates will be adversely affected by the need
marked "high density" under PC29 as |for radical upgrading of currently old and marginally adequate
they are. drainage and sewage infrastructure and there will be challenges
around traffic congestion and extra parking needs. Theoretical
population projections for the city should not drive an ad hoc
indiscriminate over-response involving massive construction projects.
| believe the town plan for the next 20-30 years should not enable
the squandering of urban aesthetics and flexibility, and rather it
should delineate a precautionary, measured approach in the inner
city. The Kainga Ora residential project planned for 107 Nile street
provides a good model for allowable intensification in the inner
residential area, with high rise development restricted to the CBD
and the Mixed Use zones.
947|5306.002 Chris Phillips Residential Zones Oppose in part  [[Consider] certain areas of Nelson for (I would like to see council approach the revised plan from a different |Accept in part Section 13
buildings up to 4 to 6 stories high. angle. The current proposal allows for random subdivision in most
[Refer to the original submission for  |areas of Nelson which will lead to multiple properties losing sunlight.
mapped locations]. We need to look at creating communities with green spaces around
them. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
948|5308.005 Michael Potter Residential Zones Support in part |Support intensification instead of Intensification is desperately needed to protect arable land in Reject Section 10
greenfield development, specifically ~ [Tasman and the surrounds of Nelson. Nelson South provides good
within Nelson South and Stoke village |access to the hospital and medium density housing would allow our
[inferred]. aging population to have better affordable housing closer to medical
needs. Stoke village is already used by a growing number of people
with physical disabilities and health conditions. As the population
grows and ages there will be greater demand for better access and
affordable housing within walking distance of the village.
949|5308.006 Michael Potter Entire Plan Change Amend Create a plan for accesibility with We can not see any evidence of engagement with disabled people Reject Section 10

prioritised engagement with disabled
people groups to support Plan
Change 29.

groups in our reading of Plan Change 29 and ask that this be
prioritised and a plan for accessibility similar to Tauranga be
developed to support Plan Change 29.




950/5309.001 Andrew Divett Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Ensure that Urban Design principles | support the plan change because | believe that Nelson must Accept in part Section 13
are used at the beginning of any new |increase housing density instead of using up land at the edges of the
development. city. | do not support the placement of six storey buildings in existing
small residential plots of land. Good urban design is a process that
must be used early in planning any changes and this is well described
in The Ministry for the Environment Urban Protocol to which Nelson
Council is a signatory. Good Urban Design is a complex process and
cannot be achieved by simply defining boundary setbacks and
daylight angles. Nelson is, like most, cities, a complex organism and
the principles require consideration across the whole of any design
process. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
951|5310.001 James Purves Entire Plan Change Support [Support Plan Change 29]. Change is often unpopular and good leadership will not please Accept in part Section 13
everyone. | encourage the Mayor and councillors to be strong & bold
and push change through.
952|5310.002 James Purves Entire Plan Change Support Go further to encourage/incentivise  [This can be achieved by exploring all options including but not limited [Accept in part Section 12
development in the city, including by |to: 1. Waiving development charges for inner city & city fringe
waiving development charges for residential development. 2. Quadruple commercial rates, then offer
inner city & city fringe residential a 75% reduction for tenanted property. We need to make it
development, [discouraging land uneconomic for people to landbank. At worst this will increase the
banking] and [reducing restrictions for [rate take, at best it will force the rental market down (to qualify for
heritage buildings]. rates rebate), or make people want to redevelop or sell to
developers. 3. Lobby at a local & national level that (particularly
where earthquake strengthening is required but not commercially
feasible) that heritage protections will be waived IF old decrepit
buildings are replaced within a fixed time frame with residential
development. It seems crazy to protect heritage when we have too
little housing which contributes to high house prices and
homelessness. Let's get our priorities straight.
953|5310.003 James Purves Residential Zones Oppose in part  [Reclassify some zones that have been (I think some of the residential areas selected that would be allowed |Accept in part Section 12
zoned high density residential [and six storey development are not yet appropriate for it, allowing up to
allow medium density residential 3 storeys and increasing density would already go a long way to
instead]. encouraging development in those zones.
954(S312.001 Diane Rose Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirety. | reject PC29 in its entirety. Refer to reasons in submission points Reject Section 9
$312.002 - S312.008.
955|FS5.020 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.
956|5312.002 Diane Rose Residential Zones Oppose [Request] all proposed HDZ have We oppose the proposed HDZ in residential areas where there is no |Accept in Part Section 12
walkable access to a supermarket (not (walkable access to amenities (supermarkets, schools and public
a local dairy). For example, transport).
Christchurch planners are only
proposing HDZ within 800m of a
supermarket.
957(FS61.079 Tahunanui Business and Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- If HDZ are Accept in part Section 12

Citizens Assn

approved for some areas, we particularly oppose the proposed HDZ
in the Tahunanui Hills area. We ask the Council to remove Tahunanui
Hills from the proposed HDZ and make it GRZ because of ongoing
slope instability in this area, lack of infrastructure, lack of the
essential amenities (no supermarkets or public transport) within
walking distance, and the increased likelihood of slips directly caused
by intensification development and frequent weather events. [Refer
to the following sections of the original submission for more detail: 1.
Slope Instability, 2. Amenities, 3. Traffic, 4. Sunlight and Shading
Effects, 5. Trees and Gardens in the Tahunanui Hills HDZ, 6.
Recreation, and 7. Intensification]. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support:- Because of comprehensive community/local
knowledge as stated 1-7 reinforces need for a community led council
plan.




v

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- If HDZ are approved
for some areas, we particularly oppose the proposed HDZ in the
Tahunanui Hills area. We ask the Council to remove Tahunanui Hills
from the proposed HDZ and make it GRZ because of ongoing slope
instability in this area, lack of infrastructure, lack of the essential
amenities (no supermarkets or public transport) within walking
distance, and the increased likelihood of slips directly caused by
intensification development and frequent weather events. [Refer to
the following sections of the original submission for more detail: 1.
Slope Instability, 2. Amenities, 3. Traffic, 4. Sunlight and Shading
Effects, 5. Trees and Gardens in the Tahunanui Hills HDZ, 6.
Recreation, and 7. Intensification]. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support:- Because of comprehensive community/local
knowledge as stated 1-7 reinforces need for a community led council
plan.

Accept in part

«

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- If HDZ are
approved for some areas, we particularly oppose the proposed HDZ
in the Tahunanui Hills area. We ask the Council to remove Tahunanui
Hills from the proposed HDZ and make it GRZ because of ongoing
slope instability in this area, lack of infrastructure, lack of the
essential amenities (no supermarkets or public transport) within
walking distance, and the increased likelihood of slips directly caused
by intensification development and frequent weather events. [Refer
to the following sections of the original submission for more detail: 1.
Slope Instability, 2. Amenities, 3. Traffic, 4. Sunlight and Shading
Effects, 5. Trees and Gardens in the Tahunanui Hills HDZ, 6.
Recreation, and 7. Intensification]. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The
reasons for my support:- Because of comprehensive community/local
knowledge as stated 1-7 reinforces need for a community led council
plan.

Accept in part

=)

Diane Rose

Mapping

Oppose

Remove Tahunanui Hills from the
proposed HDZ and make it GRZ.

If HDZ are approved for some areas, we particularly oppose the
proposed HDZ in the Tahunanui Hills area. We ask the Council to
remove Tahunanui Hills from the proposed HDZand make it GRZ
because of ongoing slope instability in this area, lack of
infrastructure, lack of the essential amenities (no supermarkets or
public transport) within walking distance, and the increased
likelihood of slips directly caused by intensification development and
frequent weather events. [Refer to the following sections of the
original submission for more detail: 1. Slope Instability, 2. Amenities,
3. Traffic, 4. Sunlight and Shading Effects, 5. Trees and Gardens in
the Tahunanui Hills HDZ, 6. Recreation, and 7. Intensification].

Accept in part

@

Diane Rose

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Withdraw PC29 and have planning
staff refine the plan design and follow
the proper procedure of consultation
and public engagement.

In our opinion, the PC29 process needs to be paused and re-
evaluated before progressing to the hearing stage.

Reject

<)

Diane Rose

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Inform all rate payers individually with

emails and letters about any changes
to their property zoning and to give
each ratepayer the opportunity to
respond.

We have found the lack of early public engagement and consultation
on Plan Change 29 extremely stressful. We only found out about the
plan change by chance through a family member. There was no letter
or email from the Nelson City Council. When we questioned this we
were told we should have read the Nelson Evening Mail and we
should have been looking on the Nelson City Council website. We
have still received nothing by email or letter from the Council about
the proposed change plan to our property.

Reject

o

Diane Rose

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint independent hearing
commissioners for the plan change.

We question why the hearing panel is not made up of independent
hearing commissioners as it is a council led plan change.

Reject




dwellings 3 stories or higher) to the
Mixed Use and Centre City zones
already set out in the draft
Whakamahere Whakatii Nelson Plan
and leave the areas currently marked
"medium density" under PC 29 as they
currently are.

There appears to be ample support and provision for medium high
density houses already and therefore it does not need the Plan
Change to allow for this type of development.

6 Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC for population growth which have Reject
forecasts and amend its intensification |informed the intensification requirements are not Statistics NZ
requirements accordingly. medium projections.

6. Residential Zones Oppose Restrict any medium density living (ie |For the same reasons | stated in the High Density Residential section. |Reject

<)

Gardner/Mitchell Group

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Create an independent regional urban
development agency to provide
guidance to the council and oversee a
designer led development plan across
Nelson. [The devlelopment plan]
should include community needs such
as schools, green spaces with trees,
community gardens, landscaping and
street character, medical centres and
community meeting areas.

Refer to reasons in submission point $314.001.

Accept in part

provision for some overall design
oversight to encourage and modify
developer's plans with the aim to
create more harmonious and
attractive buildings with green spaces.

more housing. Fertile farmland should be preserved as far as possible
and urban sprawl avoided. The inner city needs more people to
revitalise the centre. More people would be able to live near work
and leisure and be able to walk and bike. More diversity in the choice
of housing. Improvement in the quality of housing stock to modern
standards. There would be an increase in the number of people to
pay rates thereby enabling council to provide amenities and
infrastructure. An article in stuff on 23rd Oct. talked about an overall
plan and a feasability study on forming a Nelson Tasman Urban
development agency. | think this may be the way to get the oversight
I would like.

6 Gardner/Mitchell Group Entire Plan Change Amend Waive the resource consent fees for  |There should be no resource consent or fee to change 1-2 storey Reject
changing a 1-2 storey property to properties to include up to 2 extra units on same piece of land if
include up to 2 extra units on the water and drainage infrastructure has the capacity to cope. This
same piece of land where allows for more inhabitants being self contained on the same section
infrastructure capacity is available. with cheaper living costs and provision for cheaper rentals.

6 Entire Plan Change Support [Support] Plan [Change] 29 with a The reasons | support the plan change are:- The need to provide Reject

=)

Residential Zones

Oppose in part

[Increase height] in neighborhoods
not yet established, or city centre.

Look to add height in neighborhoods not yet established, or city
center where it is the norm.

Accept in part

~

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $317.001.

Accept in part

~

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.

Refer to reasons in submission points $317.001 and $317.004 above.

Accept in part

~

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an independent Panel to hear
the Submissions.

Not stated.

Reject

~

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Extend the closing date for
submissions.

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.

Reject

~

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Research on successful international
examples for increasing housing].

I'm sure there are many international successful ideas for increasing
housing, and also many unsuccessful ideas. Some research on this
would be really good.

Reject




homeowners that will consider their
rights for radical changes that will
affect the value and enjoyment of

their homes.

moving to our community. Currently there is nothing in the proposed
changes that considers the impact on existing homeowners. A plan
that addresses the needs of all concerned is the right thing to do.

7 James Greeks Residential Zones [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $318.001.
7 James Greeks Entire Plan Change Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $371.001 and S371.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
7 James Greeks Entire Plan Change Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
7 James Greeks Entire Plan Change Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
7 Pauline Jones Residential Zones [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point 319.001.
8 Pauline Jones Entire Plan Change Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $319.001 and $319.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
8 Pauline Jones Entire Plan Change Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
8. Pauline Jones Entire Plan Change Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
8 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change Carry out a review of the process by  [In comparing other cities in New Zealand, that have populations Reject Section 10
which the 25 year population between 43,000 and 70,000 Nelson is below the median in
projections have been developed and |population density and the number of people on the Housing
publish findings. records. With such a radical suggested change in the need for
additional housing perhaps the need has been overstated.
8 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change [Request that there is a Design Suggesting a broad brush approach to planning for needed Reject Section 13
Standards Commission]. intensification of housing without having clear guidelines for design is
not good practice. In the absence of this our community, our current
home owners, could be left with structures which are not good
quality. The plan does not include a Design Standards Commission.
8 Cathy Nicholson Residential Zones Include in the plan a process that Currently PC 29 has lumped current residences into three buckets -  [Reject Section 12
would look at individual General, Medium and High Density - and has not considered the
neighbourhoods to determine what is |needs for those neighbourhoods. Nelson is known for its many
appropriate for that neighbourhood. [unique neighbourhoods, each with its own character, and yet those
neighbourhoods have been assigned one of the three designations.
This is another example of the Broad Brush approach of this
proposed plan that will destroy the uniqueness of our various
communities.
8 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change [Request that] notice to be provided, |Under PC29, as currently written, developers can increase the Reject Section 12
and opportunity to comment, to number of residential units, in a previously approved plan, without
neighbouring homes of all changes in  |notice to neighbouring homes. Neighbours should have the right to
previously approved plans for make comments on such changes that could have a significant
residential housing. impact on them.
8 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change Change the proposed plan to include a |This would avoid a gun shot approach to the changes to our Reject Section 10
phased-in approach for intensification {community and could be thoughtfully planned and expanded as
starting with areas that will have the |needed. It is a frightening thought that over the next 30 years having
least impact on current residential an approved plan that would likely change the landscape of our
areas. entire beautiful city. Just Imagining a series 4 to 6 story apartment
complexes dotted around the neighbourhoods is unbearable.
8 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change Include provisions for existing All of the emphasis for the PC 29 is about the needs of future people |Reject Section 9




8 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change Amend [Request] Plan Change 29 should Nearly every part of our professional and personal lives suggest that |Reject Section 12
include a Plan rather than using a it is good practice to plan in advance. Our current Future
Broad Brush approach to provide Development Plan spells out the need for neighbourhood plans, yet
intensification in our community. PC 29 does not take that into account. We know that when people
who are likely to be affected by change are involved in the process,
not only are happier but they very often provide valuable input along
the way. Yet all of the planning of this Broad Brush non-plan has been
done without adequate input from those it will serve. It is a proven
fact that well-designed towns and cities do not happen by chance -
they are thoughtful planned.
9 Cathy Nicholson Entire Plan Change Support in part |[Support] intensification of the Nelson |Intensification of the Nelson Tasman region is needed and it is Accept in part Section 12
Tasman region. important. Yes, we need intensification, but PC 29 lacks a process
that has been inclusive of the people it affects, and has been poorly
drafted.
9 Zero Carbon Nelson Tasman  |Entire Plan Change Support Support intensification and building Before assuming that the city can function with thousands of extra  |Accept in part Section 11
more densely in certain areas, not out, [people, we would ideally first calculate the carrying capacity of the
but ideally first calculate the carrying |city and region. However, acknowledging this information gap, and
capacity of the city and region. the framework within which the Council is required to work.
Support the strategy of 15-minute
communities, and the intensification
focused around transport hubs will
assist with this process.
9. Ken Clapcott Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ) in Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ) in Stoke only, that has a Stoke only, that has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not
max height greater than 12m. mandated under NPS-UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point
$325.001.
9. Ken Clapcott Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $325.001 and $S325.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
9 Ken Clapcott Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
9 Ken Clapcott Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages,
9 Ken Clapcott Residential Zones Oppose in part  [Support medium and high residential [Support medium and high residential zoning in Nelson and medium |Accept in part Section 12
zoning in Nelson and medium residential zoning in Stoke. However, believe the associated rules,
residential zoning in Stoke. However, |especially in relation to sunlight angles and parking should be
[amend the] rules, especially in revisited. Christchurch's medium density rules seem more
relation to sunlight angles and appropriate. NCC are on the right track. Use Christchurch as a case
parking. Christchurch's medium study of what's working and what's not. They are 10+ years ahead of
density rules seem more appropriate. |housing intensification due to earthquake rebuild.
9 Gillian Starling Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] the council to make the 1. The submission process is complicated. This means that only a Reject Section 13
process of feedback about the Plan small number of people will return a form compared to the numbers
Change to be more accessible for of people who feel strongly about the Plan Change. 2. The process
people. of filling in documentation is alienating to a lot of people. 3.  For
feedback and consultation to be really meaningful the process needs
to be equitable and accessible. Other formats should be available. It
would be interesting to have an actual 3D model of the town and the
neighbourhoods for people to use for suggestions. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]
9. Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12




999|5327.002 Gillian Starling Residential Zones Oppose Retain the [operative] zoning for 1. Mount St is on a steep hill that is prone to erosion. The land is not |Reject Section 12
Mount St. [Ensure that] no decision  |suitable for the building of multiple units on a single section. This will
on changing the zoning is made cause significant issues for the properties on the lower sections of
without experts assessing the Mount [the hill. There have been slips due to flood events and the water run
St area and making recommendations |off down the hill during normal rainy days is significant. 2. The road
based on the hill's geography and along Mount St and Konini St is already a challenge to drive on and to
challenges. walk on. Many sections are so narrow that only one car can pass
through at a time. This issue shows that increasing the number of
people living on the street will have significant problems for current
and future residents. 3. Mount St is a special place to live because
of the amount of green space around the houses. Many gardens
have been established over the last hundred years. The number of
large native trees support many species of native birds which is a real
positive for the city. | believe it is vital to retain these areas of green
space that are close to the city, both for our wildlife, for the
environment and for the positive mental health of the residents.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1000|FS83.050 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1001/S327.004 Gillian Starling Residential Zones Oppose Oppose all High Density Zones in The 'broad brush' approach to Plan Change 29 has not considered the |Reject Section 9
Nelson's surburban neighbourhoods. |impact on the lives of current residents in the neighbourhoods where
high density zones are recommended. It is not reasonable to expect
people to give up their privacy and sunlight due to an apartment
being built on the section next door. It is unreasonable for the
council to give the mandate for redevelopment entirely to
commercial developers. This can result in poorly designed properties
that do not fit into older neighbourhoods. There needs to be more
stringent regulations for developers to adhere to. The reduction in
green areas around properties is very negative from an
environmental perspective and with regard to people's health. | feel
that the ability for developers to build 3 units on a section without
needing consent is a backward step.
1002|FS83.052 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1003|S327.006 Gillian Starling Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Revisit the statistics that have been The level of growth that High Density Zones allow for, is often not Reject Section 10
used to justify the level of feasible in the earmarked neighbourhoods. Infrastructure is often
intensification planned for. Use the inadequate, particularly with regard to water, sewage and roading. |
Statistics NZ medium projection don't believe that the estimation of how fast our population will grow
forecasts instead. is accurate. Therefore the rationale behind the necessity of building
high density housing in the suburbs is questionable.
1004|FS83.054 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1005/5328.003 Hanni Kaspar Residential Zones Amend Promote townhouse perimeter Perimeter developments allow for more sunlight admission into the |Reject Section 12
developments over infill building in buildings. Amalgamating the yards into a largish piece of land gives
the High and Medium Density the residents a sense of space (instead of staring at a wall 4m away)
Residential zones. and the children a place to play right next to where they live.
1006/5328.004 Hanni Kaspar Residential Zones Amend Provide children's playgrounds in The plan changes "Housing" aim to intensify housing in large measure |Accept in part Section 9
densely populated residential zones, |by infill building, turning gardens into additional living spaces. Where
within easy walking distance to the are the children to get rid of all their energy? Recreational open
places children are living, in the High, [spaces are often too far away for a quick walk to the playground for
Medium and General Residential 40 minutes of jumping, running and playing with other kids.
zones.
1007/5328.006 Hanni Kaspar Entire Plan Change Amend Concerning residential intensification |l am concerned that there will be a 3 or 6 storey building here and Reject Section 12

zones currently containing mostly
single storey houses: release city
blocks for intensification instead of
large zones.

there sticking out of a sea of single storey houses, making Nelson
look disjointed. Better to consistently intensify a smaller area before
moving on to the next block. Also, many home owners fear loosing
sun and privacy to a considerably higher building as neighbour.
Opening smaller areas for intensification reduces the number of
people suffering anxieties over intensification which might never
happen on a site adjacent to theirs.




1008|5328.009 Hanni Kaspar Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Instead of pushing for intensification |As mentioned above, greenfield - or rather greenhill - development is |Accept in part Section 12
[consider] a push for urban renewal  [taking place on the outskirts of Nelson, close enough for active
and a more holistic approach. transport into the city centre. The houses being built are all good
sized free standing single units. Wouldn't it make sense to set aside
at least part (if not all) of the newly opened up land for
comprehensive higher density housing? If the placing and design
parameters of the denser housing are clearly shown early in the
development, people wanting to build stand-alone one-off homes
can plan and design to avoid negative environmental impact from the
denser housing. [Refer to the attachment in the original submission
for more detail]
1009|5329.001 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. | agree with intensification but not as stated in PC29 for the reasons |Reject Section 9
below. Social Impact will be disastrous if PC29 in its current form to
go through with no real discussion or vision with affected
neighbourhoods. William Samual
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HIxk1AE_LTs at 56mins) had
an interesting take on 'designing' the City, and not leaving it up to
developers, which is what PC29 will do. This was very informative and
| agree with William.
1010|S329.002 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1011/S329.003 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th [2023] vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1012|S329.004 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
intensification requirements
accordingly.
1013|S329.006 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $329.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1014/S329.010 Inea Yoon Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1015|S329.011 Inea Yoon Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Refer to reasons in submission point $329.010. Reject Section 12

Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district, on the basis that AP15
Daylight Admission protection rules
will apply to all pre-existing
properties, unless the owner gives
written approval to the contrary.




1016|FS28.113 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply the [Accept in part Section 12
new General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district, on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules
will apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives
written approval to the contrary. The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco
residential areas are largely outside the PC29 boundaries and
comprise either standard residential or low-density zoning. Applying
a general residential zoning across all existing residential zones would
provide for up to 3 residential units per site as a permitted activity.
However, there are a number of areas that are not appropriate for
further residential intensification, in particular those areas subject to
the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1017/5329.013 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1018|5329.018 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $329.005 and $329.010. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1019|5329.019 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1020|5329.028 Inea Yoon Residential Zones Oppose [Introduce] more fit for purpose Refer to reasons in submission point $329.027. Reject Section 9
controls for antisocial behaviour that
affects the existing neighbour's
enjoyment of their property.
1021/5329.029 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1022|5329.030 Inea Yoon Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1023|5329.036 Inea Yoon Heritage Oppose [Commission] an independent study of [Nelson has a high proportion of heritage and character buildings, Reject Section 12

the effects of this proposal on the
character and heritage buildings of
Nelson that informs changes to
proposed rules and policies (on and off
site height,boundary set back, daylight
angles).

clusters of which merit further investigation for precinct listing and
specific rules and policies e.g. height controls on adjacent buildings.




1024

FS65.112

Heritage Nelson

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission we support are: [Commission]
an independent study of the effects of this proposal on the character
and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed
rules and policies (on and off site height, boundary set back, daylight
angles). Reasons include (please also refer to our original submission
#831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been noted): PC29
facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new study on effects of
proposals on heritage and character of City is required. The analysis
(2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not meet
professional best practice. It has been undertaken by one person
rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 12

1025

FS78.531

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support is: [Commission] an
independent study of the effects of this proposal on the character
and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed
rules and policies (on and off site height, boundary set back, daylight
angles).

Reject

Section 12

1026

$330.001

Jennifer Pomeroy

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Redraft plan 29 so that high intensity
is confined to the CBD. (CBD
boundary to remain unchanged).

Population might be predicted to grow but the proposed plan 29
changes are suggesting at the rate of Shanghai rather than Nelson!
Overkill. We do need some intensification but this is overkill,
unsophisticated and doesn't take any of Nelson's natural strengths
into consideration. Limit high density multi story to the existing CBD
and if in future proves to be inadequate then consider expanding the
zone. but fill up the middle first! As it stands tower blocks could
spring up randomly. Although new dwellings don't need carparks -
get real - | can't see anything in your plan that will address the extra
cars associated with extra dwellings. | also can't see with random
development how planning for extra schools, doctors surgeries etc
will be in appropriate places. are the sewers, drainage, electricity
supply etc up to scratch in every single location in the high and
medium density zones to cope with random intensification. Quite
often | hear comments like "don't worry it won't happen it will be too
expensive" - if it is truly too expensive then the plan doesn't address
the crisis. [Refer to the original submission for further details.]

Reject

Section 9

1027

$330.003

Jennifer Pomeroy

Mapping

Oppose in part

Redraft plan 29 so that some of the
proposed High Density can become
Medium Density, but no more than
two stories when affecting daylight of
neighbouring properties and certainly
not a blanket over the whole area.

Refer to the reasons in $330.001.

Reject

Section 12

1028

$331.001

James Taylor

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Reject] Plan Change 29.

1. The plan did not have the required community consultation at the
beginning. The decision to make Nelson a Tier One city is not
appropriate. The hundreds of pages that people have to try and
digest is not reasonable. 2. The statistics used to justify the level of
intensification proposed have been wildly misinterpreted.

Reject

Section 13

1029

FS33.003

Stephen Fitchett

Support

Accept

Lack of consultation given the range and complexities of the changes.
| attended the Trafalgar Centre meeting but the soundproofing
requirements for alterations to houses within 100 metres of State
Highway 6 have received little (no??) publicity. Given the highway
runs right through Nelson this clause will affect a great number of
residents.

Reject

Section 13




1030|S331.002 James Taylor Mapping Oppose [Reject] the Medium Density 1. The Mount St neighbourhood cannot take an increase in volume |Accept in part Section 12
Residential zone in the Mount St area. |of people because the road is narrow and passing ways are already
difficult. In places there is no pavement to walk along and people
often are walking in the road because cars are parking across the
pavements that do exist. 2. The geology of the hill is not suitable for
greater development. 3. Any intensification is likely to destroy the
character and feel of this long established neighbourhood. 4. The
possibility of Medium Density Residential Zone development will
cause people enormous anxiety because of the threat of building
next to their homes. 5. Mount St does not have any available space
for more parked cars.
1031/S331.004 James Taylor Entire Plan Change Oppose If necessary, start with intensification |1. There are plenty of large sites that could be used for Reject Section 10
in the CBD. intensification. Some land is sitting empty, some land has buildings
on it that are no longer in use, some land use seems inappropriate in
the city. 2. The City Fringe is under-used. Many of the commercial
operators along Vanguard St and St Vincent could be re-located and
the land used for intensification. This is an area that is flat so good
for building, it is close to the city and there are not established
neighbourhoods that will affected by building apartments. Many of
the properties situated there are run down and old.
1032|S331.005 James Taylor Entire Plan Change Oppose Bring in a group of architects to come |Refer to the reasons in $331.001 - $331.004. Reject Section 13
up with a plan for the whole city so
that it is cohesive and imaginative.
1033|S334.001 Fiona Hosie Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdrawal of the plan change by The whole basis for the plan change (i.e. the expected increase in Reject Section 10
Council prior to calling for further population) is false and Council did not rely sufficiently on Statistics
submissions, and if not withdrawn, NZ figures. There have been no neighbourhood meetings or
rejection (dismissal/cancellation) of consultation as recommended in the Future Development Strategy. |
the whole Plan Change 29 by the acknowledge that | have found it difficult (in fact impossible) to
Commissioner and/or the Council. digest the total effect of the proposed PC29 and its supporting
documentation of over 2,000 pages. | consider that some of the
publicity coming out of Council (in relation to the plan change) has
been positively misleading. | hope that more qualified citizens will
make more comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to
the ongoing protection of existing views and access to sunlight for all
residential occupiers, and absence of any encouragement to provide
parking.
1034/S334.012 Fiona Hosie Entire Plan Change Oppose Redraft the objectives and policies of [Not stated. Reject Section 9
the plan change to appropriately
reflect all the [previous requests].
1035|5334.013 Fiona Hosie Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent panel (i.e. no |Not stated. Reject Section 13
present Councillors) to hear
submissions.
1036/5335.001 Deborah Coulter Residential Zones Oppose Reject Plan Change 29, especially in This change will significantly negatively impact the lives of residents |Accept in part Section 12

relation to the introduction of High
Density Residential Zone at Stoke.

already living in infill housing - for example my property has no street
frontage and is already quite close to neighbours. With Plan Change
29 my property would be likely to end up with virtually no sun at all.
This sort of situation will affect the health (mental and physical of
people living in these areas). For higher density housing there needs
to be consultation with those in housing nearby - it should not simply
be a permitted activity. Higher density housing should be properly
planned with green space around it - and consultation with
neighbours. Adequate green space around would stop high rise
housing severely negatively affecting existing infill housing.




1037,

$336.001

Zachary Domike

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Prior to selection of specific areas
affected by this Plan Change, wait for
the imminent resolution of the Nelson
Tenths lawsuit.

Plan Change 29 is based on the existing map of property ownership,
but this is not stable. The Court has clearly stated that about one
billion dollars worth of NCC property will be reassigned as listed in
the NZHerald article [referred to in the submission]. Changes of this
magnitude will reform an unpredictable extent of Nelson City; a
postponement of the Plan Change 29 will prevent substantial
planning dislocations in the New Year.

Reject

Section 10

1038

$337.001

Nanette Barberel

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Reject Plan Change 29].

Plan Change 29 offers no respect to existing rights to share sunshine
and views and protect people's privacy as we do now. Intensification
upwards is not the answer. That being said | see an opportunity to
revitalise the CBD with sympathetic development of apartments for
those wanting inner city living. Nelson's development will be dictated
by developers and bureaucrats with residents having no input to
changes impacting the social fabric of Nelson - not so democratic! No
parking provisions: will result in parking in streets adding to
congestion, safety matters. People are not going to suddenly divest
themselves of their cars. Accessibility: Assumes that Nelson has a
relevant, effective public transport system. Residents through
disability or age (not exhaustive) will be marginalised living in high
density areas (15mins from amenities). What is to happens after
thirty years and this grand plan has forever changed the Nelson
landscape and people are living hemmed into residences without sun
and at war with neighbours/developers developing property that
impinge on others spaces? Nelson will have lost its charms and
attractions that have led and kept us here by choice. What will
Nelson's next steps be when there is no longer any land left to
develop? Do we then consider underground options? How many
properties are currently sitting vacant or used only as holiday
accommodation only? Intensification in Nelson is not going to
resolve the countries population growth issues and our environment
should not be compromised by policies made centrally(eg parking
requirements). Perhaps expansion should be catered for by
development of satellite towns rather than intensification.

Accept in part

Section 12

1039

$338.001

Tim Morrison

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC 29 in its entirety.

Refer to the reasons in submission points $338.002 - $338.010.

Reject

Section 9

1040

$338.003

Tim Morrison

Mapping

Oppose

Remove the High Density Residential
Zone from the plan completely.

| strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in
character or in keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential
suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

1042

$338.008

Tim Morrison

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Negotiate and/or incentivise Industry
and commercial premises [in the city
centre and fringe] to relocate, to less
essential land.

Refer to reasons in submission point $338.007.

Reject

Section 10

1043

$338.009

Tim Morrison

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an Urban Development
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth in a manner that does not:
*Block resident's views. eShade
properties. *Invade resident's privacy.
*Reduce resident's amenity.
eSubstantially reduce adjacent
property values when they are
impacted by a development.

These are significant adverse effects, and an adjacent property
owner will lose amenity and sustain large loss of property value
without compensation. This is unfair and should not be endorsed by
Council. | accept that some intensification is necessary, but | believe
that intensification can be achieved without the gross effects that PC
29 will bring.

Reject

Section 13




1044

$338.010

Tim Morrison

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Create a broader level of protection
for neighbourhoods beyond the
heritage buildings and precincts that
still have historic character value from
the early settlement years of Nelson.

I acknowledge that Council is responding to Government directions
to intensify housing and understand the intent behind that
Government direction. Nelson is a very special and unique place that
needs to be protected with care. It is unlike any other district in NZ. It
includes a 'Low Rise' City with a collection of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have attracted people for
generations and been a cherished holiday destination for many New
Zealanders. Residential neighbourhoods should be protected for
future generations to enjoy and new developments thoughtfully
designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood basis
to maintain the essence of their character. Green Spaces, Trees and
Landscaping are essential for the look and feel of some of our older
neighbourhoods. They help considerably with the wellbeing of the
residents and help to provide an essential part of the attraction of
Nelson, which must all be considered during developing the growth
of Nelson. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

1045

$339.002

Mark Alderson

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Update all the data to ensure the
correct information is being used in
any plan changes. [including] the
council to visit and make sure all the
information used in Plan Change 29 is
correct and up to date.

1 am concerned about the current distribution of high-density
housing and its composition in terms of ownership. Understanding
the proportion of owner-occupied, rental, and short-term rental
properties (such as Air B&B) within high-density housing areas is
important for gauging the community's residential stability and sense
of place. An example would be the city's current high-density
housing. Creating holiday homes or short-term residential second
homes does not benefit the economy or the residents. It is not a
reason to destroy communities. | fully support all additional housing,
be it social or otherwise that enhances and supports the community.
Refer also to the reasons in submission point $339.001.

Reject

Section 12

1046

FS$78.460

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 9

1047

$339.004

Mark Alderson

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

[Request] a more in-depth explanation
for this course of action. [Including an
explanation as to] why did the council
take the mandatory tier option when
Nelson/Tasman is not required under
the government proposal? [sic]

The Draft Plan Change 29 if enacted has wide-ranging and significant
effects on the character and identity of Nelson. The current
consultation process for Proposed Plan Change 29 has been
insufficient in providing all affected residents with the opportunity to
engage in meaningful dialogue with planners and Elected Members.
The initial submission period was not long enough to allow people to
make considered responses to the documentation. Going forward
with this process, | implore the Nelson City Council to prioritize
transparent communication and accessible avenues for public input
to ensure that the voices of our diverse community are heard and
considered before the Draft plan Change process goes any further.
(Facebook should not be the only media used). Residents deserve
the right to access these decisions. Include in this explanation, how
qualified the council and its members are to decide on such complex
processes. One paid expert to complete any report is insufficient and
undemocratic

Reject

Section 9

1048

FS78.463

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 9




1049

$339.006

Mark Alderson

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

[Request] economic analysis to
address the effects of proposals on
the wider economy of Nelson.

The Analysis does not address the effect this Draft Plan Change 29
would have on Nelson's broader economy. It may be that this level of
intensification in residential areas will make the city much less
attractive to visitors, investors, potential employers, and employees
and will adversely affect the amount of projected housing demand.
Certainly, in the area of tourism, the proposed High Density in
residential areas will have a negative impact on visitors to what has
been a historic city, famed for its colourful streets and safe,
welcoming neighborhoods.

Reject

Section 9

1050;

FS78.465

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 9

1051

$339.007

Mark Alderson

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

[Request] a minimum of five members
for [the plan change hearing panel]
including three independent members
from across New Zealand and the two
remaining positions should be
anonymously selected from the
council.

I strongly do not support the council's current proposal to have only
three members on the committee who will make final
recommendations to the council. Also as a resident of this city, | do
not fully endorse the current candidates selected for this committee.
Request: a minimum of five members for this group. As there is no
one member of this current council who is sufficiently qualified in this
subject, the most professional course of action would be to choose
three independent members from across New Zealand and the two
remaining positions should be anonymously selected from the
council. As to the Mayor's point, add a local touch.

Reject

Section 13

1052

FS78.466

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 9

1053

$339.008

Mark Alderson

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

Clarify whether these changes are
designed to attract a specific
socioeconomic group and how this
aligns with the needs and aspirations
of the broader community.

Proposed Social Demographic and Socioeconomic Impact: The
introduction of high-density housing raises questions about the
intended social demographic. It is important to clarify whether these
changes are designed to attract a specific socioeconomic group and
how this aligns with the needs and aspirations of the broader
community. | am particularly concerned about the potential impact
of introducing high-density housing on disposable-income
households, as this could adversely affect local businesses, especially
the hospitality industry.

Reject

Section 12

1054

FS78.467

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.

Reject

Section 9

1055

$339.009

Mark Alderson

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

Evaluate whether our transportation,
utilities, and public services can
adequately support the increased
demands of a growing population.

Sufficiency of Infrastructure: Any proposed changes must be carefully
assessed for their impact on our city's infrastructure. It is essential to
evaluate whether our transportation, utilities, and public services can
adequately support the increased demands of a growing population.
Neglecting this aspect could undermine the quality of life for current
and future residents.

Reject

Section 11

1056

F$81.001

Patricia Ann Morris

Support

Accept

As per my original submission S202 which states that the current
infrastructure cannot cope with the existing population because of
this | am against 6 storeys high developments. The current
infrastructure cannot cope with the existing population, so to
increase housing density will cause more problems. Money should be
spent on maintaining what we have got, before new builds, especially
6 floors high.

Accept

Section 12




1057|FS82.001 Richard Terry Morris Support Accept | disagree with the intensification of Nelson. There is not the Reject Section 9
infrastructure to properly support the existing population. The more
intense a population is, the greater demand there is on
infrastructure. Both National and International figures bear this out.
Population Density was studied by Dr Calhoun, and others, may years
ago and their unpleasant findings have been born out - again
National and International figures will confirm this.
1058|FS78.468 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 9
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
1059|5339.010 Mark Alderson Entire Plan Change Not Stated Address the capacity of our local Schooling Capacity: With potential population growth, it is crucial to |Reject Section 11
schools and the impact of Proposed address the capacity of our local schools. A thorough analysis of the
Plan Change 29 on schooling capacity. |impact of Proposed Plan Change 29 on schooling capacity is vital to
ensure that our educational institutions can continue to provide a
high standard of education and accommodate the needs of the
community.
1060|FS78.469 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 9
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
1061/S340.001 John Hugo Entire Plan Change Oppose Oppose all parts of the current plan | am writing to express my concerns and provide input on Plan Reject Section 13
and [Request] the Nelson City Council |Change 29 and its potential impacts on the current residents of our
thoroughly assess thepotential city. While | acknowledge the need for urban development and
impacts of Plan Change 29 on the improvement of infrastructure, it is imperative that the well-being
current residents and take and livelihoods of the existing residents are given due consideration
proactivemeasures to address these  |during this process. The proposed Plan Change 29 has the potential
concerns. Engaging in open dialogue [to bring about positive changes to our community. However, it is
with thecommunity, conducting important to address the following aspects, associated costs,
comprehensive impact assessments, [potential consequences, and additional financing considerations that
and implementingmitigation may significantly impact the lives of current residents: [Refer to
strategies to ensure a smooth original submission on each of the matters below] Transport
transition andsustainable infrastructure Water and sewage infrastructure Utilities and Energy
development. infrastructure Education and healthcare facilities Community and
Recreational Spaces Off-street parking for cars, bicycles and mobility
scooters Excessive height and area of development Developer's levy
for financing Cost implications for current residents Development
Agency.
1062|5340.013 John Hugo Entire Plan Change Oppose Change the make up of the Hearing How can a panel to decide the final outcome of submissions be Reject Section 13
panel to a majority of independent considered independent if the majority are already quoted in public
members [inferred]. as supporting Plan 29 as it currently stands.
1063|5340.015 John Hugo Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Ensuring that the current water supply [With the expansion of urban areas, there will be a greater demand  |Accept in part Section 11
and sewage systems can adequately  |for water and sewage services. Ensuring that the current water
support the increased demand. supply and sewage systems can adequately support the increased
demand is vital. Upgrades and expansions maybe necessary to
prevent water shortages, ensure water quality, and manage waste
effectively. How much redevelopment of the current wastewater
facility is required if the HDZ became fully developed as per current
plan 29 in a 15 year period?
1064/5340.016 John Hugo Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Carefully plan Infrastructure upgrades |As the population grows, the demand for utilities such as electricity, |Reject Section 11

for utilities such as electricity, gas, and
internet services to accommodate
demand [while] preventing service
disruptions and maintaining the
quality of life for existing residents.

gas, and internet services will rise. Infrastructure upgrades to
accommodate this demand should be carefully planned to prevent
service disruptions and maintain the quality of life for existing
residents.




1065

$340.017

John Hugo

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Invest in new facilities or expansions
of education and healthcare facilities.

Education and Healthcare Facilities: As the city evolves, it is crucial to
consider the availability and accessibility of education and healthcare
facilities - is the new Hospital really going to address the proposed
population growth? Additional residential developments may lead to
increased pressure on existing schools and medical centres.
Investments in new facilities or expansions may be required to cater
to the growing population.

Reject

Section 10

1066

$340.018

John Hugo

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Preserve and enhance community
spaces, parks, and recreational areas.

Community and Recreational Spaces: Preserving and enhancing
community spaces, parks, and recreational areas is essential for the
overall well-being of the residents. As the city expands, maintaining
these spaces and creating new ones should be apriority to ensure
that residents continue to have access to a high quality of life.

Reject

Section 12

1067,

$340.022

John Hugo

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Consider implementing a developer's
levy to help finance the required
infrastructure enhancements and
community facilities.

Developer's Levy for Financing: Given the extensive nature of
proposed changes, it is reasonable to consider implementing a
developer's levy to help finance the required infrastructure
enhancements and community facilities. Such a levy can serve as a
dedicated funding source to support the long-term sustainability and
well-being of both current and future resident's needs (drinking
water supplies, wastewater waste water removal/treatment, power
supplies, roading upgrades for more buses).

Reject

Section 11

1068

$340.023

John Hugo

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Set up a development agency.

Development Agency: It is rather imperative that a development
agency IS set up as dropping ugly developments all over our town in a
piecemeal fashion will detract from the overall appearance and
desirability of Nelson as a place to live. Not having a development
agency is in my opinion a cowards cop out of the responsibility
regarding the development of our city. Can we not simply start in the
CBD as there will soon be a plethora of empty space as business
continues to fly to out of CBD/town developments.

Accept in part

Section 13

1069

$340.024

John Hugo

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Start [development] in the CBD.

Refer to reasons in submission point $340.023.

Reject

Section 10

1070

$342.001

Christopher Cunningham

Mapping

Oppose in part

Remove the High Density zone from
the hill around Tosswill Road and

Tamaki Street, and zone the Tahuna
hills no higher than Medium density.

- The current development of this area is low-density and relatively
widely spaced. Building 6-story blocks in this area would be a
dramatic and stark change of character. - The hill is steeply sloping,
with Tamaki st having a gradient of around 20%. Tall buildings on the
hillside will loom over those lower down the slope, and cast
extremely long shadows across all the buildings lower down the
hillside in the mornings. - Tosswill road is narrow, fairly steep, and
winding. It is unsuitable for heavy / additional traffic. - The bottom of
Tamaki street (along with the adjacent lower edge of the proposed
zone) is a large steep bank, with steps for pedestrians. Adding vehicle
access here would be very difficult.

Accept in part

Section 12

1071

FS61.066

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- - The current
development of this area is low-density and relatively widely spaced.
Building 6-story blocks in this area would be a dramatic and stark
change of character. - The hill is steeply sloping, with Tamaki st
having a gradient of around 20%. Tall buildings on the hillside will
loom over those lower down the slope, and cast extremely long
shadows across all the buildings lower down the hillside in the
mornings. - Tosswill road is narrow, fairly steep, and winding. It is
unsuitable for heavy / additional traffic. - The bottom of Tamaki
street (along with the adjacent lower edge of the proposed zone) is a
large steep bank, with steps for pedestrians. Adding vehicle access
here would be very difficult. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons
for my support:- Importance of community plans and engagement
instead of broad brush approach from a distance.

Accept in part

Section 12




1072

FS$72.070

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The current
development of this area is low-density and relatively widely spaced.
Building 6-story blocks in this area would be a dramatic and stark
change of character. - The hill is steeply sloping, with Tamaki st
having a gradient of around 20%. Tall buildings on the hillside will
loom over those lower down the slope, and cast extremely long
shadows across all the buildings lower down the hillside in the
mornings. - Tosswill road is narrow, fairly steep, and winding. It is
unsuitable for heavy / additional traffic. - The bottom of Tamaki
street (along with the adjacent lower edge of the proposed zone) is a
large steep bank, with steps for pedestrians. Adding vehicle access
here would be very difficult. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons
for my support:- Importance of community plans and engagement
instead of broad brush approach from a distance.

Accept in part

Section 12

1073]

FS60.062

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The current
development of this area is low-density and relatively widely spaced.
Building 6-story blocks in this area would be a dramatic and stark
change of character. - The hill is steeply sloping, with Tamaki st
having a gradient of around 20%. Tall buildings on the hillside will
loom over those lower down the slope, and cast extremely long
shadows across all the buildings lower down the hillside in the
mornings. - Tosswill road is narrow, fairly steep, and winding. It is
unsuitable for heavy / additional traffic. - The bottom of Tamaki
street (along with the adjacent lower edge of the proposed zone) is a
large steep bank, with steps for pedestrians. Adding vehicle access
here would be very difficult. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons
for my support:- Importance of community plans and engagement
instead of broad brush approach from a distance.

Accept in part

Section 12

1074

$342.002

Christopher Cunningham

Mapping

Oppose in part

If a high-density area is required in
Tahunanui, move the proposed High
Density zone onto the flat area
alongside Tahunanui Drive, between
the proposed commercial areas on the
west side and in the flat area south of
that on the east side.

- These areas already have a more developed character, and high-
density housing would fit in better with the proposed taller
commercial developments. - Building on the flat would remove the
exaggerated looming / shadowing that would result from building on
the hill. - As it would be directly on the State Highway, the problems
with narrow / winding / steep side streets are avoided.

Accept in part

Section 12

1075

FS$61.090

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support in part

Accept in part

The Particular Part of the submission | support in part:- - These areas
already have a more developed character, and high-density housing
would fit in better with the proposed taller commercial
developments. - Building on the flat would remove the exaggerated
looming / shadowing that would result from building on the hill. - As
it would be directly on the State Highway, the problems with narrow
/ winding / steep side streets are avoided. Reject PC29 in its entirety.
The reasons for my support in part:- Agree with removing HDZ off
the Tahunanui hills but query on flats since still awaiting Climate
report , similar to the Wood area.

Accept in part

Section 12

1076

FS72.094

Jude Osborne

Support in part

Accept in part

The Particular Part of the submission | support in part:- - These areas
already have a more developed character, and high-density housing
would fit in better with the proposed taller commercial
developments. - Building on the flat would remove the exaggerated
looming / shadowing that would result from building on the hill. - As
it would be directly on the State Highway, the problems with narrow
/ winding / steep side streets are avoided. Reject PC29 in its entirety.

The reasons for my support in part:- Agree with removing HDZ off
the Tahunanui hills but query on flats since still awaiting Climate
report , similar to the Wood area.

Accept in part

Section 12




1077

FS60.086

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support in part

Accept in part

The Particular Part of the submission | support in part:- These areas
already have a more developed character, and high-density housing
would fit in better with the proposed taller commercial
developments. - Building on the flat would remove the exaggerated
looming / shadowing that would result from building on the hill. - As
it would be directly on the State Highway, the problems with narrow
/ winding / steep side streets are avoided. Reject PC29 in its entirety.
The reasons for my support in part:- Agree with removing HDZ off
the Tahunanui hills but query on flats since still awaiting Climate
report, similar to the Wood area.

Accept in part

Section 12

1078

$343.001

Mark Fielding

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Scrap plan change 29 entirely,
diligently study my alternative
solutions and discuss all pro's and
con's to determine if such solutions
will adequately address the projected
population increase, then consider
allowing a change to the existing in
NRMP to allow my solutions [as
detailed in submission points 343.002-
343.017).

That this proposed plan changed 29 is about providing for future
population increase in Nelson and to some extent, to provide more
affordable accommodation options. | maintain that the proposals to
increase residential density in the examples lllustrated are flawed.
That the better more affordable solutions to address population
increase and higher densities zoning. My solutions, explained in
detail [in the original submission], also demonstrate how the
character of Nelson is maintained, how bulk and location rules can be
maintained as current, and how all predictions can be fulfilled with
very simple and affordable solutions. | am a licensed architectural
designer based in Nelson since 1980 with 49 years' experience in the
construction industries and with over 30 years as director of my own
company. | have completed well over 2000 residential and
commercial building projects all over New Zealand. | have received
multiple national and local design awards. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 12

1079

FS20.017

Tim Bayley

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Scrap plan change 29 entirely, diligently study my
alternative solutions and discuss all pro's and con's to determine if
such solutions will adequately address the projected population
increase, then consider allowing a change to the existing in NRMP to
allow my solutions [as detailed in submission points 343.002-
343.017]. The reasons for my support: exactly as per Marks points in
his submission: That this proposed plan changed 29 is about
providing for future population increase in Nelson and to some
extent, to provide more affordable accommodation options. |
maintain that the proposals to increase residential density in the
examples lllustrated are flawed. That the better more affordable
solutions to address population increase and higher densities zoning.
My solutions, explained in detail [in the original submission], also
demonstrate how the character of Nelson is maintained, how bulk
and location rules can be maintained as current, and how all
predictions can be fulfilled with very simple and affordable solutions.
1 am a licensed architectural designer based in Nelson since 1980
with 49 years' experience in the construction industries and with over
30 years as director of my own company. | have completed well over
2000 residential and commercial building projects all over New
Zealand. | have received multiple national and local design awards.

Reject

Section 12

1080

$343.010

Mark Fielding

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Oppose] any increase in the
proportion of rates that are based on
land value.

No increase in the proportion of rates that are based on land value, -
as land value will not change. However | grant that a second minor
dwelling on an existing site with an existing dwelling, would need to
be charged rates for infrastructure services and perhaps levies if any.

Reject

Section 13

1081

$343.011

Mark Fielding

Infrastructure

Not Stated

Support for additional buildings to pay
a contribution to Infrastructure
development levy [inferred].

Acceptability for a contribution to Infrastructure development levy,
of say a flat fee of $5000. This is fair as additional buildings in existing
residential areas do put pressure on drainage pipes and such and in
some cases roads.

Accept

Section 13




1082

$343.016

Mark Fielding

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Council should provide guarantees for
loan deposits or lobby banks to allow
a 10% deposit or no more than 15k for
secondary minor dwellings of up to
60m?2 for a two bedroom unit.

This solution is perfect for young families either renting or wanting to
own. Perhaps banks could allow a 10% deposit for these buildings or
a sliding scale, but either way, deposit amounts could be no more
than $15k for a 2BR SMD of 60m2. Perhaps Council could lobby local
banks or provide guarantees for such. The Plans included in the
appendix of this submission, are for a modular prefabricated building
system. A Studio Apartment at 32m2, a 1 BR unit at 43m2, a two
bedroom unit at 56m2 and a different 2BR unit at 60m2. These are
just some examples of possible designs. These affordable,
prefabricated small dwellings can be made from locally milled timber
and other local suppliers. Such supply lines keep profits in Nelson and
incur the least pressure on the environment through minimal
transportation. There are many design variations that can also be
built quickly on site - as these are very simple structures. Such
modular designs can be adopted so that building size can be
increased as needs increase; like with a growing family. While
perhaps not suitable for a family with older children, these solutions
could adequately house young families for at least 5 years. By that
time, with the low accommodation costs, savings and sale of the
Secondary Minor Dwelling, a substantial deposit could be realized for
a larger home elsewhere in the city. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 11

1083

$343.017

Mark Fielding

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Maintain the existing character of
Nelson.

Maintain the existing character of Nelson as we don't want it looking
like ChCh, Auckland or Wellington. It is a main reason we all live here.

Reject

Section 12

1084

$344.001

Marion Satherley

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC29 in its entirely.

Refer to reasons in submission point $344.002.

Reject

Section 13

1085

FS$31.009

Stephen Webster

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1086

FS72.009

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. This plan is out of step with the NZ Central Government's
proposed plans for development. The NZ Government has indicated a
lack of support for the previous Government's position on
densification. Until more direction is given, this has the potential to
be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds and time following an
outdated Central Government brief. Insufficient public engagement
on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

1087

FS66.011

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1088

FS$61.009

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1089

FS76.009

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1090

FS54.009

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1091

FS$53.009

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1092

FS46.009

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1093

FS77.009

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1094

FS58.009

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1095|FS60.009 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.
1096/5344.002 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1097|S344.003 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1098|5344.004 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1099|5344.006 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $344.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1100|S344.010 Marion Satherley Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1101/S344.011 Marion Satherley Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1102|FS28.011 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1103|S344.013 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13

new-build empty holiday apartments.

solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.




1104/S344.018 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $S344.005 and $S344.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1105/5344.019 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1106/S344.027 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1107|S344.029 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1108|5344.030 Marion Satherley Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1109|5345.001 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to reasons in submission point $345.002. Reject Section 13
1110|FS31.010 Stephen Webster Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.
1111|FS72.010 Jude Osborne Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 9

entirety. This plan is out of step with the NZ Central Government's
proposed plans for development. The NZ Government has indicated a
lack of support for the previous Government's position on
densification. Until more direction is given, this has the potential to
be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds and time following an
outdated Central Government brief. Insufficient public engagement
on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.




1112

F$66.012

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1113

F$61.010

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1114

FS$76.010

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1115]

FS54.010

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1116

FS53.010

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1117

FS46.010

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1118

FS$77.010

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1119|FS58.010 Robert Stevenson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.
1120|FS60.010 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.
1121|S345.002 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1122|5345.003 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1123|S345.004 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1124/S345.006 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $345.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1125|5345.010 Leonie Allen Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1126|S345.011 Leonie Allen Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12

Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district.

growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.




1127|FS28.012 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1128|S345.013 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. [solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1129|5345.018 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $345.005 and $S345.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1130|S345.019 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1131/S345.027 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1132|5345.029 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1133|S345.030 Leonie Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1134/5346.001 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to reasons in submission point $346.002. Reject Section 13
1135|FS31.011 Stephen Webster Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its Reject Section 13

entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.




1136

FS$72.011

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. This plan is out of step with the NZ Central Government's
proposed plans for development. The NZ Government has indicated a
lack of support for the previous Government's position on
densification. Until more direction is given, this has the potential to
be a waste of Council and Ratepayers' funds and time following an
outdated Central Government brief. Insufficient public engagement
on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a
large plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 9

1137

F$66.013

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1138

FS61.011

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1139

FS76.011

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1140

FS54.011

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1141

FS53.011

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1142

FS46.011

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1143

FS77.011

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1144

FS58.011

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1145

F$60.011

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Reject PC29 in its
entirety. Insufficient public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to
digest, understand and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed
demographic population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per
the FDS. Lack of published information on the negative adverse
effects on property owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on
residents who have limited time and ability to decipher the potential
undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1146

$346.002

Daniel Allen

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and
get Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design and then put it back out
for public submissions.

It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29
and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13

1147

$346.003

Daniel Allen

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing
Panel] from either side of the Sept
14th vote.

Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased"
public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.

Reject

Section 13

1148

$346.004

Daniel Allen

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Use Statistics NZ medium projection
forecasts, as recommended by the
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.

The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections,
but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.

Reject

Section 10

1149

$346.006

Daniel Allen

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an Urban Development
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.

Refer to reasons in submission point $346.005.

Reject

Section 13




1150|5346.010 Daniel Allen Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1151|S346.011 Daniel Allen Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1152|FS28.013 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1153|5346.013 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1154/5346.018 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point S346.005 and $346.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1155|5346.019 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1156/5346.027 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1157|5346.029 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1158|5346.030 Daniel Allen Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11

future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.




1159|S347.001 Andrew Herbert & Carol Ward |Entire Plan Change Oppose [Assess] the impact of Plan Change 29 |We do not believe that the effects of this plan change on the natural |Reject Section 13
on the natural environment. environment have been adequately considered or addressed.
Intensification in land use, including intensification for residential
purposes, inevitably places a greater stress on the natural
environment. We do not believe that other than for transport
emissions, the impact of this proposed plan change on the natural
environment has been adequately assessed. We note that council's
Section 32 Evaluation Report contains only seven uses of the term
"natural environment" in its 297 pages (compared with 160
references to either "urban environment" or "built environment").
1160|S347.002 Andrew Herbert & Carol Ward |Entire Plan Change Oppose Reassess the underlying assumptions |We do not accept that the assessment of housing development Reject Section 10
about growth in demand for housing [needs in response to future changes such as increases to population,
in Nelson with critical input / review  |are based on sound information (e.g. demographics, etc) or analysis.
by external experts in the field of Council's evaluation documents (e.g. Housing & Business Capacity
demographics and related areas. Assessment Report 2021) identify a considerable range in possible
scenarios for population growth: the rationale for choosing a basis on
which to build such a significant change to planning allowances such
as Plan 29 is not well justified. Even with the assumptions made
within the assessment there are considerable contradictions: the
Report 2021 (noted above) describes population growth to 2051 of
11,900 people, a development need of 8,000 dwellings with an
occupancy of 2.3 persons per dwelling. Even if the population growth
is a correct assessment, this maths does not add up.
1161/5348.001 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to reasons in submission point $348.002. Reject Section 13
1162|5348.002 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1163|5348.003 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1164/5348.004 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1165|5348.006 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $348.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1166/|5348.010 Rodney Lewis Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12

Zone from the plan completely.

keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]




1167|5348.011 Rodney Lewis Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1168|FS28.014 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1169|5348.013 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1170|5348.018 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points S348.005 and $348.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1171|S348.019 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1172|S348.027 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1173|5348.029 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1174/5348.030 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1175|5348.032 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose The plan change [should] be sent back |My reasons are comprehensively spelled out in my submission. But  [Reject Section 12
to the planners and then they should |generally, | oppose any intensification that needs major changes to
seek public input and take notice of building sizes, site coverage, or changes to daylight provision
objections before formulating any requirements
change.
1176(FS5.015 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9

thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.




1177|5349.001 Sean Walker Residential Zones Oppose in part  [[Do not allow] a new high density While I am in support of urban intensification in Nelson | feel that the |Reject Section 12
zone within walking distance of the plan change in its current form lacks detail and vision. A change of
city centre. this substance will best be developed with the new NBE Act and
address all areas of the environment both social and physical. Many
people have commented that they live in Nelson for the sunshine.
There isn't enough assurance that this has been considered. A high
density zone should include open spaces and sun corridors to ensure
its livability, or become an urban jungle. High density residential
should be led from the inner city zone where effects are less
subjective. The proposed plan change would permit anyone with a
large enough parcel to build to 19m with little or no guidance on
amenity values and aesthetics. | think that a change allowing
multiple residential units per title and up to 10m high would be an
improvement. Some sunlight controls to ensure the effects of
shading are not extreme. Yard setbacks should be done away with
and an outdoor living requirement allowing for decks with orientation
to the best sun and views. Encourage developers to provide
landscaped areas for community use to mitigate higher building
height. A sense of community values needs to be brought back into
the design brief.
1178|5349.002 Sean Walker Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Address climate change more Not stated. Reject Section 13
positively and include dedicated
sponge zones, urban forests and green
roof initiatives.
1179|5350.001 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons on submission point $350.002. Reject Section 13
1180|5350.002 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1181|S350.003 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1182|5350.004 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1183|5350.006 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $350.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1184/$350.010 Andrew Lush Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1185|5350.011 Andrew Lush Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12

Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district.

growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.




1186|FS28.015 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1187|5350.013 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1188|5350.018 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $350.005 and $350.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1189|5350.019 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1190|5350.027 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1191|S350.029 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1192|5350.030 Andrew Lush Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1193|5352.001 Derek & Karen Austin Residential Zones Oppose We seek that NCC considers the value |We oppose all parts of the Plan Change that deal with "Residential". |Accept in part Section 12
of protecting residential areas.
1194/5352.005 Derek & Karen Austin Residential Zones Oppose We seek that NCC remove the We oppose NCC's Plan Change 29 because it permits developers "As |Reject Section 12

developers' "As of Right" clause to
build Medium Density Zone and High
Density Zone in residential areas.

of Right" to build Medium Density Zone and High Density Zone in
residential areas. The reasons are because of extreme loss of
amenities such as sunlight, privacy and views.




1195|5352.009 Derek & Karen Austin Entire Plan Change Oppose [Seeks that] Nelson City Council We oppose that the Nelson City Council is able to sell property to Reject Section 13
regard it as a priority to have Kainga Ora for Social Housing and not have the legal right to be able
responsible governance around the to carefully plan the location of social housing around the city. Social
development of Social Housing Housing needs to be planned by the NCC so that ghetto areas do not
Planning. We favour the "pepper pot" |develop.
approach to social housing so that
Kainga Ora tenants have stable
community support.
1196|5353.001 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons on submission point 002 . Reject Section 13
1197|5353.002 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. Refer to the original submission for more detail.
1198|5353.003 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1199|5353.004 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1200|S353.006 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point 004. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1201/5353.010 Rodney Lewis Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate Refer to the original submission for
more detail.
1202|5353.011 Rodney Lewis Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1203|FS28.016 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1204/$353.013 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13

new-build empty holiday apartments.

solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.




1205|5353.018 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point 004. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1206/5353.019 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail.
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1207|5353.027 Rodney Lewis Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1208|5354.001 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity. |
have found PC29's lack of early public engagement and consultation
by Council, with its severe implications towards the well being of
existing rate paying residents enjoyment of their properties,
extremely stressful and unnecessary. The "neighbourhood meetings"
set up by NCC failed to address or answer any neighbourhood specific
questions but were only for disseminating "high level information"
from the Plan Change. These meetings have in no way met the
requirement for neighbourhood consultation. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]
1209|5354.004 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1210|S354.006 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $354.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1211|S354.010 Sally Albrecht Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone and Medium Density Residential Zone. [Accept Section 12
Zone and Medium Density Residential It is by no way in character or in keeping with any existing 'Low Rise'
Zone from the plan completely. Nelson residential suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1212|S354.011 Sally Albrecht Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12

Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district.

growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.




1213|FS28.017 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1214/S354.013 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1215|5354.019 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1216|S354.027 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1217|5354.029 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1218|5354.030 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1219|5354.031 Sally Albrecht Entire Plan Change Oppose Include protection of current green With increased density housing and possibly apartment living, Reject Section 11
spaces AND create a plan for the increased community green spaces/outdoor lounges are essential.
provision of additonal shared green
spaces in all/any increased density
zones.
1220|5355.004 Bernard Penketh Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $355.001. The
possibility of a 19.5m tall "Kainga Ora" building going up in Neale
Avenue would, in my opinion, be bad news for Stoke and its people.
If this plan goes ahead | could potentially have a 12m high residence
on the property to the north of me, all my sun and views gone.
1221|5355.006 Bernard Penketh Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $355.001 and S355.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1222|5355.007 Bernard Penketh Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13

the Submissions.




1223|5355.008 Bernard Penketh Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1224/5355.011 Bernard Penketh Entire Plan Change Oppose [Restrict] uncoordinated site by site | agree with local architects, remove uncoordinated site by site Accept in part Section 12
development and [amend rules to] developments, have good design which blends in.
have good design which blends in.
1225|5356.002 Sarah Yarrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Require the development of To ensure that development in the new residential zones is fit for Reject Section 13
neighbourhood plans. purpose and has community input. Blanket rules will result in ad hoc
development with no carefully designed shape and form in existing
residential neighbourhoods. Requiring neighbourhood plans means
that development can happen in a planned and staged way, with the
input of the local community.
1226|5356.003 Sarah Yarrow Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Prioritise intensification within the Intensify housing in areas closest to the inner city first. Lets see how [Accept in part Section 12
inner city and city fringe zones and that goes before moving into well established low rise residential
remove High Density and Medium zones. This will also allow time for development of neighbourhood
Density residential zones. plans to better plan for intensified residential development.
1227|5356.004 Sarah Yarrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Bring in rules to utilise housing stock [There is a housing allocation problem in New Zealand because we Reject Section 13
in Nelson that sits empty for part or all treat housing as a capital asset to make money off rather than a
of the time (second homes that are fundamental human need/right. There are hundreds of houses in
vacant, Air BnBs etc). Nelson that sit empty or mostly empty as second homes, Air BnBs
etc. The Council should investigate (and advocate nationally) for what
rules it could bring in to manage for this and free up this housing. I'm
sure there are examples from other countries we could learn from.
1228|5356.005 Sarah Yarrow Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdraw PC 29 and get Council | have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC  |Reject Section 13
Planning staff torefine the plan design |29 and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity
and then put it back out for public and have hoped that residents with more time and expertise in this
submissions. area will make more comprehensive submissions covering my
concerns as to the future of Nelson and its ratepaying residents. |
think PC 29 is missing key steps and elements in its development
(such as neighbourhood plans) that would address a lot of my
concerns and therefore has been prematurely put out for public
submissions.
1229|5359.001 Gabriele Kraft Mapping Oppose [Rezone] the entire Tahunanui Hills Apart from obvious individual concerns regarding loss in property Accept Section 12

area as General Residential.

value (we suspect for many, like us, this would be our most
significant asset) as impacted by potential loss of views and sunshine,
those of us who actually live in this area see a significant increase in
housing density here as defying all logic. We note that areas
proposed for an increase in housing density require proximity to
amenities, low natural hazard risk and convenient transport access.
While it could be argued that this area has access to Tahunanui
Primary School by crossing the busy State Highway 6, the area is a fail
on all other counts, as residents here would affirm. The area here is
hillside - this may not be evident when looking at a map on a
computer screen. It was very evident in the atmospheric river that
passed Nelson last year when the hill above lower Tosswill yielded
two slips, closing access into the neighbourhood. (This is directly
below the area proposed for High density housing.) Historically, in
the early 80's or late 70's, a slip inundated a house below
Chamberlain, towards the Mairi end of the street, which (from
memory) may even have resulted in a fatality. The existing storm
water provisions have already demonstrated over time that they are
not always adequate for the existing homes, never mind adding to
the issue with even more of our permeable green spaces covered
with the proposed structures. The streets in our neighbourhood are
for the most part narrow and winding. The last thing we need is for
the volume to be increased again as a result of more dwellings
packed into this area, once again challenging the safety of current
residents. Current new parking bylaws, by which off-street parking
provisions are not required in new builds, will further exacerbate the




1230

FS61.067

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Apart from obvious
individual concerns regarding loss in property value (we suspect for
many, like us, this would be our most significant asset) as impacted
by potential loss of views and sunshine, those of us who actually live
in this area see a significant increase in housing density here as
defying all logic. We note that areas proposed for an increase in
housing density require proximity to amenities, low natural hazard
risk and convenient transport access. While it could be argued that
this area has access to Tahunanui Primary School by crossing the
busy State Highway 6, the area is a fail on all other counts, as
residents here would affirm. The area here is hillside - this may not
be evident when looking at a map on a computer screen. It was very
evident in the atmospheric river that passed Nelson last year when
the hill above lower Tosswill yielded two slips, closing access into the
neighbourhood. (This is directly below the area proposed for High
density housing.) Historically, in the early 80's or late 70's, a slip
inundated a house below Chamberlain, towards the Mairi end of the
street, which (from memory) may even have resulted in a fatality.
The existing storm water provisions have already demonstrated over
time that they are not always adequate for the existing homes, never
mind adding to the issue with even more of our permeable green
spaces covered with the proposed structures. The streets in our
neighbourhood are for the most part narrow and winding. The last
thing we need is for the volume to be increased again as a result of
more dwellings packed into this area, once again challenging the
safety of current residents. Current new parking bylaws, by which off-
street parking provisions are not required in new builds, will further

Accept in part

Section 12

1231

FS$72.071

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Apart from obvious
individual concerns regarding loss in property value (we suspect for
many, like us, this would be our most significant asset) as impacted
by potential loss of views and sunshine, those of us who actually live
in this area see a significant increase in housing density here as
defying all logic. We note that areas proposed for an increase in
housing density require proximity to amenities, low natural hazard
risk and convenient transport access. While it could be argued that
this area has access to Tahunanui Primary School by crossing the
busy State Highway 6, the area is a fail on all other counts, as
residents here would affirm. The area here is hillside - this may not
be evident when looking at a map on a computer screen. It was very
evident in the atmospheric river that passed Nelson last year when
the hill above lower Tosswill yielded two slips, closing access into the
neighbourhood. (This is directly below the area proposed for High
density housing.) Historically, in the early 80's or late 70's, a slip
inundated a house below Chamberlain, towards the Mairi end of the
street, which (from memory) may even have resulted in a fatality.
The existing storm water provisions have already demonstrated over
time that they are not always adequate for the existing homes, never
mind adding to the issue with even more of our permeable green
spaces covered with the proposed structures. The streets in our
neighbourhood are for the most part narrow and winding. The last
thing we need is for the volume to be increased again as a result of
more dwellings packed into this area, once again challenging the
safety of current residents. Current new parking bylaws, by which off-

Accept in part

street parking provisions are not required in new builds, will further

Section 12




1232

FS60.063

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Apart from obvious
individual concerns regarding loss in property value (we suspect for
many, like us, this would be our most significant asset) as impacted
by potential loss of views and sunshine, those of us who actually live
in this area see a significant increase in housing density here as
defying all logic. We note that areas proposed for an increase in
housing density require proximity to amenities, low natural hazard
risk and convenient transport access. While it could be argued that
this area has access to Tahunanui Primary School by crossing the
busy State Highway 6, the area is a fail on all other counts, as
residents here would affirm. The area here is hillside - this may not
be evident when looking at a map on a computer screen. It was very
evident in the atmospheric river that passed Nelson last year when
the hill above lower Tosswill yielded two slips, closing access into the
neighbourhood. (This is directly below the area proposed for High
density housing.) Historically, in the early 80's or late 70's, a slip
inundated a house below Chamberlain, towards the Mairi end of the
street, which (from memory) may even have resulted in a fatality.
The existing storm water provisions have already demonstrated over
time that they are not always adequate for the existing homes, never
mind adding to the issue with even more of our permeable green
spaces covered with the proposed structures. The streets in our
neighbourhood are for the most part narrow and winding. The last
thing we need is for the volume to be increased again as a result of
more dwellings packed into this area, once again challenging the
safety of current residents. Current new parking bylaws, by which off-
street parking provisions are not required in new builds, will further

Accept in part

Section 10

1233

$359.002

Gabriele Kraft

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Rather than taking a broad brush
approach to housing intensification
here in Nelson, look at site specific
solutions that would take into
consideration the topography/geology
of each area, impact on current
residents, aesthetics and maximizing
sun angles.

While there appears to be a shortage of housing/rental homes here
in Nelson, | also agree that it makes no sense to be ever-expanding
into our green spaces. It also makes sense to provide homes where
people have easy access to amenities without always relying on
single occupant vehicles. In a city of our size and character six story
apartments have no place in any of our residential areas. As sections
become available, consider low-level townhouses (no more than two
stories high), or terraced homes on stable hillsides. Encourage
neighbourhood engagement and design competitions. While there
are not many larger sections left in our city, there are a few that
would be suitable for subdivision or for accommodating more homes
not 3 story monstrosities, but tasteful homes that would blend with
the existing character of each neighbourhood. Currently there are
numerous costs, red-tape and barriers facing property owners who
could potentially provide for more housing on existing sections.
Perhaps the council could offer support, both financial and technical
to allow for more homes to be built on these sections. This could
include provisions for creative solutions such as encouraging the
building of tiny houses and granny flats with support from the council
for access, retaining walls, drainage, sewer, fresh water and power.

Reject

Section 10

1234

$360.001

Colin McBright

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Oppose Plan Change 29.

I support the plan to increase intensification of housing in Nelson to
reduce urban sprawl. | am opposed to Plan Change 29 for two
reasons: 1) Building of six stories are too high for Nelson and there
should be a maximum of 3 stories. 2) It is not appropriate for
developers to build properties without resource consent as
neighbours should be consulted if a high property will affect their
property.

Reject

Section 12




1235

$361.004

Michael Scott

Mapping

Amend

Amend the mapping over the area of
the Railway Reserve through Nelson
South to Open Space zone.

Nelson South does not have zoned areas of Open Space, apart from a
very small playground next to Nelson South kindergarten, which is
not fit for purpose, especially given the increasing density that the
plan change will enable. The Railway Reserve is heavily used by the
community as a linear park. It is a world-class active transport link
between Stoke and the Nelson CBD, provides opportunities for
exercise, fresh air and quiet contemplation for those living in the
area. It also links Victory Primary School, Victory Community Centre,
Nelson Intermediate School and businesses in the Victory suburban
commercial centre to the community they serve. This should be
recognised on the council planning maps.

Accept in part

Section 12

1236

$363.001

Scott Williamson

Entire Plan Change

Support

Adopt proposed plan 29 in its current
for or with as little change as is
necessary.

1) its a bold move. | support bold moves as incramentalism is rarely
successful in the the policy development process or space. 2)
NIMBY has to yield to the greater good. If we NEVER allowed
changes to impact n anyone we'd still be living in caves supporting
the flint makers guild. There is no parato optimal solutions to the
issues facing humanity. 3) | want to see no more farmland going
under housing. Berrylands in the TDC is an abomination and insult to
our needs for food in the future. 4) Nelson as a city will die if we
don't densify.

Accept in part

Section 9

1237

FS65.136

Heritage Nelson

Oppose

Reject

The particular parts of the submission we oppose are: Adopt entire
plan in present form. Reasons include (please also refer to our
original submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have
been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources A new study
on effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is required.

Accept in part

Section 12

1238

FS78.146

Sarah Holman

Oppose

Reject

The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Adopt entire plan in
present form. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new
study on effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is
required.

Reject

Section 12

1239

FS78.433

Sarah Holman

Oppose

Reject

The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Various. PC29 has
the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences.

Reject

Section 12

1240

$364.001

Christopher White

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support Plan Change 29 and if possible
provide some oversight by urban
designers to ensure that the result is a
harmonious and pleasant city.

To avoid more sprawl on fertile farmland. More housing for
increasing population. Easier for walking and biking options. More
people living in the inner city will bring vitality and help retailers.
Update housing stock and add more choice in housing.

Accept in part

Section 13

1241

FS65.137

Heritage Nelson

Oppose

Reject

The particular parts of the submission we oppose are: Adopt entire
plan with urban design oversight. Reasons include (please also refer
to our original submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons
have been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new
study on effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is
required. The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan
Change does not meet professional best practice. It has been
undertaken by one person rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 12

1242

FS78.147

Sarah Holman

Oppose

Reject

The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Adopt entire plan
with urban design oversight. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage
resources. A comprehensive independent study of the effects of this
proposal on the character and heritage buildings of Nelson that
informs changes to proposed rules and policies (on and off-site
height, boundary set back, daylight angles) is required. The analysis
(2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not meet
professional best practice.

Reject

Section 12

1243

FS78.434

Sarah Holman

Oppose

Reject

The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Various. PC29 has
the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences.

Reject

Section 12




1244

$366.001

Athol Webster

Mapping

Oppose

[Amend the zoning of] Chamberlain
Street, Toswill Road and Maire Street
neighbourhood to General Residential
as opposed to Medium or High
Density Residential.

1. Some of our neighbourhood has hazard identification overlays on
council files that indicate risk of slip damage. Our house is not
affected but directly over the road is affected by this as well as
nearby properties. Last year there were two slips on Tosswill Road,
closing access into the neighbourhood near the area designated for
high density housing in the plan. 2. We have recently had speed
humps installed on our road as the traffic density from the overflow
from Tahunanui drive was not safe, due to the winding and narrow
nature of our roads. Higher density thresh holds would exacerbate
this situation. We do not have easy access to amenities due to the
high volume of traffic on Tahunanui drive and those who do not
enjoy moderate fitness would not manage the hill if walking. We no
longer have a bus with easy access unless you are fit enough to walk
up and down the hill. [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]

Reject

Section 12

1245

FS$61.069

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- [Amend the zoning
of] Chamberlain Street, Toswill Road and Maire Street
neighbourhood to General Residential as opposed to Medium or High
Density Residential. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support:- Tahunanui Hills isn't suitable to MDZ or HDZ.

Accept in part

Section 12

1246

FS$72.073

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- [Amend the zoning
of] Chamberlain Street, Toswill Road and Maire Street
neighbourhood to General Residential as opposed to Medium or High
Density Residential. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support:- Tahunanui Hills isn't suitable to MDZ or HDZ.

Accept in part

Section 12

1247

FS60.065

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- [Amend the zoning
of] Chamberlain Street, Toswill Road and Maire Street
neighbourhood to General Residential as opposed to Medium or High
Density Residential. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support:- Tahunanui Hills isn't suitable to MDZ or HDZ.

Accept in part

Section 12

1248

$368.002

Philip McKinlay

Mapping

Oppose

Remove the High Density Residential
Zones area from 25 Bronte Street and
either;

If Council does go ahead with Plan Change 29, | would like to submit
on the following specific issues, which particularly concern and affect
me: Loss of sunlight, daylight and outlook. a. 25 Bronte Street
currently has access to all-day sun, daylight and a northerly view over
the city and out to sea. b. Under Plan Change 29 the majority of the
residential area to the north of the property and to the South of
Christ Church Cathedral, is zoned HIGH DENSITY, which allows for
building of up to 6 stories to be constructed up to one metre from
the boundary of neighbouring properties with no protection of
existing daylight, sunlight or outlook. c. 25 Bronte Street is a rear
section and is surrounded by seven immediate properties (see
"attachment 1, 25 Bronte Street, Surrounding Properties"), all of
which are zoned HIGH DENSITY under Plan Change 29. If Plan Change
29 is not stopped, these seven surrounding properties can be built up
to six stories under the HIGH DENSITY zone and fully block our sun,
daylight and outlook. [Refer to original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 12




1249

$368.003

Philip McKinlay

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

Reject/ withdraw the plan change in
its entirety. If it is not rejected [amend
to reflect submission points $368.001 -
$368.029.

I want to voice the following concerns: a. | find that the promotion of
PC29 by the Council has been misleading in that it implies that it is
the only option available AND that it is required by law. The plan is
not the only option and Nelson is not required to provide for high-
density housing. b. | also feel that there appears to be a level of
defensiveness in the discussions of the plan, by the Mayor and the
planning staff, (which is understandable as they want to defend the
work they have completed) but the point of the consultation process
is to receive feedback. c. The Council appears to have ignored the"
Nelson-Tasman Housing We'd Choose - Housing Demand
Preferences". Report in assessing the factors for PC29, which
indicates to me that it has "cherry picked" the information that
supports its pre-determined outcomes. d. That | have found it
difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its
supporting documentation due to its size and complexity. e. That
access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made freely available for residents who do not have access to,
or the ability to use a computer, or prefer to have access to printed
material. f. That | have found PC 29's lack of early public engagement
and consultation by Nelson City Council, (with its severe implications
towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of
their properties), extremely stressful and unnecessary. g. That |
have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than |
will make more comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as
to the future of Nelson and its rate paying residents. h. That PC 29
appears to have been designed as a "broad brush" approach that
requires public submissions to refine the plan. Such a statement

Accept in part

Section 9

1250

$368.004

Philip McKinlay

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint Councillors from either side of
the Sept 14th vote.

I strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel
commissioners because of the public (and my) perception that it is
"biased". This was following the vote Councillor Mel Courtney moved
at the 14th September 2023 Council meeting, that the council
withdraw Plan Change 29 and instead consult on it as a draft
document. The current two commissioners on the panel are Roahn
O'Neill- Stevens and Trudie Brand (both of whom voted against Mel
Courtney's motion to withdraw Plan Change 29 and instead consult
on it as a draft document). It is also worth noting that of the 12 votes
on Councillor Mel Courtney's motion, 5 were for and 7 against. In
contrast to this voting outcome, as indicated by the numerous public
meetings | have attended, there appears to be at least 90% of rate
payers who would have voted For Councillor Courtney's motion.

This is one area where | have found the Mayor's public response to
be defensive and intransient. He does not seem willing to even
consider a challenge to his selection.

Reject

Section 13

1251

$368.005

Philip McKinlay

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Use Statistics NZ medium projection
forecasts, as recommended by the
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.

The population growth forecasts are pivotal to the scale of the plan,
which Nelson needs to adopt to enable intensification and growth.
The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections,
but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ. In addition
to the concerns as to whether the correct population growth
statistics have been used the proposed plan appears to
accommodate even more growth than is expected on these
"inflated" projections.

Reject

Section 10

1252

$368.009

Philip McKinlay

Mapping

Amend

[Request] Council to re-apply the
current General Residential Zone
across the entire Nelson district, on
the basis that AP15 Daylight
Admission protection rules will apply
to all pre-existing properties, unless
the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.

As previously stated, | reject everything about Plan Change 29, 100%
in it entirety. It is not in character or in keeping with the existing
'General Residential Zone". c. Bigger older properties, could be
better utilised and help with our growth if they were more easily
allowed to be divided into multi-dwellings. f. Incentivise rate paying
residents to demolish or relocate their house in favour of replacing
more units on the same section providing they comply with the
suitable character or heritage of the neighbourhood.

Reject

Section 12




1253|5368.014 Philip McKinlay Residential Zones Not Stated [Request] Council work closely with a. Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing to ensure it is well integrated into the community and that
way of creating new Social Housing the residents have their social needs supported because there are
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [too many examples across the country where this has resulted in
term design vision of Nelson. disharmony in communities. b. High density living for the homeless
and vulnerable will not result in healthy outcomes for all concerned.
c Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be
rewarded in the long run, with less support required by Mental
Health Services, Charity Services, Police and Social Services.
1254/5368.015 Philip McKinlay Entire Plan Change Amend Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1255|5368.016 Philip McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Request] that Nelson City Council I am referring to the visible deterioration and negative aesthetic Reject Section 13
carries out an independent. "Visual quality of human-made landscapes caused by the implementation of
Pollution Assessment" (VPA) the proposed Plan Change 29. The resulting EYESORE, could easily
immediately, based on the proposed [shave a 10% to 20% discount off affected residential properties.
new zoning areas under Plan Change |People will flee the city, in want of less visually polluted areas, which
29. of course is exactly the OPPOSITE of what the proposed Plan Change
29 intended! Without a VPA the new density areas will be left to
developer's discretion and Nelson City will become a national
eyesore, rather than a city with a consistent pattern of development.
1256/5368.017 Philip McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to the reasons in submission points $368.005 & S368.006. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1257|5368.022 Philip McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $368.006, S368.007 and Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in $368.009.
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1258|5368.024 Philip McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Amend PC29] to progressively phase [To accommodate the "expected" population growth the Council Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |should take a staged approach to intensification. a. Firstly, the Inner
city, followed by the city fringe. City - Centre (North of the Cathedral in pale blue on the Plan map)
should be the starting place to have the most significant
intensification, before forcing it onto the residential neighbourhoods;
this can give more time to complete a better design vision for our
residential neighbourhoods. ... b. Secondly, the Inner City - Fringe (
also in blue on the plan map) could be the next zone to phase in for
intensification.
1259|5371.003 Janet Moloney Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Encourage high density housing in the [Refer to the reasons in $371.001. Accept Section 12

CBD.




1260

$373.001

Samuel Ng

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Revoke Plan Change 29 and favour a
longer, more community-centric
engagement process to address
housing affordability in Nelson,
comprehensively based on objective
evidence of population growth,
including the residential preferences
of the growing population.

Key reasons are summarised as follows: Shading and Privacy
Concerns: IThe potential blockage of sunlight due to taller
developments can significantly affect the well-being, comfort, and
energy efficiency of neighboring homes, while also potentially
diminishing property values (see below for all references).
Additionally, the lack of privacy from closely built high-rise buildings
can lead to a sense of intrusion and loss of personal space,
undermining the serene and community-centered character that
currently defines our neighborhoods. Need for Sustainable
Intensification: An inclusive approach towards housing
intensification, considering the diverse needs and concerns of the
community, can lead to more sustainable urban development.
Community Engagement: This deficiency in engagement could lead
to decisions that may not reflect the collective aspirations or address
the concerns of the community, hence undermining the social
cohesion and shared vision for the neighborhood's future.
Inadequate Publicity and Notification: Despite this substantial
impact, there has not been sufficient publicity to ensure that
residents are adequately informed. Complexity of Online Documents
and Short Consultation Period: The documents pertaining to PC29,
available online, present a challenge in comprehension, and the
consultation timeframe provided is inadequate given the magnitude
of the proposed changes. Inconsistencies with Previous Proposals:
These inconsistencies not only create misunderstanding but also cast
doubt on the coherence of the planning process. Ambiguity and
Miscommunication: The use of broad terms and the lack of clarity in
delineating areas subjected to intensification makes it exceedingly

Accept in part

Section 13

1261

$374.001

Kathryn Ng

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Revoke Plan Change 29 and favor a
longer, more community-centric
engagement process to address
housing affordability in Nelson
comprehensively based on objective
evidence of population growth,
including the residential preferences
of the growing population.

I support the concept of intensification, recognizing its importance in
providing diverse housing choices in certain city regions to counteract
urban sprawl and cater to our growing population. However, | have
concerns regarding the present iteration of Plan29 [summarised as
follows]: - Infrastructural challenges. - Social impact. - Building
requirements and the impact of loss of privacy and sunlight. - Energy
efficiency, related to loss of sunlight access. - Family neighbourhoods
will feel less safe with the invasion of privacy that is possible with a
multi-storey building next door - It is unnecessary to to intensify in
areas that are within walking distance to Nelson city given the
population projections. - Some residents will be disproportionately
impacted. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13

1262

$374.002

Kathryn Ng

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Limit intensification to the commercial
city-centre and recognise that
Nelson's charm is its neighbourhoods.

1. Nelson IS its communities - we chose Nelson over more practical
places to live because we wish our children to float between
neighbours houses; because we want to be the cheery smile for the
elderly gentleman on our street; or to start WhatsApp groups when
our street goes into lockdown 2. Preserving Nelson's charm - the
benefits and charm of a smaller, regional town are one of the
compelling draw cards for migration to Nelson and brings in droves of
tourists. The greenery and open spaces, away from the bustling
urban environment typical of larger cities, makes Nelson special. High
rise buildings towering over existing family homes would significantly
detract from this. Less tourists means less income into the city. Done
poorly, intensification could be a death null to our city. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 12




1263

$374.010

Kathryn Ng

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Provide further information and make
it easy for residents to come up to
speed with current thinking to be
meaningfully consulted and engaged.

The need for affordable housing is not in dispute. But if we are to
come on board in support of initiatives we need to know: - what the
council has learned from other councils and options inside and
outside of NZ - other housing options that are being explored or
implemented alongside this, especially as intensification feels like it is
a long lead time to an immediate and pressing need - the basis for
the future forecasts and how the council will respond to concerns
raised. Council should respond to the above questions directly.
Council mechanisms for connecting with the Nelson community are
clearly blunt. Nelson residents are better informed about roadworks
than a rule change that may result in a multi-storey building next
door. This needs to change. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]

Reject

Section 10

1264

$376.001

Trevor James

Entire Plan Change

Support

Allow for medium and high density
zones, but ensure that there are
neighbourhood plans to get the
detailed design right.

If done right we believe the 3-6 story apartments are very attractive
and very 'livable'. Done right, shops, public transport, pools, parks
and other amenities can be within a short walking distance. Often
this can mean that friends and family can be closer. Ideally if this is
done well it leaves more room for nature.  The current model of
urban growth is unsustainable and leads to inefficient servicing,
environmental degradation and wasteful of productive land. The
current model is driven by our society's demand for using motor
vehicles. Our specific concerns about the current situation is: -
Impervious surface. In our current urban areas there is a large
amount of tarsealed road/driveway, roof and concrete surface
covering our land. - Limited green space for nature. - Unsustainable
transportation. With sprawling, low density urban areas and low
usage of public transport mean the vehicle kilometers travelled per
person is greater and therefore the pollution we create from vehicles
is high. - High Costs and low efficiency. Pipework and pumping
systems for drinking water, wastewater and stormwater is more
expensive the more spread out and less dense the developments are.
Public transport is also less efficient and costly as urban areas spread
out in many directions. - Limited housing options. There need to be
more smaller housing options for example for single people, young
couples and older folk. - Pressure on productive land and to reduce
space for nature in rural areas. - More variety permitted in dwelling
eg spaces created for tiny house villages We like this plan as it
addresses these problems. While we support this plan change, any
intensification needs to be designed well. This means that multi-story
buildings should integrate well with the landscape (topography,

Accept in part

Section 12




1265

$377.001

Myfanwy James

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support Plan Change 29, but ensure
any intensification is designed well
and ensure it is addressed in
comprehensive Neighbourhood Plans.

If done right we believe the 3-6 story apartments are very attractive
and very 'livable'. Done right, shops, public transport, pools, parks
and other amenities can be within a short walking distance. Often
this can mean that friends and family can be closer. Ideally if this is
done well it leaves more room for nature. The current model of
urban growth is unsustainable and leads to inefficient servicing,
environmental degradation and wasteful of productive land. The
current model is driven by our society's demand for using motor
vehicles. Our specific concerns about the current situation is: -
Impervious surface. In our current urban areas there is a large
amount of tarsealed road/driveway, roof and concrete surface
covering our land. - Limited green space for nature. - Unsustainable
transportation. With sprawling, low density urban areas and low
usage of public transport mean the vehicle kilometers travelled per
person is greater and therefore the pollution we create from vehicles
is high. - High Costs and low efficiency. Pipework and pumping
systems for drinking water, wastewater and stormwater is more
expensive the more spread out and less dense the developments are.
Public transport is also less efficient and costly as urban areas spread
out in many directions. - Limited housing options. There need to be
more smaller housing options for example for single people, young
couples and older folk. - Pressure on productive land and to reduce
space for nature in rural areas. - More variety permitted in dwelling
eg spaces created for tiny house villages We like this plan as it
addresses these problems. While we support this plan change, any
intensification needs to be designed well. This means that multi-story
buildings should integrate well with the landscape (topography,

Accept in part

Section 12

1266

$379.001

Carole-Ann Lewis

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Review and redesign Plan Change 29.

The public was not given any voice on how intensification was to be
managed.

Reject

Section 10

1267

$379.006

Carole-Ann Lewis

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Provide] adequate sewage and water
drainage for the extra housing.

Not stated.

Reject

Section 11

1268

$379.008

Carole-Ann Lewis

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Use] empty buildings in the city for
housing.

There are many empty buildings in the city that could be changed
and used for housing.

Reject

Section 13

1269

$380.001

Sharon Bryce

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject Plan 29 in its current form.

I'm very concerned about the physical and social effects that such a
plan will have on established residential properties and the future
look and feel of our town. Any plan that leaves the spatial
configuration of new multi-storey buildings to pure chance or to the
whim of the developer, is bound to lead to disappointing results with
unintended consequences that will be hard if not impossible to come
back from. | acknowledge there is a degree of need regarding
residential housing but | question the lack of vision, the degree of
change and the one size fits all approach that is Plan 29. Plan 29 in its
current form will have adverse affects for both existing residents and
the new residents alike - albeit in different ways. There must be an
intensification vision and threshold that can satisfy the demands of
homes for people without abandoning the people. There has not
been enough thought put in or conversation had about the social
implications of such radical intensification including mental health
and wellbeing. | do not see how stacking families on top of each
other with only the streets and/ or public spaces to play constitutes a
healthy environment. I'm not convinced that the goals of revitalising
the city and large scale residential housing in and near the CBD are
compatible with each other and in reality could work against each
other. [Refer to original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 9




1270

$380.002

Sharon Bryce

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Design comprehensive neighbourhood
plans first.

Evidently our current Future Development Strategy spells out the
need for neighbourhood plans in the first instance. Such plans will
give some certainty about the form and location of future buildings,
open space areas for outlook and privacy, future public and private
green spaces, play areas etc. With a clear picture in mind, the
community will be much more at ease about the changes. You will
bring the people with you and not exacerbate divisions.

Reject

Section 13

1271

$380.007

Sharon Bryce

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Provide a fair balance of developers
offering residential builds catering to a
broad spectrum of the market.

I'd like to see any Plan we adopt ensure and make explicit that there
is a fair balance of developers offering residential builds for all those
who are in the market for it from families to the retired. I'd like to see
a plan that achieves a sympathetic blending of residential into the
city without bringing about unintended social consequences. Plan 29
does not do this.

Reject

Section 12

1272

$380.008

Sharon Bryce

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Oppose] the proposed new zones as
they currently stand.

| think the High Density area spreads too far into established
residential zones and the new height suggestions are completely
incompatible with what already exists except for in the CBD and
possibly fringe commercial/industrial areas which | think ought not
exceed 4 stories. | question the need for a medium density zone at
all and once again the new height suggestions would have too great
an impact on existing residences. | think the proposed zones are an
example of one size fits all which I am opposed to.

Accept in part

Section 12

1273

$381.001

Peter Sheppard

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Withdraw Plan Change 29 entirely and
present to the people of Nelson some
new options that enable
intensification of housing, with less
impact on existing residents and with
better planning in general.

| disagree with the approach of earmarking entire blocks of land for
zoning change, based mainly on 'proximity to amenities' as described
by planners at the public meeting held by NCC at the Trafalgar Centre
some weeks ago. | see this approach as too narrow in its scope and it
appears to ignore potential impact on existing residents and fails to
recognize the topography of the land, the nature of the roading and
the existing natural hazards in some of these areas. We are the
owners of 66 Tosswill Rd. If Plan Change 29 went ahead in its current
form, this will enable our neighbour on our North boundary to build
to 12m; this height of build would effectively put us in shade from
approximately 8.00am to 1.00pm or later and would block our
outlook to the north also. This would have a very negative effect on
our lifestyle and possibly health. Directly across the road the
proposed change would enable building to 19.5m. The idea of
buildings of this height and covering a large area as proposed along
Tosswill Rd and down Tamaki Rd is quite disturbing to us as existing
residents, for the following reasons: - Shading would be a big issue
for as at this height, as well as a large loss of outlook to the sea and
the mountains. Even the uncertainty of whether development with
these types of negative impacts would create anxiety for us as a
family, should the Plan Change 29 changes be adopted in their
current form. - Natural Hazards are also an issue in the Tahunanui
area; well documented flooding and subsequent land subsidence
alone we would see as a very good reason for intensification of
housing as afforded by Plan Change 29 to be recognized as a flawed
concept. - Transportation is also an issue. Tosswill Rd and other
streets in the area are already down to single lane and quite

Reject

Section 9




1274

FS$72.023

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Natural Hazards are
also an issue in the Tahunanui area; well documentedflooding and
subsequent land subsidence alone we would see as a very good
reason for intensification of housing as afforded by Plan Change 29 to
be recognized as a flawed concept. - Transportation is also an issue.
Tosswill Rd and other streets in the area are already down to single
lane and quite hazardous on a daily basis with just a single vehicle
parked on the roadside. Creation of large apartment blocks and
intensification in general will only exacerbate this issue - which is a
serious safety issue in this area. - Infrastructure is lacking and both
stormwater and sewage systems in the Tahunanui Hills appear to be
old and inadequate. The need for upgrading of these services to
accommodate more residents appears to have been overlooked. -
Amenities in terms of a supermarket are not readily available close to
Tahunanui Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support:
The quality of residents lifestyle, should not be impaired the very
idea of taking away peoples ability to utilise their outdoor living space
and sustainable growth of gardens, especially during a cost of living
crisis is absolutely unacceptable. The broad brush approach adopted
to including an area for development in Tahunanui has missed the
mark on so many ways, it is not close to Public Transport, shops or
amenities, the whole of tahunanui has poor stormwater & sewage
infrastructure and has stability map overlays for instability.

Accept in part

Section 12

1275

F$61.023

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Natural Hazards are
also an issue in the Tahunanui area; well documented flooding and
subsequent land subsidence alone we would see as a very good
reason for intensification of housing as afforded by Plan Change 29 to
be recognized as a flawed concept. - Transportation is also an issue.
Tosswill Rd and other streets in the area are already down to single
lane and quite hazardous on a daily basis with just a single vehicle
parked on the roadside. Creation of large apartment blocks and
intensification in general will only exacerbate this issue - which is a
serious safety issue in this area. - Infrastructure is lacking and both
stormwater and sewage systems in the Tahunanui Hills appear to be
old and inadequate. The need for upgrading of these services to
accommodate more residents appears to have been overlooked. -
Amenities in terms of a supermarket are not readily available close to
Tahunanui. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support
The quality of residents lifestyle, should not be impaired the very
idea of taking away peoples ability to utilise their outdoor living
space and sustainable growth of gardens, especially during a cost of
living crisis is absolutely unacceptable. The broad brush approach
adopted to including an area for development in Tahunanui has
missed the mark on so many ways, it is not close to Public Transport,
shops or amenities, the whole of tahunanui has poor stormwater &
sewage infrastructure and has stability map overlays for instability.

Accept in part

Section 12




1276|FS60.025 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- Natural Hazards are |Accept in part Section 12
also an issue in the Tahunanui area; well documented flooding and
subsequent land subsidence alone we would see as a very good
reason for intensification of housing as afforded by Plan Change 29 to
be recognized as a flawed concept. - Transportation is also an issue.
Tosswill Rd and other streets in the area are already down to single
lane and quite hazardous on a daily basis with just a single vehicle
parked on the roadside. Creation of large apartment blocks and
intensification in general will only exacerbate this issue - which is a
serious safety issue in this area. - Infrastructure is lacking and both
stormwater and sewage systems in the Tahunanui Hills appear to be
old and inadequate. The need for upgrading of these services to
accommodate more residents appears to have been overlooked. -
Amenities in terms of a supermarket are not readily available close to
Tahunanui. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support:
The quality of residents lifestyle, should not be impaired the very
idea of taking away peoples ability to utilise their outdoor living
space and sustainable growth of gardens, especially during a cost of
living crisis is absolutely unacceptable. The broad brush approach
adopted to including an area for development in Tahunanui has
missed the mark on so many ways, it is not close to Public Transport,
shops or amenities, the whole of tahunanui has poor stormwater &
sewage infrastructure and has stability map overlays for instability.
1277|5381.002 Peter Sheppard Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Alternatively] make changes that However, | would suggest a more nuanced approach to creating Accept in part Section 12
would give scope for building to the  [more housing options across Nelson. Some sites will always lend
parameters suggested in Plan Change [themselves to development more than others.
29 - on a site by site basis, anywhere
in the city, in consultation with
existing residents.
1278|5382.001 Anthony Healey Entire Plan Change Oppose Revisit Plan Change 29 with an area by |No information has been taken into account from previous geotech  [Accept in part Section 12
area design. reports. All it does is lump groups into tier 2 blanket zones. This
submission relates to Andy Whiting Place land. It will create increases
in insurance premiums, or denial of insurance cover. It has not taken
into account previous weather events, where areas not damaged.
Property values will fall. Extensions will be difficult.
1279|FS49.008 Suffolk Heights Limited Support Accept The particular parts of the submission we support are: All parts. The |Reject Section 12
generic matter in which the slope risk overlays have been proposed
will, as a consequence, have significant and unreasonable impacts on
property owners. The costs of these changes have not been
adequately assessed under section 32 of the Act. The provisions are
therefore considered to be inappropriate.
1280|5383.004 Karin Harrison Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $383.001.
1281|5383.006 Karin Harrison Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $383.001 and $383.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1282|5383.007 Karin Harrison Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1283|5383.008 Karin Harrison Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1284/5384.001 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point $384.002. Reject Section 13




1285|5384.002 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1286/5384.003 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1287|5384.004 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, [Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1288|5384.006 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $384.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1289|5384.010 Arif Matthee Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1290|5384.011 Arif Matthee Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1291|FS28.018 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1292|5384.013 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1293|5384.018 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $384.005 and $S384.011. Reject Section 13

demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.




1294/5384.019 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1295|5384.027 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1296/5384.029 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1297|5384.030 Arif Matthee Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1298|5386.004 Eric Peter Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $386.001.
1299|5386.006 Eric Peter Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $386.001 and $386.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1300|5386.007 Eric Peter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1301/S386.008 Eric Peter Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1302|5387.004 David Bennett Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12 m. UD 2020 Refer to reasons in submission point $387.001. The plan
change is out of "context" with what could be considered a beautiful
and functional city. The proposed building heights do not fit with the
wishes of the populace. The extent of the high density area is too
large and does not fit with the outcomes residents wish for. Refer to
original submission for more detail.
1303|5387.006 David Bennett Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $387.001 and S387.004. Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1304/5387.007 David Bennett Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject plan change 29 in its entirety. |1 100% reject plan change 29 in its entirety. The plan change has Reject Section 9

been brought about by (as | understand) a recognition of the NPS for
Urban Development which is mandatory for Tier 1 cities but only
voluntary for Tier 2 cities. [Refer to original submission for more
detail]




1305/5387.010 David Bennett Entire Plan Change Oppose [Consult with the public for input into |While it is understood that consideration needs to be made for future|Reject Section 13
the design first]. development, the "consultation" process has been reversed,
whereby the public should have had input into the design and not the
other way around [where] council has come up with a design which is
pushes around with comments that it is "consultation" and you will
be able to have your say. Then the council comes back later and
say([s] you didn't object or comment at the first stage.
1306/5388.001 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point $388.002. Reject Section 13
1307/5388.002 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. NCC appears to have failed to take account of the
findings of the report commissioned by NCC and TDC in 2021 called
Housing We'd Chose by m.e Consulting (Document reference: TDC
002.21 HWC Tasman Nelson) which analyses housing preferences of
the population. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1308/5388.003 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1309|5388.004 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ. [Refer to the
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend |original submission for more detail]
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1310|5388.006 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $388.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1311/5388.010 Gary Calderbank Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1312|5388.011 Gary Calderbank Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1313|FS28.019 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1314/5388.013 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13

new-build empty holiday apartments.

solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.




1315|5388.019 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1316/5388.027 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities.
Developments that 'Fit' with the long-
term design vision of Nelson.
1317|5388.029 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1318|5388.030 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1319|5388.034 Gary Calderbank Residential Zones Oppose Incentivise existing residential owners |Refer to reasons in submission point $388.019. Reject Section 12
to infill in a sympathetic manner on
existing larger sections, by removing
the development levies and additional
rates charges.
1320|5388.035 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Streamline the RC and BC processes to | do not believe that PC29 is a fair or workable solution to our current |Reject Section 9
allow houses to be built quicker and at [housing issues in the area. It appear developer focussed more than
a lower cost to the end user. community focussed [through the] removal of current individual
resource and planning consent processes that protect the greater
community. [Refer to original submission for more detail]
1321/5388.036 Gary Calderbank Entire Plan Change Oppose Abandon PC29 and seek better advice |The broad brush PC29 is not the solution and should be scrapped. Reject Section 9
on urban growth/ densification to suit [[PC29] has the potential of creating environmental detriments to
the specific needs of the Nelson existing residential dwellings and lacks a transparent control
community. mechanism to create the housing needs of the future (i.e affordable,
sustainable housing vs wealthy / holiday homes). [Refer to original
submission for more detail]
1322|FS5.017 Warwick Rogers Support Accept Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of Reject Section 9
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.
1323|5389.005 Elizabeth Dooley Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Create] an overall plan for the city Without an overall plan, the city centre and adjoining residential Reject Section 9
centre and adjoining residential areas. |areas will be developed by developers who have no interest in
Nelson City itself, so it is imperative that nothing is started until we
have a street plan laid out.
1324|FS78.016 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: [Create] an overall |Reject Section 13
plan for the city centre and adjoining residential areas.
Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation
with residents.
1325|FS65.200 Heritage Nelson Support Accept The particular part of the submission we support is: [Create] an Accept in part Section 12

overall plan for the city centre and adjoining residential areas.
Reasons include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as
in many cases multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood
spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.




1326/5390.001 Thomas Currie Residential Zones Oppose Oppose the proposed high density | am concerned that the high density buildings will impact sunlight, [Accept Section 12
residential zone. privacy, garden productivity and solar panel production.
1327|5392.004 Johanna Peter Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $392.001.
1328|5392.006 Johanna Peter Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $392.001 and $392.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1329|5392.007 Johanna Peter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1330|5392.008 Johanna Peter Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1331/S393.004 Paul Fox Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $393.001.
1332|5393.006 Paul Fox Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $393.001 and $393.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1333|5393.007 Paul Fox Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1334/5393.008 Paul Fox Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1335|5393.009 Paul Fox Entire Plan Change Oppose Build 2-3 storey units in areas where |This proposal is daylight theft and should not be allowed nest to or  [Reject Section 9
single storey dwellings and their close to existing single storey structures.
owners are not affected.
1336/5395.004 Andrew Sullivan Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $395.001.
1337|5395.006 Andrew Sullivan Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $395.001 and $S395.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City, | oppose any building of 3 storeys or more outside of Nelson CBD
before the current residential zones. |(Trafalgar, Halifax, Collingwood, Selwyn St boundaries). Utilisation of
land inside this are should be prioritised over any suburban areas.
1338|5395.007 Andrew Sullivan Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1339|5395.008 Andrew Sullivan Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1340|5395.010 Andrew Sullivan Entire Plan Change Oppose [Suggest] a co-ordinated plan Not leaving decisions on Nelson's future to developers or individual ~|Reject Section 13
involving an official planning landowners.
committee, made up of residents and
council to plan for future growth in a
co-ordinated manner.
1341|FS65.202 Heritage Nelson Support in part |Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: [Suggest] a co-  |Reject Section 13

ordinated plan involving an official planning committee, made up of
residents and council to plan for future growth in a co-ordinated
manner [not leave to developers or individual landowners]. Reasons
include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many
cases multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial
plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.




1342

$396.001

Arnold Ayre

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject Plan Change 29 in its current
form.

Nelson city has been identified by many of its citizens, often after
travelling to many places both in New Zealand and overseas, as
offering the best environment for them to settle. It offers a special
blend of city and outdoor living, is known for its arts and crafts, its
access to mountains and sea, and its friendly outdoor living style.
Heritage is about more than just a handful of nominated streets and
buildings. It is about what makes the city as a whole special, and
what is passed from previous generations to future generations; from
previous city councils, to future city councils. | suggest that the
proposed Plan 29 change is likely to irreparably break the link in our
heritage. Put more resources and effort into analyzing the
demographic of our current and future housing needs (eg lack of a
Night Shelter). Maintain control of the development of our city with
an ongoing case by case Resource Consent approach that reflects,
preserves, and enhances the character of each individual urban
environment thus ensuring Nelson's heritage is preserved. | support
the council adopting a Resource Management Plan that caters for our
present and future housing needs, also taking into account the likely
effects climate change will have on both current and proposed
housing developments. | acknowledge that intensification in some
areas will be needed to meet these needs. | do not support a plan
that devolves responsibility for our residential cityscape to
commercial development. | do not support the division of our
residential zoning into large chunks that allow, to different degrees,
intensive development regardless of detrimental effect on cityscape
and neighboring properties. | suggest there are opportunities for
intensification without detrimental effects, such as multistory

Reject

Section 9

1343

FS78.211

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular parts of the submission | support are: Reject.[ Heritage
is about more than just a handful of nominated streets and buildings.
It is about what makes the city as a whole special, and what is passed
from previous generations to future generations; from previous city
councils, to future city councils. | suggest that the proposed Plan 29
change is likely to irreparably break the link in Our heritage.] PC29
facilitates loss of heritage resources A new comprehensive
independent study of the effects of this proposal on the character
and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes to proposed
rules and policies (on and off-site height, boundary set back, daylight
angles). The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan
Change does not meet professional best practice. It has been
undertaken by one person rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 12

1344

FS$65.204

Heritage Nelson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission we support is: Reject. [Heritage
is about more than just a handful of nominated streets and buildings.
It is about what makes the city as a whole special, and what is passed
from previous generations to future generations; from previous city
councils, to future city councils. | suggest that the proposed Plan 29
change is likely to irreparably break the link in our heritage.] Reasons
include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many
cases multiple reasons have been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of
heritage resources A new study on effects of proposals on heritage
and character of City is required. The analysis (2015 methodology)
that informs the Plan Change does not meet professional best
practice. It has been undertaken by one person rather than a
multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 12

1345

$397.001

Ali Lawley

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC29 in its entirely.

Refer to the reasons in submission point $397.002.

Reject

Section 13




1346|5397.002 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. NCC appears to have failed to take account of the
findings of the report commissioned by NCC and TDC in 2021 called
Housing We'd Chose by m.e Consulting (Document reference: TDC
002.21 HWC Tasman Nelson) which analyses housing preferences of
the population. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1347|5397.003 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1348|5397.004 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ. [Refer to the
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend |original submission for more detail]
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1349|5397.006 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $397.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1350|5397.010 Ali Lawley Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1351|S397.011 Ali Lawley Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1352|FS28.020 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1353|$397.013 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13

new-build empty holiday apartments.

solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.




1354/5397.019 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1355|5397.027 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities.
Developments that 'Fit' with the long-
term design vision of Nelson.
1356/5397.029 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1357|5397.030 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1358|5397.031 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdraw [PC29], [undertake] [Refer to reasons provided in this submission]. Reject Section 9
community engagement to create a
new one.
1359|5397.034 Ali Lawley Residential Zones Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $397.019. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of placing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1360|5397.035 Ali Lawley Residential Zones Oppose Incentivise existing residential owners |Refer to reasons in submission point $397.019. Reject Section 10
to infill in a sympathetic manner on
existing larger sections, by removing
the development levies and additional
rates charges.
1361/5397.036 Ali Lawley Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point S480.005 and S480.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1362|5399.001 Wendy Drummond Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Review Plan Change 29, taking into | support more affordable, sustainable housing & more choice, Reject Section 12
account the submissions received and |especially in Nelson CBD. BUT 6 stories are only acceptable where
amend accordingly. there are other tall buildings. They are not appropriate in Stoke.
Nearly 50 % of the CBD is presently car parking, car yards (e.g. the
new Turners) & roads.
1363|5402.004 Russell King Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that  [Accept in part Section 12

Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $402.001.




1364/5402.006 Russell King Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $402.001 and S402.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City There is no need to allow three and six storey developments outside
[and multi-site developments in the central business district with provision for multi-site
specified locations that meet existing |developments in specified locations. There is ample land in the
bulk and location requirements], central city and there are pockets of land in areas of Tahunanui,
before the current residential zones. |Washington Valley, for example, where sites of older buildings could
be amalgamated and multi-storey dwellings erected without
compromising the amenities of neighbours. Such developments
should meet existing bulk and location requirements and be
consented.
1365|FS61.093 Tahunanui Business and Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- here is no need to |Reject Section 12
Citizens Assn allow three and six storey developments outside the central business
district with provision for multi-site developments in specified
locations. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support:-
Prioritise inner city HDZ and MDZ before residential areas.
1366|FS72.097 Jude Osborne Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- There is no need to |Accept in part Section 12
allow three and six storey developments outside the central business
district with provision for multi-site developments in specfied
locations. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support:-
Prioritise inner city HDZ and MDZ before residential areas.
1367|FS60.089 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- here is no need to |Reject Section 12
allow three and six storey developments outside the central business
district with provision for multi-site developments in specified
locations. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support:-
Prioritise inner city HDZ and MDZ before residential areas.
1368|5402.007 Russell King Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1369|5402.008 Russell King Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the [Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1370|S402.009 Russell King Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject plan change 29 and develop a |Plan change 29 in concept and in detail, it should be abandoned and a|Reject Section 9
new plan after submission have been |new plan developed after submissions have been considered.
considered].
1371|S403.001 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons on submission point S403.002. Reject Section 13
1372|5403.002 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1373|5403.003 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased'  [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1374/5403.004 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10

forecasts, as recommended by the
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.

but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.




1375|5403.006 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S403.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1376/5403.010 Ashley Frechette Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1377|5403.011 Ashley Frechette Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1378|FS28.021 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1379|5403.013 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1380|5403.018 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point $403.005 and S403.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
13815403.019 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1382|5403.027 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1383(5403.029 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11

increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.




1384/5403.030 Ashley Frechette Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1385/5404.001 lan Gillespie Entire Plan Change Support Support Plan Change 29. | support Plan Change 29 in all aspects because Nelson City needs Accept Section 12
revitalisation.
1386|FS78.215 Sarah Holman Oppose Reject The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Support Plan Reject Section 12
Change 29. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. PC29 has the
potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key attribute
with economic, social and environmental consequences; amenity and
value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it goes ahead. A
new comprehensive independent study of the effects of this proposal
on the character and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs
changes to proposed rules and policies (on and off-site height,
boundary set back, daylight angles). The Plan Change is not informed
by adequate information or analysis.
1387|FS65.210 Heritage Nelson Oppose Reject The particular part of the submission we oppose is: Support Plan Accept in part Section 12
Change 29. Reasons include (please also refer to our original
submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been
noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources A new study on
effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is required. The
analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not
meet professional best practice. It has been undertaken by one
person rather than a multidisciplinary team.
1388|5404.002 lan Gillespie Inner City and City Fringe |Support Support the land currently lease to the |l also support the land currently lease to the Nelson Croquet club Reject Section 9
Zones Nelson Croquet club adjacent to adjacent to Halifax St to be rezoned as residential and used for high
Halifax St to be rezoned as residential |density housing. The land referred to above is used by few people on
and used for high density housing. few occasions.
1389|FS78.435 Sarah Holman Oppose Reject The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Various. The Plan  |Reject Section 12
Change is not informed by adequate information or analysis. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences.
1390|5405.001 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons on submission point S405.002. Reject Section 13
1391/S405.002 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1392|5405.003 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1393|5405.004 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10

forecasts, as recommended by the
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.

but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.




1394/5405.006 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S405.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1395|5405.010 Patricia Carter Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. Do you know many pensioners who
have zero medical problems? Heart issues, knee problems, hip
problems, are usual, none of which are conducive to living with stairs.
Two stories or duplex buildings would seem a better solution. Have
you thought of the downside of high density housing? Has anyone
thought of the repercussions of fire or pandemics with intensive
living conditions? Intensification, if not treated sensibly is a disaster
and slum waiting to happen. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1396/5405.011 Patricia Carter Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1397|FS28.022 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1398|5405.013 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1399|5405.018 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $405.005 and S405.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1400|5405.019 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10

intensification starting with the inner
city, followed by the city fringe and
then applying the Medium Density
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high)
progressively expanding from the CBD
(and Central Stoke) if required and
over time, provided AP15 Daylight
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.

significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]




1401|S405.027 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services. No one is impressed by " matchstick " houses
currently built by Kainga Ora. [Refer to original submission for more
detail].
1402|5405.029 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1403|5405.030 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1404/5405.031 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose Engage the help of experts such as Dr |There are others with a wealth of experience and knowledge and all |Reject Section 13
Geoffrey Hayes, William Samuels, seem more concerned than biased.
Mark Fielding , Jan Whittaker, Dave
Mountford, to name a few.
1405|5405.032 Patricia Carter Entire Plan Change Oppose [Support S453] the submission from || am aware of the submission from Steve Webster and totally agree. |[Reject Section 9
Steve Webster. He is more concise than | am and raises more valid concerns.
1406/5406.001 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons on submission point S406.002. Reject Section 13
1407|5406.002 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1408|5406.003 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote. proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
1409|5406.004 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1410|5406.006 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S406.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1411/5406.010 Debbie Hampson Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12

Zone from the plan completely.

keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]




1412|S406.011 Debbie Hampson Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1413|FS28.023 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1414/5406.013 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1415|5406.018 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point S406.005 and S406.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1416/|5406.019 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1417|5406.027 Debbie Hampson Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1418|5406.029 Debbie Hampson Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1419|5406.030 Debbie Hampson Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11

future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a

|greater population.




1420

$408.001

Connie May Nisbet

Entire Plan Change

Support

Progress the objective of this plan
change, and in particular, prioritise
intensification ahead of greenfields
development, and support avoidance
of development in hazard prone areas.

| strongly support the objective of urban intensification in Nelson. |
welcome the growth of Nelson and think its important that quality
housing is available for our increasing population. | support the
intention of intensification within Nelson rather than greenfields
expansion. Greenfields development is expensive because it requires
the provision of new infrastructure. It also worsens existing problems
with congestion on Nelsons roads. We need to look after our food
producing soils and should definitely not be using productive land for
housing development. Carefully designed urban intensification has
the ability to improve the character of Nelson. We have a lot of old,
run down housing stock which could be replaced with better quality
well designed housing. | encourage the council to support co housing
options which provide social as well as environmental benefits
particularly the ability to share resources. | am heartened that the
plan change seems to give serious consideration to the risks posed by
natural hazards and encourage the council to maintain its approach
of avoiding intensification in hazards prone areas. As we have seen
with the severe weather events earlier this year, and the Nelson
floods last year, the social and economic costs of hazard events are
high, and council (therefore ratepayers) are likely to bear a significant
proportion of the costs of recovery. Its important to focus on the
needs of the entire community - including our future community. If
Nelson does not grow it will stagnate, and that does not benefit
anyone.

Accept

Section 12

1421

$408.002

Connie May Nisbet

Mapping

Oppose in part

Change the High Density Residential
zone in Tahunanui hills to Medium
Density.

| encourage reconsideration of the high density zone in Tahunanui.
While | support intensification in general, my view is that 6 storeys on
the Tahunanui hills is impractical and unnecessary. | support the
classification of the entire Tahunanui area as medium density. In my
view this will provide for sufficient development potential.

Reject

Section 12

1422

F$61.071

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support in part

Accept in part

The Particular Part of the submission | support in part/:- Is to remove
High density zoning from the Tahunanui hills. Reject PC29 in its
entirety. The reasons for my support in part: - is for the removal of
HDZ on the Tahunanui Hills.

Accept in part

Section 12

1423

FS72.075

Jude Osborne

Support in part

Accept in part

The Particular Part of the submission | support in part/:- Is to remove
High density zoning from the Tahunanui hills. Reject PC29 in its
entirety. The reasons for my support in part: - is for the removal of
HDZ on the Tahunanui Hills.

Accept in part

Section 12

1424

F$60.067

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support in part

Accept in part

The Particular Part of the submission | support in part/:- Is to remove
High density zoning from the Tahunanui hills. Reject PC29 in its
entirety. The reasons for my support in part: - is for the removal of
HDZ on the Tahunanui Hills.

Accept in part

Section 12
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$409.001

Mary McKinlay

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC29 in its entirety.

Refer to the reasons on submission point $409.002.

Reject

Section 13

1426

$409.002

Mary McKinlay

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Request] Council withdraw PC 29 in
its entirety.

The promotion of PC29 by the Council has been misleading in that it
implies that it is the only option available AND required by law. The
plan is not the only option and Nelson is not required to provide for
high-density housing. It has been difficult to digest the total effect of
the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation due to its size
and complexity. Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32
reports has not been made available for residents who do not have
access to, or the ability to use a computer. A lack of early public
engagement and consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been
prematurely put out for public submissions in an incomplete and
inaccurate state that requires the public to learn and understand its
entirety, so they can re-design it. [Refer to the original submission
for more detail]

Reject

Section 9

1427

$409.003

Mary McKinlay

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing
Panel] from either side of the Sept
14th vote.

Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased'
public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Refer to original submission for more detail.

Reject

Section 13




1428|5409.004 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1429|5409.006 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S409.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1430|5409.010 Mary McKinlay Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential |PC29 is not in character or in keeping with the existing 'General Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. Residential Zone'. Refer to the original submission for more detail.
1431|S409.018 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
favour of replacing more units on the |dwellings. Refer to reasons in submission points S409.005 and
same section providing they comply  [S409.011.
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1432|5409.019 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase |To accommodate the "expected" population growth the Council Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |should take a staged approach to intensification. First, in the Inner
city, followed by the city fringe. City - Centre (North of the Cathedral) should be the starting place for
the most significant intensification. Second, the Inner City - Fringe
could be the next zone to phase in for intensification. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]
1433|5409.027 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1434/5409.029 Mary McKinlay Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1435|5409.030 Mary McKinlay Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1436/5409.032 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider the requirements for a Tier 2 |l understand the requirement for Central Government and Councils |Reject Section 9
city. to plan for population growth and consider options for improving
access to housing for people who currently struggle to access
affordable homes. [However], Nelson City Council has overreached
the legal requirements to provide high-density housing as it is not a
Tier 1 City (it is only a Tier 2 City).
1437|5409.035 Mary McKinlay Entire Plan Change Oppose Carry out an independent "Visual [If] new density areas are left to developers discretion, Nelson City Reject Section 13

Pollution Assessment" (VPA) based on
the proposed new zoning under PC29.

will become an eyesore, rather than a city with a consistent pattern
of development. This will affect residential property [values] and
people will [leave] the city in want of less visually polluted areas.




1438|5410.001 Kathleen Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Cancellation of the whole Plan Change |Intensification to the level proposed in PC29 is not required under Reject Section 9
29. the NPSUD 2020 for Tier 2 Councils. It does not solve the issue of
extra housing availability or affordability as high rise apartments are
very expensive to build and tend to be bought up by investors.
1439|5410.002 Kathleen Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Abolish the High and Medium Density |Intensification should be carried out incrementally, starting with the |Reject Section 10
Zones and have one standard inner city and city fringe areas. High rise apartments up to 6 storeys
residential zone. would have serious adverse effects on existing residential properties
including: loss of general amenity, sunlight, outlook; ruining the
unique character and shape of the area.
1440|5411.001 Rob Harris Entire Plan Change Amend [Undertake] a more comprehensive 1. To ensure a better planning process - less cookie cutter in nature  |Reject Section 13
spatial mapping exercise that and more easily directed. 2. Protect meaningful locality values and
identifies discrete functional local character while still providing for necessary intensification. 3.
neighbourhoods or localities based on |Ensure a better process for enabling an understanding of the
a combination of physical, natural, and |available potential for future growth, as well as greater predictability
cultural factors. as to location and cost. Intensification will be essential in coming
years as parts of Nelson become less usable for development and
redevelopment due to factors such as increased natural hazard effect
in areas like the Wood, parts of Tahunanui and fringe areas along the
Maitai, and a shift in demand towards smaller households combined
with an increasing population. The Plan Change is therefore partly
predicated on these factors and supported by a National Policy
Statement on Urban Development. As is pointed out in the
explanations for the Change on the Council website the requirement
for intensification will happen over time. Because of this there is a
danger of the Plan Change being implemented in an ad hoc manner
and also expose residents and investors in Nelson to some
uncertainty as to where intensification will occur and what effect this
will have on individual properties close to redevelopment. There are
clearly fears that this Plan Change will lead to significant
loss/transformation of Nelson's values - that is, low density living,
relaxed environment, an older heritage environment, a landscape
less dominated by buildings and more by its natural landscape
components. Some of those fears are real, as NZ's planning system is
relatively laissez faire and urban development and change can be
very ad hoc and uncoordinated in terms of matching infrastructure
provision and funding, setting of neighbourhood standards and local
1441|FS65.448 Heritage Nelson Support in part |Accept in part [Undertake] a more comprehensive spatial mapping exercise that Accept in part Section 12
identifies discrete functional neighbourhoods or localities based on a
combination of physical, natural, and cultural factors. Reasons
include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many
cases multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial
plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
1442|5411.003 Rob Harris Mapping Amend Identify the 'neighbourhoods' present |Refer to the reasons in submission point S411.001 and the original Accept in part Section 12
character and characteristics - e.g. submission for more detail.
intensity, age of buildings and
potential for replacement,
representative architecture, character
architecture and local heritage
qualities, vegetation coverage, terrain,
connections such as walkways and
special features.
1443|FS78.017 Sarah Holman Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: Identify the Reject Section 13

'neighbourhoods' present character and characteristics - e.g.
intensity, age of buildings and potential for replacement,
representative architecture, character architecture and local heritage
qualities, vegetation coverage, terrain, connections such as walkways
and special features. Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been
prepared in consultation with residents.




1444|FS65.217 Heritage Nelson Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: Identify the Accept in part Section 12
'neighbourhoods' present character and characteristics - e.g.
intensity, age of buildings and potential for replacement,
representative architecture, character architecture and local heritage
qualities, vegetation coverage, terrain, connections such as walkways
and special features. Reasons include (please also refer to our
original submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have
been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in
consultation with residents.
1445|5411.004 Rob Harris Residential Zones Amend identify sites within each functional Refer to the reasons in submission point $411.001 and the original Reject Section 12
neighbourhood or locality that are submission for more detail.
feasible for intensification due to
orientation, size, proximity to
transport routes, ability to contribute
to mixed use (residential upper floors
on commercial ground floors). Equally
identify areas that can't easily or
shouldn't be intensified due to
heritage, cultural, infrastructural,
hazard, recreational, landscape or
other practical reason and map them
accordingly as less desirable for
intensification.
1446|FS78.018 Sarah Holman Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: Identify sites within |Reject Section 13
each functional neighbourhood or locality that are feasible for
intensification due to orientation, size, proximity to transport routes,
ability to contribute to mixed use (residential upper floors on
commercial ground floors). Equally identify areas that can't easily or
shouldn't be intensified due to heritage, cultural, infrastructural,
hazard, recreational, landscape or other practical reason and map
them accordingly as less desirable for intensification. Neighbourhood
spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
1447|FS65.218 Heritage Nelson Support in part |Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: Identify sites Accept in part Section 12

within each functional neighbourhood or locality that are feasible for
intensification due to orientation, size, proximity to transport routes,
ability to contribute to mixed use (residential upper floors on
commercial ground floors). Equally identify areas that can't easily or
shouldn't be intensified due to heritage, cultural, infrastructural,
hazard, recreational, landscape or other practical reason and map
them accordingly as less desirable for intensification. Reasons
include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many
cases multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial
plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.




1448

$412.001

Belinda Davies

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Confine the intensification to meet
Nelson's current and future housing
needs as covered in Chapter 5 (District
wide objectives and policies) at this
stage to the inner city zones.

I endorse the point made by urban designer Timo Neubauer in the
Nelson Weekly (11 October '23) and Stuff (23 October '23) that
intensification must happen only within a framework of
comprehensive neighbourhood plans. In general | agree with his
argument that "with a clear picture at hand the community will be
much more at ease with the trade-offs intensification demands, and
will understand the enormous benefits to come with it." In the short
term at least, however, | see potential benefits only in the inner city
zones. New residential zones: At this stage it's difficult to see much
benefit accruing to the higher density residential zones with the
proposed new standards and rules, which might to some extent
protect residents' daylight - but not the sunlight so valued here. One
of Nelson's great assets are its cherished trees and private as well as
public gardens, from which we all benefit. For this reason alone it
seems premature to consider allowing developers to make their
profits by picking off individual properties to build upwards at the
expense of the neighbouring houses and gardens, which need
sunlight to continue to flourish. That apartment blocks should be
allowed in established communities without prior consultation or
even notification would, | believe, be extremely unjust and harmful
to community stability and goodwill. Inner city zones: If
intensification as proposed by Plan Change 29 is spread piecemeal
over large parts of residential Nelson | believe an opportunity to
revitalise the CBD will be compromised. Nelson needs more people
living in the CBD. If this requires compulsory buying up of whole
blocks of under-used commercial property for a mix of apartments
and social housing, this seems less draconian than the plan to allow

Accept in part

Section 12

1449

$413.005

Scott Figenshow

Residential Zones

Amend

Clarify how Development
Contributions are applied, in
particular, the trigger should be
whether any additional units are
legally subdivided from the original
title before any further development
contributions are payable.

Adding a residential unit (on the existing title) should not itself trigger
payment of additional development contributions, if Council's aim is
to encourage intensification. Our reasoning is that the existing house
is a one bathroom, two bedroom dwelling. No additional
development contributions would be payable if we expanded it to be
a five bedroom, four bathroom home. So why would the addition of
one bedroom, one bathroom, in a separate building (sleepout /
residential unit) trigger payment of further development
contributions so long as no subdivision occurs? We were already
required to make a connection to council stormwater, and install
stormwater retention on-site. However, we would agree that if the
new residential unit is subdivided and can be sold separately, then it
is fair to pay development contributions, as a new title is being
created. A landowner can monetise (sell) that property and thus
generate cash to pay the fees. We can't do that when the unit is on
our same title.

Reject

Section 12

1450

$413.006

Scott Figenshow

Residential Zones

Amend

Add separate economic incentives to
improve housing affordability, such as
an Inclusionary Housing programme.

PC 29 won't by itself improve housing affordability in Nelson.
However a complimentary, fit-for-purpose set of economic
incentives, such as value capture through an inclusionary housing
programme, with units owned and operated by registered
Community Housing Providers would be a robust way to achieve
both intensification and improve housing affordability. [Refer to the
original submission for further details.]

Reject

Section 13




1451|S415.001 Kirsten Cooper Residential Zones Oppose Replace the areas indicated as High | want Nelson to be able to intensify in a manner that allows the Accept in part Section 12
Density Residential Zone with the essential character of our City to remain. Within the proposed
Medium Density Residential Zone. Medium Density Residential Zone guidelines, there are ample
opportunities to double or triple the number of dwellings already.
The zones marked out for High Density development seem excessive.
| have observed and experienced medium density (3-4 story) areas in
a number of large cities around the world - and this provides plenty
of opportunities to condense populations while remaining a human-
centred environment. There is a phrase in the PC29 - S32 Report
Appendix 3A - 'gentle density' and that is, | believe, an ambition for
this Council to aspire to.
1452|5417.001 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons on submission point $417.002. Reject Section 13
1453|5417.002 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1454|S417.004 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, [Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1455|5417.006 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $417.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1456|5417.010 David Smith Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1457|5417.011 David Smith Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1458|FS28.025 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1459|5417.018 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points S417.005 and S417.011. Reject Section 13

demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.




1460|5417.019 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1461|S417.027 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1462|5417.029 David Smith Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1463|5417.030 David Smith Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1464|5417.037 David Smith Entire Plan Change Oppose More "push back" (not law breaking) |Refer to reasons in submission point S417.027. Reject Section 13
on matters that local Nelsonian
residents seek for their city.
1465|5418.001 Jo Tuffery Entire Plan Change Oppose Define change relative to The plan is too gross in nature without any assurance that it will Reject Section 13
neighborhoods based on consultation |deliver the desired outcomes. The biggest challenge to the Nelson
with the neighborhood - region is providing affordable housing....so have we even defined
neighborhood plans. what affordable housing is and then set parameters on achieving this
Just changing the NRMP does not provide any assurance at all that
this will increase the supply of affordable housing. We seem to think
that changing the plan will magically achieve affordable housing.
Communities and planning should define the look and feel of
neighbourhoods not a profit making developer. Lets define
community and neighbourhood values before we make irreversible
change that is driven by profit. You talk about small increments of
change happening over the region but for those living in
neighbourhoods where change occurs that are affected 100% by this
change. Change should start initially in the CBD....and other
designated areas not so widespread. Eight, Six stories is too much
change for a regional city.
1466|FS78.019 Sarah Holman Support in part |Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: Define change Reject Section 13
relative to neighbourhoods based on consultation with the
neighbourhood - neighbourhood plans. Neighbourhood spatial plans
have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
1467|FS65.221 Heritage Nelson Support Accept The particular part of the submission we support is: Define change |Reject Section 13

relative to neighbourhoods based on consultation with the
neighbourhood - neighbourhood plans. Reasons include (please also
refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases multiple
reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans have not
been prepared in consultation with residents.




1468|5419.004 John Karolyi Mapping Support in part  |[Support] taller buildings [in the] Centre city definitions would be boxed within the boundaries of Reject Section 12
centre city, but have a medium Halifax St, Collingwood St, St Rutherford St and Nile St. The medium
density buffer zone that can always be |density zone would be defined within the boundaries of St Vincent St,
reviewed in a decade or two. Vanguard St, Anzac park, and North Esk St As we have weather
events now and our general infrastructure does not cope what is the
plan to ensure it copes, it is not just pipe sizes but entire facilities that
have maximum capacities, sewerage, electricity, water, stormwater,
pump stations, treatment facilities, roading capacities. [Refer to
original submission and attachments]
1469|5419.005 John Karolyi Entire Plan Change Support in part |[Support] smaller lot size. Not stated. Reject Section 13
1470|5419.006 John Karolyi Entire Plan Change Oppose [Support] boundary demarcations for [Not stated. Accept Section 12
medium and high density [zones].
1471|S422.001 Barry Kingston Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Include residents and ratepayers as I dont think Council are fully qualified to make such important Reject Section 9
decision makers [for new buildings changes to current housing and residential planning, by opening up
that are three storeys or more in uncontrolled intensive housing opportunities to developers,
height]. overloading residential parking, affecting property values, and
shutting down healthy communities.
1472|5423.001 Susan Richards Entire Plan Change Support in part |[Develop overarching neighbourhood |Protect what exists and work with neighbourhoods on a plan that Reject Section 13
plans]. increases the value, infrastructure and amenity of existing properties.
1473|5423.003 Susan Richards Entire Plan Change Support in part |[Ensure that] new residential Please do not allow supply of 20th century housing and Reject Section 13
developments harvests and utilises its |infrastructure. This is a major opportunity to push accommodation
own energy and water, provides as and amenities into a 21st century where we face major climate,
much green space on walls or roof as  |community and ecological challenges and we have new information
is lost from the land and only provides |and technologies that will allow Nelsonians to future proof how and
disability and cycle parking and where they live. For example embrace landscaping, walk and cycle
electric recharging. ways to handle the increase in traffic not more roading. Minimise
impact on existing infrastructure by offering developers rebates for
providing power generation, water collection, circular waste
management etc both on site and connection to existing systems.
Ensure that safe, landscaped gathering spaces for people are integral
to the overall design of the city upgrade. This is our opportunity to
not only be the most active region in the country but also to be the
most vibrant, livable city where locals are self sustaining and visitors
are welcomed but are not the core of our economy.
1474|FS5.007 Warwick Rogers Oppose Reject Utter fantasy and 100% unworkable. Reject Section 9
1475|5423.004 Susan Richards Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Require] developments to be Refer to reasons in submission point $423.003. Reject Section 13

professionally designed to be
sustainable and to improve the
cityscape and landscaope in parallel
with NCCs plans for a sustaibable,
livable and dynamic heart of the city.




1476

$424.001

Ros Gibson

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support high densification with 4-6
story buildings focused in and around
the city and transport corridors.

1 would like Council to give effect to the National Policy Statement for
urban development and the Future Development Strategy, in terms
of providing more housing in Nelson over the long term. High
densification with contemporary 4-6 story buildings, mixed in with
older buildings and green public spaces is a desirable model. Having
spent time overseas, | can see how well this works in cities around
the world, such as Brussels. Betts apartments building has
demonstrated that well-designed, multi story buildings enhance city
living. The Rutherford hotel has demonstrated that, provided there
are appropriate town planning controls, pikimai Church hill does not
have to be dwarfed or crowded out by modern, multi story buildings.
Successive councils have made significant investments in the central
city, in terms of public buildings, heritage buildings and supporting
infrastructure . However demographic projections show this
investment is not being matched by residential growth in the city
centre. Worse still, the projected demographic mix indicates that
central Nelson will be populated by predominantly older people. The
city risks becoming an enclave for wealthy retirees. People of all ages
should have opportunities to use the marvellous assets Council
supports and funds. We are currently banishing young people and
families to the suburbs because the city lacks sufficient housing both
in terms of dwelling number and type of dwelling.

Accept in part

Section 13

1477

$425.001

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Support] increased density.

In general | am in support of Plan Change 29 for the following
reasons: Cultural events. Bigger populations mean more, and
generally better entertainment, public engagement with the arts and
sciences opportunities, education choices, and job opportunities.
The need to reduce Urban Sprawl. The loss of productive farmland is
a waste. Additionally, sprawl means we continue to lose many
outdoor resources such as; parks, reserves, tramping tracks, the night
sky, and likely many others | have not thought to include. A desire to
see downtown shops busy with trade, rather than sitting empty. | see
shops and small businesses as a good thing, and more likely to thrive,
filling niches. Nelson has a dearth of educated 18 - 35 year olds.
Young people are more likely to be attracted to affordable housing
and the enriched cultural environment density is likely to provide.
Communities are strengthened by a mix of ages.

Accept in part

Section 12

1478

$425.002

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Support] design esthetics and quality
controls.

Refer to reasons in submission point $425.012.

Accept in part

Section 9

1479

$425.003

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

Encourage low carbon building.

50% of landfills is demolition and construction waste. This should be
eliminated by the following means: At the point of demolition
reduction. Materials can be recycled for community and schools use.
Building waste reduction by using the greenest materials and
practices available, even if it means higher costs. Green building can
achieve Green and Home star ratings which are expected to be
required of the industry in the future. This will ultimately reduce
costs for NCC and ratepayers.

Reject

Section 11

1480

$425.005

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Provide] incentives for builders and
developers to build up, rather than
out.

To encourage success builders need incentives to build up, as it is my
understanding it is less expensive to maintain the status quo of one
story building on undeveloped land.

Accept in part

Section 9

1481

$425.007

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Implement] a staged approach to
higher density.

There is no reason the plan change needs to be an all at once
decision and implementation. PC29 will have a greater chance of
success if it happens in proven stages. My proposal would be too
start with the CBD, and encourage density in the form of the
increased building heights. As time proves successful results,
continue expansion of density to adjacent and perhaps wholly
separate areas. If any parts of this growth are not successful, rethink
and adjust as necessary.

Reject

Section 10




1482

$425.008

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

[Increase the number of parks in
conjunction] with increased density.

A best outcome is likely to be achieved if open space is included.
Some large parks, and lots of pocket parks. Successful cities, have
open spaces. Children and adults alike need room to breathe. Mental
health should be a part of the equation in making the decision to
intensify more people in a smaller footprint.

Accept in part

Section 12

1483

$425.009

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Protect] existing solar power
generation [facilities]. [Ensure that] no
financial loss, including future losses,
to properties, business or private, with
existing photovoltaic or hot water
heating solar systems [are incurred].

Removing access to daylight, especially in mid-winter, is bad enough.
However, removing incentives to improving our carbon footprint, are
not only an additionally poor outcome, but also have legal
ramifications for taking away the monetary gain that these
infrastructures create. Home owners and businesses have made an
investment, and will need compensation for any losses that shading
may create. These are losses that will extend several decades into
the future if not longer. Either compensation for lost revenue in the
form of dollars should be required, or perhaps a 'like for like' solution
between the involved parties can be achieved. That is, that an
equivalent system is provided. Though still at the developers
expense, giving they are the party removing the financial asset.
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

1484

$425.012

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

Review and enforce design standards
in order to avoid generic apartment
blocks.

Ugly is ugly, even if that is the lower cost method of design. Esthetic
appeal makes for a better and more comfortable community.

Reject

Section 13

1485

$425.013

Tony Stephens

Entire Plan Change

Support

Build communities and safer homes by
encouraging a mix of incomes.

My concern is that any dwelling deemed low income / affordable
housing, is doomed to fail. Everyone, low income people included,
want a safe home. If multiple occupancy dwellings are built, make
them a mix of affordability, rather than all affluent or all Kainga Ora
occupation. PC29 outcomes that lead to safe neighborhoods will be
more likely to succeed if dividing into one or the other are avoided at
the outset. Poor neighbors do not have to be bad neighbors. If
blocks are built with only low income earners in mind, there is a
greater chance those flats will fail to be safe homes for anyone.
Nobody wants to live in, or nearby a neighborhood that feels unsafe.
We should be building communities, not just homes. Safer
communities will also be achieved by avoiding walled communities
like that of Sussex Mews that only look inward. Instead we need eyes
on the street, which encourages neighbors look out for each other. If
safety is of concern, simply put dwellings on the second story and
above. Shops, storage spaces and parking can easily fill ground floor
spaces.

Reject

Section 13

1486

$426.001

L Knight

Entire Plan Change

Support

Support the objectives of Plan Change
29.

| support the objectives of the proposed plan change - to allow for
intensification and papakainga, and avoid building in inappropriate
areas (in particular, avoiding natural hazards, primarily sea level rise
and hillside erosion/landslides).

Accept

Section 9

1487

$426.002

L Knight

Residential Zones

Oppose in part

Change the height limit [and location]
of the [proposed high density
residential zone].

It appears that no thought has gone into mapping the HDR zone - just
a blanket approach to lines drawn on a map. 6 story buildings
popping up randomly among the mainly 1 story houses south of Nile
St would have serious negative effects on their neighbours - in
particular, loss of sunlight and privacy, and increased noise. In
contrast, as an example of where a planning process was taken to
consider height and density, the development at 64-66 Nile St was
limited to 2 stories on the west side and 3 stories on the east side in
2022. It would be ridiculous for the Council to now apply a blanket 6
story allowance on that site, with no consideration for the effects on
the (many) neighbouring homes.

Reject

Section 12




1488|5426.003 L Knight Mapping Oppose in part  [Limit tall buildings to the CBD, north  |Intensification is desirable - in the right places. Those include the CBD |Accept in part Section 12
side of Nile Street, major corridors and major corridors, such as Rutherford St and Wakefield
(e.g. Rutherford Street) and against Quay/Rocks Rd. Larger and taller developments there would have
hillsides where there are no homes fewer negative effects on neighbours. They are also the areas with
behind them. the infrastructure and transport to serve development.
1489|5427.001 Silvano Lorandi Entire Plan Change Support Support [Plan Change 29]. General support. Accept Section 9
1490|5428.001 Stephen Mullins Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] that the analysis of past and |The analysis of past and projected future population growth in Reject Section 10
projected future population growth in |Nelson undertaken by the Nelson City Council (NCC) appears flawed,
Nelson be peer reviewed by 2 experts |[thus undermining the primary rationale for Plan Change 29. The
in this field. details of this matter are included in the submission presented by
Geoffrey Robert HAYES (Dr).
1491|5428.002 Stephen Mullins Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] that the Panel does not 1 am concerned with both the size and makeup of the appointed Reject Section 13
include elected members and has hearings panel. | do not think the panel should have elected
specialists in housing design and members on it as it introduces the potential for bias at the beginning
social/ environmental impact. of the process (1 member has already stated their opinion on the
proposal) and at the end of the process when all councilors vote on
the panel recommendations. The Christchurch City Council is
currently processing a similar Plan Change for urban intensification. It
has appointed an Independent Hearings Panel of five members, none
of whom are elected councillors. | would anticipate the panel would
include up to 5 people. [Refer to original submission for more detail]
1492|5428.005 Stephen Mullins Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Request] that Council appoint an Residential Neighbourhoods should be protected for future Reject Section 13
Urban Development Agency (UDA), as |generations to enjoy with new developments thoughtfully designed
per the Nelson Tasman 2050 proposal, [and planned to fit into exisitng neighbourhoods to maintain the
to carefully guide growth and actively |essence of their character. Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are
facilitate the emergence of cohesive  |essential for the look and feel of some of our older neighbourhoods.
urban neighbourhoods with a variety |They help considerably with the wellbeing of the residents and help
of high-quality housing choices. to provide an essential part of the attraction of Nelson, which must
all be considered during developing the growth of Nelson.
1493|5428.007 Stephen Mullins Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Ask Council to incentivise rate paying |Not stated. Reject Section 10
residents to demolish/ reconfigure or
relocate their house to create more
units on the same section providing
they comply with the suitable
character or heritage of the
neighbourhood.
1494/5428.009 Stephen Mullins Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Ask that intensification begin in the Progressively Phased Intensification. This can give more time to Reject Section 10
Inner City (to have the most complete a better design vision for our residential neighbourhoods.
significant intensification), before
moving onto residential
neighbourhoods.
1495|5428.012 Stephen Mullins Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Support Medium Density Residential |Refer to reasons in submission point S428.011. Accept in part Section 12

Zones to have up to 2 storey dwellings
and progressively expanding from the
CBD (and Central Stoke) if required
and over time, providing AP15
Daylight Admission Protection rules
remain in force for existing properties.




1496

$429.001

Tahunanui Business Citizen
Association

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject Plan 29 in its entirety until the
public know the findings of the
National Policy Statement on Climate,
with respect to inundation and sea
level rise, as well as the findings of
Plan Change 30, regarding Nelson
Airport, Extension to the north, and its
impact on Tahunanui residents and
businesses.

We oppose the proposed high density in residential areas where
there are increased natural hazards - flooding - inundation - land
instability - making it a poor choice. Priority needs to be given to all
higher density zones being only applied on flat, stable land within
walking, cycling and public transport means to the inner city.The
inner city hub should be the focus of initial and most significant
intensification before moving into residential neighbourhoods. This
will allow for time for proper engagement with communities.
Regarding future development in Tahunanui, there is a disconnect
between proposed densification in Tahunanui Hills around Tamaki
Street and its distance from the beachside community of Tahunanui,
as well as lacking amenities and public transportation. This effectively
creates an isolated commuter suburb, with no nearby supermarkets,
bus stops or cycle lanes, and segregated from the flat beachside
village of Tahunanui, its school and kindergarten. There are
difficulties accessing Tamaki Street in all modes of transport. There is
only one pedestrian zebra street crossing by Tahunanui School,
meaning a distinct lack of infrastructure to support densification. The
junction of Toswill Road and Tahunanui Drive is the site of many
serious accidents including two fatalities - involving cars, cyclists and
pedestrians. Heritage - Tahunanui is in the presence of many Taonga,
including at the base of Bisley Avenue, at the car yard and pharmacy
site as well as the Basin Reserve on Rocks Road. These are areas of
significant cultural heritage and need to be treated with respect and
reverence. We are also concerned with the impartiality of the
hearing commissioners.

Reject

Section 9

1497

FS78.228

Sarah Holman

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: Reject in entirety
(until various extra information is known) [Heritage - Tahunanui is in
the presence of many Taonga, including at the base of Bisley Avenue,
at the car yard and pharmacy site as Ill as the Basin Reserve on Rocks
Road. These are areas of significant cultural heritage and need to be
treated with respect and reverence.] PC29 facilitates loss of heritage
resources. A new comprehensive independent study of the effects of
this proposal on the character and heritage buildings of Nelson that
informs changes to proposed rules and policies (on and off-site
height, boundary set back, daylight angles). The analysis (2015
methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not meet
professional best practice. It has been undertaken by one person
rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Reject

Section 12

1498

FS$65.230

Heritage Nelson

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission we support is: Reject in entirety
(until various extra information is known) [Heritage - Tahunanui is in
the presence of many Taonga, including at the base of Bisley Avenue,
at the car yard and pharmacy site as well as the Basin Reserve on
Rocks Road. These are areas of significant cultural heritage and need
to be treated with respect and reverence.] Reasons include (please
also refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases multiple
reasons have been noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources.
A new study on effects of proposals on heritage and character of City
is required. The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan
Change does not meet professional best practice. It has been
undertaken by one person rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 12




1499|FS60.026 Tahunanui Community Hub Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- We oppose the Accept in part Section 12
proposed high density in residential areas where there are increased
natural hazards - flooding - inundation - land instability - making it a
poor choice. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support
Regarding future development in Tahunanui, there is a disconnect
between proposed densification in Tahunanui Hills around Tamaki
Street and its distance from the beachside community of Tahunanui,
as well as lacking amenities and public transportation. This effectively
creates an isolated commuter suburb, with no nearby supermarkets,
bus stops or cycle lanes, and segregated from the flat beachside
village of Tahunanui, its school and kindergarten.
1500(5429.003 Tahunanui Business Citizen Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Other than the direct inner city, Refer to reasons in submission point $429.001. Reject Section 12
Association buildings do not need to be over 4
stories and in residential areas no
more than 3.
1501/5429.004 Tahunanui Business Citizen Entire Plan Change Oppose Provide each community the An example of this is the ratified Tahunanui Structure Plan (2004) Reject Section 10
Association opportunity to be given an overview |which we have repeatedly asked for an opportunity to update. We
or plan for their community, a envision these plans helping to obtain community buy-in and
collaborative approach between concensus.
Council and Community to influence
the Shaping of their Nelson.
1502|FS78.020 Sarah Holman Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: Community Plan. Reject Section 13
Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation
with residents.
1503|FS65.231 Heritage Nelson Support in part |Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: Community Plan.|Reject Section 13
Reasons include (please also refer to our original submission #831 as
in many cases multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood
spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
1504/5429.005 Tahunanui Business Citizen Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Focus the initial and most significant | This will allow for time for proper engagement with communities. Reject Section 10
Association intensification in the inner city hub Refer also to reasons in submission point $429.001.
before moving into residential
neighbourhoods.
1505/5430.001 Valerie Steel Entire Plan Change Oppose Start intensification within the inner  [Nelson's central shopping area is dying. Empty shops and vacant Reject Section 10
city, in a square bounded by Selwyn  [spaces where buildings have been pulled down, make for a very run-
Place, Rutherford, Halifax and down atmosphere. Within the city centre encourage more residential
Collingwood Streets. additions above existing shops and allow the development of high-
rise mixed commercial, offices and apartments in the gaps.
1506/5430.002 Valerie Steel Entire Plan Change Oppose Amend the Plan Change 29 maps to This would allow the same 3X2 extensions to be gradually inserted Reject Section 12
define all residential areas as the throughout residential neighbourhoods without the negative Impacts
revised General Residential Zone. threatened by the current plan. It will maintain the special spirit of
the city, allowing it to grow in a more natural fashion and retain
sunlight for all.
1507|FS28.026 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12

General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.




1508

$430.003

Valerie Steel

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Amend the process to ensure that the
Commissioners are neutral or
balanced.

Amend the process to ensure that the Commissioners are neutral or
balanced at least and have the capability to deal with the complexity
of the role. This can most easily be achieved by replacing the current
named councilors. | don't believe the 3-person Commission as
proposed is a fair and unbiased group. The Deputy Mayor is an
ardent supporter and Ms Brand, as someone who In her election
spiel. praised Nelson for its "platitude of walks", would appear to be
ill-equipped for the role. The Chair was chosen on the basis of
connections to the Mayor.

Reject

Section 13

1509

$430.006

Valerie Steel

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Oppose Plan Change 29.

I am a retired secondary school teacher who lives in a 130+ yearold
cottage in Brook Street Nelson. | also own a house in Stepneyville
which my son lives in. My daughter who has a mild intellectual
disability has lived for 10 years in her own home in King Street,
Nelson. As these addresses respectively are in MDR, GR and HDR
Zones, they would be impacted in different ways by the proposals of
Plan Change 29. | am particularly concerned about the designation of
King Street as a High Density Zone. No planner visited King Street and
thought that this would be a suitable place for a six-storey
development! It is a single-lane blind street with 12 properties, all but
one singlestoreyed. Most are owneroccupied and with Council
valuations of around $1M. There is a strong sense of community in
this little neighbourhood and they sometimes congregate at the end
of the street for a shared meal outside (as when they had a King St
celebration on Charles' coronation day). The use of photographs to
illustrate the proposed development options is misleading in that
they show streetscapes where adjacent buildings are all the same
height (and NOT 6 storeys) whereas what is proposed (and illustrated
elsewhere in sketches) is the possibility of inserting 6-storeys beside
existing single-storey homes. Significantly, this Plan is justified as a
response to the previous government's response to amend the RMA.
Nelson is categorised as a Tier 2 city and there is no expectation that
these cities would impose 6 storeys in their response.

Accept in part

Section 12

1510

$431.002

Bruce Mutton

Entire Plan Change

Amend

Support increasing plan change
submission periods from 5 weeks to
11 weeks, as occurred on this occasion.|

Five weeks is insufficient time to become aware of a plan change,
research, discuss, contemplate, develop opinions and find time in an
averagely busy schedule to prepare a submission.

Reject

Section 13

1511

$431.003

Bruce Mutton

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Support intensification near
commercial centres (Nelson, Stoke,
Richmond).

In order to minimise greenfield development to the northeast and
southwest of Nelson. Minimise urbanisation of horticultural and
agricultural (potentially) productive land. Reduce reliance on vehicles
for urban travel.

Accept in part

Section 12

1512

$432.001

Tracy Rowberry

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Oppose the plan Change in its entirety.

I do not believe there has been sufficient or clear information on the
effects of the proposed changes. | do not believe proper public
consultation as recommended in the FDS has been undertaken. No
evidence has been provided to determine what sort of housing or
how much is required. Nelson was determined at Tier 2 but the
changes seem to be directed at fast tracking the city to Tier 1. There
has been no information given to us in respect of the number of
houses that will become available as the Retirement complexes are
occupied. This should free up a lot of houses. Providing more housing
in Nelson will not provide affordable housing.

Reject

Section 9

1513

$432.004

Tracy Rowberry

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Firstly try the potential for better infill
at one storey.

Nelson people do not want or need 6 story buildings. We don't need
Kainga Ora determining who lives in our city and we don't need
several 6 story buildings to house our own.

Reject

Section 12




1514

$436.002

Brent Doherty

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Rezone] the area bound by Tosswill
Road and Tamaki Street from High
Density to General Residential Zone.

The creation of a High Density or even Medium Density Zone on the
Tahunanui Hill area where Nelson Council Lim information has
stamped "Land not suitable for future development of subdivision" is
totally contrary to this Plan Change 29. Areas of this land already
have Slope Hazard Instability Overlay. The Hill has already been
subject to two substantial land slips. Surely this must be sufficient
warning regarding the instability of this land. There is clear evidence
that many houses built on the Tahunanui Hills have been built in
unsafe locations. This will again be an issue if high rise or multi rise
buildings are built on these hills. The existing sewerage and rain
water systems are unable to cope now. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Accept

Section 12

1515]

FS61.044

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The creation of a
High Density or even Medium Density Zone on the Tahunanui Hill
area where Nelson Council Lim information has stamped "Land not
suitable for future development of subdivision" is totally contrary to
this Plan Change 29. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support - Unsuitability of land as previous submissions.

Accept in part

Section 12

1516

FS$72.048

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The creation of a
High Density or even Medium Density Zone on the Tahunanui Hill
area where Nelson Council Lim information has stamped "Land not
suitable for future development of subdivision" is totally contrary to
this Plan Change 29. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support - Unsuitability of land as previous submissions.

Accept in part

Section 12

1517

F$60.040

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The creation of a
High Density or even Medium Density Zone on the Tahunanui Hill
area where Nelson Council Lim information has stamped "Land not
suitable for future development of subdivision" is totally contrary to
this Plan Change 29. Reject PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my
support - Unsuitability of land as previous submissions.

Accept in part

Section 12

1518

$436.003

Brent Doherty

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification in the Inner City before
any residential zones.

If the true reason behind Plan Change 29 is to provide housing for the
needy then that housing should be located in areas where services
are located. There are no supermarkets in Tahunanui, the only
medical service is running at capacity and the passenger transport
system is inadequate to support this growth. The Primary School is
located on the opposite side of a State Highway. We agree that
intensification is necessary but it must be in areas where it is
planned, where there are services for those who need them and it
does not unduly affect the surrounding community. [Refer to original
submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

1519

F$61.037

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- We agree that
intensification is necessary but it must be in areas where it is
planned, where there are services for those who need them and it
does not unduly affect the surrounding community. Reject PC29 in
its entirety. The reasons for my support There are not a clear and
safe crossing points for much of Tahunanui to access amenities such
as doctors and schooling, with the SH6 cutting the community in half.

Accept in part

Section 12

1520

F$60.028

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- We agree that
intensification is necessary but it must be in areas where it is
planned, where there are services for those who need them and it
does not unduly affect the surrounding community. Reject PC29 in
its entirety. The reasons for my support There are not a clear and
safe crossing points for much of Tahunanui to access amenities such
as doctors and schooling, with the SH6 cutting the community in half.

Accept in part

Section 12




1521

$436.005

Brent Doherty

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Oppose] Plan Change 29 in all its
forms.

I am against Plan Change 29 in all its forms. | acknowledge that | have
found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed
PC29 and its supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages.

Reject

Section 9

1522

$437.001

Richarrd Hite

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

[Request consideration] on the
soundness of the overall direction of
the plan. [Propose] a review of the
long term vision for our city. (What is
Nelson's long term/sustainable plan to
attract the tourist dollar)?

Town planning a very complicated process that requires lots of
research and long-term structure to make it work. Itis also a
balancing act that requires the correct mix between tourism and local
foot traffic. My wife and | have been fortunate enough to live in
many different cities, and see the good and the bad effects of town
planning. 35 years ago, in Queensland, | saw a good example of town
planning going wrong and the downside effects of it, along with the
money that was needed to be spent to get it right. Now 35 years
later, that council has a good balance and I think lessons can be
learnt for Nelson City. Nelson is in a unique position where is has
many beautiful features that attract tourists, and | feel that these
features should be capitalized on with town planning in mind. [Refer
to original submission for more detail.]

Reject

Section 9

1523

$438.001

Geoff Butterworth

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Amend the plan to a less intensive
option.

My concerns relates to high rise housing for Inner Nelson allowing up
to six storeys and19.5 metres high apartments. This is very intensive
proposal and looks to massively exceed the modest population
growth expected. Negative impact from this are, severe shading on
existing homes, devaluing lower homes visa shading and loss of
amenity. Potentially changing sunny Nelson to Shady Nelson and
becoming a less desirable place to live. People are attracted to Inner
Nelson as it is an attractive place to live. This type of development
does not assist the argument for affordable housing as the prices will
be well above the average price for a home Nelson currently around
$770,000. Residential rental developments such as that for KO rental
properties provide another dilemma. The worse case scenario is
cheap basic accommodation and little car parking, aka cheap and
nasty and effectively doesn't meet the needs of the rental occupants
or the surrounding community. There is significant scope going
forward to develop the CBD with a much greater residential
influence. The CBD seems larger than what is required, especially
with destinations retailers based along Vanguard Street or
Tahunanui/Stoke ( aka MITRE Mega and new Countdown etc.) plus
the NCC own large carparks in the CBD which would be suited higher
rise development, with parking, retail and apartments. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

1524

$440.001

Kevin Gardener

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Stop Plan Change 29]

The manner in which it has been presented to residents is abysmal!
To halt progress of this Entire Plan change without diligent and
correct consultation with all residents of Nelson in the correct
manner it should have been!

Reject

Section 13




1525|5441.001 Kelly Saunders Residential Zones Oppose [Remove the] High Density Residential [The extent of six storey buildings on existing small residential sites is  [Accept Section 12
[Zone from Plan Change 29]. out of proportion and will destroy any neighborhood amenity. The
backdrop to Nelson Central is a well vegetated neighbourhood which
will be destroyed with the proposed High Density. NPSUD specifies
Nelson is Tier 2 Local Authority but Council are trying to impose a Tier
1 urban environment. Tier 1 is for the large cities, where the CBD is
larger in area and height, not provincial towns. The loss of daylight
and outlook will be extreme for properties immediately surrounding
six storey buildings. In addition to the adjoining properties this effect
will also be an issue for properties further afield. The CBD is the
more appropriate area for High Density with mixed use. There is a
risk of poor design with all zones, of which there are examples
already around the city. Design becomes even more apparent with
the proposed intensification reducing setbacks and increasing
daylight angle limits. The residential controls proposed seem very
vague with little examples of what the objectives will look like along
the street frontage. Where is the Implementation Plan for the FDS,
this should be issued before the plan change.
1526/5442.001 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1527|5442.002 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point $442.001. Reject Section 13
1528|5442.003 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing | strongly disagree with the make-up of the Hearing Council because |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept the two councillors who have been elected could be considered
14th vote; and appoint a further two |biased, following the vote on Councillor Mel Courtney's proposal to
independent members to the Hearing |withdraw PC29 at Nelson City Council meeting of 14 September
Council. 2023. In addition, | disagree there should be only three members of
the hearing panel.
1529|5442.005 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1530|S442.007 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S442.006. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1531S442.012 Vernon Mardon Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12

Zone from the plan completely, and
incorporate it into the Standard
Residential Zone as proposed.

keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb.




1532|5442.014 Vernon Mardon Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district; on the basis that AP15 dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
Daylight Admission protection rules pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
will apply to all pre-existing the contrary.
properties, unless the owner gives
written approval to the contrary.
1533|FS28.115 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply the |Accept in part Section 12
new General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district; on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules
will apply to all pre -existing properties, unless the owner gives
written approval to the contrary. The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco
residential areas are largely outside the PC29 boundaries and
comprise either standard residential or low-density zoning. Applying
a general residential zoning across all existing residential zones would
provide for up to 3 residential units per site as a permitted activity.
However, there are a number of areas that are not appropriate for
further residential intensification, in particular those areas subject to
the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1534/5442.015 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. [solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1535|5442.020 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission point S442.006 and S442.014. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1536/5442.021 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1537|5442.029 Vernon Mardon Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1538|5442.031 Vernon Mardon Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1539|5442.032 Vernon Mardon Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11

future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.




1540|5443.001 Belinda Reburn Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] that the present Plan | reject Plan Change 29 and wish to be consulted on all aspects of this [Reject Section 12
Change 29 be rejected until after a full [now and in the future. We understand that this is the biggest plan
consultation with residents, iwi, change proposal the council has ever undertaken. It is more
affected parties including meetings important than ever that the approach to this is carefully managed.
with each suburb area, and that a new |The Plan Change, once enacted, in whichever form or guise, will have
Plan Change 29 proposal document be |a dramatic effect on our city and one that we will not be able to
developed to reflect the consultation [retrench from. It is my hope that the concerns and alternative
and acknowledging the National Policy [solutions outlined in this submission will be considered going
Statement on Urban Development forward. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
2020 requirements.
1541|FS39.014 Richard Harden and Rachel Support Accept This submission point correctly identifies the ad hoc and adverse Reject Section 9
Reese effects that PC29 is enabling. A failure by NCC to engage with its
communities and to undertake spacial and neighbourhood planning
prior to initiating the plan change compromises good urban
development outcomes, including increasing housing supply.
1542|FS78.003 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 9
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
1543|5443.007 Belinda Reburn Residential Zones Support in part |Request: That as part of the There are areas around Nelson Intermediate School and Victory, Reject Section 10
development of Plan Change 29 we areas of Washington Valley and areas of Stoke where poor quality
undertake an assessment of our housing is in abundance. There are also areas of Nelson that might be
Nelson housing stock, identifying real |considered for future housing including the hills to the south of
areas for development and prioritising [Stanley Crescent. Rather than leaving the quality of future 11.0m
these. high housing developments to chance, by Developers, there should
be 'Rules' provided. Our future communities warrant the equivalent
of an Urban Design Panel, to give developments or groups of
developments a quality of design, providing a strong community feel,
with opportunities for shared productive and amenity gardens and
sharing of facilities. There appears to be some belief that the Building
Code will provide us with quality housing stock. It is true that the
Building Code and Building Consent compliance will bring about
housing stock but there is a whole element of chance that we are
leaving to Developers. Auckland has already seen this with
apartment buildings being left partially complete. Wellington has a
swathe of apartments that are poorly built and poorly designed.
Nelson needs to lead the way with the continuation of the Urban
Design Group, attached to Nelson City Council, providing effective
guidance on design, complementing the Building Code and enabling
us to have housing stock and housing that is well designed for the
future. [Refer to original submission for more detail.]
1544|FS39.018 Richard Harden and Rachel Support Accept This submission point correctly identifies the ad hoc and adverse Reject Section 9
Reese effects that PC29 is enabling. A failure by NCC to engage with its
communities and to undertake spacial and neighbourhood planning
prior to initiating the plan change compromises good urban
development outcomes, including increasing housing supply.
1545|FS78.473 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular parts of the submission | support are: various. PC29 Reject Section 9
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences;
amenity and value in the CBD and residential areas will be lost if it
goes ahead.
1546|5444.001 Penny Molnar Entire Plan Change Support in part  |[Provide for] intensive housing To ensure there are greater numbers of people living in central city  |Accept Section 12
especially in the inner suburbs and for it to become lively, vibrant, safer and less reliant on cars.
central city.
1547|5444.002 Penny Molnar Entire Plan Change Support in part |[Utilise] existing [vacant] brownfield |Utilising existing spaces so that the city doesn't need to spread out Reject Section 13

areas for development.

into green fields as population grows.




1548|5445.001 Paul Dukes Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject Plan Change 29 in its entirety. |According to growth statistics for Nelson City/Stoke the population  |Reject Section 13
will not increase to a level requiring the blanket level of
intensification outlined on PC29. [Insufficient] infrastructure - roads,
water, sewage, electricity, parking (to name a few). This change was
poorly advertised and communicated given its significance to the
local community and the environment and amenity that most current
residents, in the proposed higher intensity areas, currently live. We
have chosen to live in neighbourhoods that we find attractive, sunny
and with local communities that are supportive and inclusive. The
loss of enjoyment of living in these areas is hard to quantify but there
would undoubtedly be significant effect on the local living
environment if 3-6 storey buildings were erected next to single level
houses, particularly on the north facing side. PC29 should be
rejected as it stands, go back to planning to rejig the plan based on
the numerous submissions and discussion at the very well attended
public meetings, and be re-presented to the local community as a
discussion paper for comment, prior to any council votes. [Refer to
the original submission for more detail]
1549|5445.002 Paul Dukes Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [[Restrict] intensification to the [Inner |3 and 6 storey development should be reserved for the City Centre  |Accept in part Section 12
City and City Fringe] zones. and adjacent mixed use areas. It would be much more acceptable to
consider low rise intensification in suburban residential areas.
1550|5445.004 Paul Dukes Entire Plan Change Oppose [Consider extending the hearings The panel which will be reviewing the submissions and making Reject Section 13
panel] to 5-7 members, most of them |recommendations to the council is 3 people, 2 of whom are
independent. councillors and have already voted in favour of PC29. One
independent reviewer only. This seems inappropriately biased and
calls into question the integrity of the review system.
1551/5448.001 Anne and Andrew Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Have someone with basic computer  |It is complicated enough to prepare a submission without having to  |Reject Section 9
skills test drive [the submission] forms [fight the submission form.
in the future.
1552|5448.003 Anne and Andrew Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose Long term residential growth plans The population projections should not be based on extreme or very |Reject Section 10
should be modelled on medium high growth. The growth plans should reflect independent population
growth projections provided and projections and not be based on projections made by Nelson City
published by Stats NZ or a similar Council staff, or made specifically for Nelson City Council.
independent organisation.
1553|5448.004 Anne and Andrew Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose [Prioritise] infill housing and small low- [Not stated. Accept in part Section 12
rise developments in General
Residential Zones over building
upwards.
1554/5448.005 Anne and Andrew Weir Residential Zones Oppose [Develop] spatial neighbourhood plans |This would give some certainty on green space, play areas, access, Reject Section 13
for proposed Medium and High outlook and light as well as the form and location of future buildings.
Density Zones before zone changes
are approved and enforced.
1555/5448.006 Anne and Andrew Weir Residential Zones Oppose [Develop] spatial neighbourhood plans |This would give some certainty on green space, play areas, access, Reject Section 13
for proposed Medium and High outlook and light as well as the form and location of future buildings.
Density Zones before zone changes
are approved and enforced.
1556/|5448.007 Anne and Andrew Weir Entire Plan Change Oppose Progressively develop and implement |Not stated. Reject Section 13
neighbourhood plans and
intensification zones.
1557|FS78.021 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Develop Reject Section 13
neighbourhood plans. Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been
prepared in consultation with residents.
1558|FS78.235 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Develop Reject Section 13

neighbourhood plans. Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been
prepared in consultation with residents.




1559

FS65.239

Heritage Nelson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission we support is: Develop
neighbourhood plans. Reasons include (please also refer to our
original submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have
been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in
consultation with residents.

Reject

Section 13

1560

$448.010

Anne and Andrew Weir

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Apply] the General Residential Zoning
to the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road
area. It should not be re-zoned to High
or Medium Density.

The Tahunanui commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the
area above SH6 does not have good public transport available.

Accept

Section 12

1561

FS$61.045

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The Tahunanui
commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the area above SH6
does not have good public transport available. Residents need to use
private vehicles to access most services and most streets in the
proposed intensification zone are not suited to on-road parking. The
residential area is on a steep hillside and residents with mobility
issues or with young children need their own transport. Reject PC29
in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
anywhere near the planned HDZ in Tahunanui. Require properties in
[the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road area] to have off-street parking.

Accept in part

Section 12

1562

FS$72.049

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The Tahunanui
commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the area above SH6
does not have good public transport available. Residents need to use
private vehicles to access most services and most streets in the
proposed intensification zone are not suited to on-road parking. The
residential area is on a steep hillside and residents with mobility
issues or with young children need their own transport. Reject PC29
in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
anywhere near the planned HDZ in Tahunanui. Require properties in
[the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road area] to have off-street parking.

Accept in part

Section 12

1563

FS60.041

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The Tahunanui
commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the area above SH6
does not have good public transport available. Residents need to use
private vehicles to access most services and most streets in the
proposed intensification zone are not suited to on-road parking. The
residential area is on a steep hillside and residents with mobility
issues or with young children need their own transport. Reject PC29
in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
anywhere near the planned HDZ in Tahunanui. Require properties in
[the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road area] to have off-street parking.

Accept in part

Section 12

1564

$448.011

Anne and Andrew Weir

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Apply] the General Residential Zoning
to the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road
area. It should not be re-zoned to High
or Medium Density.

The Tahunanui commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the
area above SH6 does not have good public transport available.

Accept

Section 12

1565

F$S61.046

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The Tahunanui
commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the area above SH6
does not have good public transport available. Residents need to use
private vehicles to access most services and most streets in the
proposed intensification zone are not suited to on-road parking. The
residential area is on a steep hillside and residents with mobility
issues or with young children need their own transport. Reject PC29
in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
anywhere near the planned HDZ in Tahunanui. Require properties in
[the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road area] to have off-street parking.

Accept in part

Section 12




1566

FS$72.050

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The Tahunanui
commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the area above SH6
does not have good public transport available. Residents need to use
private vehicles to access most services and most streets in the
proposed intensification zone are not suited to on-road parking. The
residential area is on a steep hillside and residents with mobility
issues or with young children need their own transport. Reject PC29
in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
anywhere near the planned HDZ in Tahunanui. Require properties in
[the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road area] to have off-street parking.

Accept in part

Section 12

1567

F$60.042

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- The Tahunanui
commercial area is not a full shopping centre and the area above SH6
does not have good public transport available. Residents need to use
private vehicles to access most services and most streets in the
proposed intensification zone are not suited to on-road parking. The
residential area is on a steep hillside and residents with mobility
issues or with young children need their own transport. Reject PC29
in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
anywhere near the planned HDZ in Tahunanui. Require properties in
[the Tahunanui and Tosswill Road area] to have off-street parking.

Accept in part

Section 12

1568

5448.014

Anne and Andrew Weir

Residential Zones

Amend

[Revisit the zoning of the flat land in
Tahunanui for suitability for low-rise
development and infill housing].

The existing Residential Standard Area on the flat land in Tahunanui
has not been included in the re-zoning and intensification plans. This
decision should be revisited. Engineering advice on suitable
foundations and building construction could mean that low-rise
developments and infill housing could be developed in this area with
no greater hazard risk than, for example, the inner city zone or the
Tosswill Road hillside zone.

Reject

Section 13

1569

FS28.130

Nelson Airport Limited

Oppose in part

Reject in part

The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Revisit the
zoning of the flat land in Tahunanui for suitability for low-rise
development and infill housing. Allowing 3 story residential activities
as a permitted activity within some parts of the urban fringe e.g.
Tahuna Drive, is not appropriate in particular those areas subject to
specific Nelson Airport Overlays which is specifically in place to
manage the effects of from the airport on sensitive activities and
minimise the potential for the intensification of sensitive activities
within these areas due to their incompatibility.

Accept in part

Section 12

1570

$449.001

Eva Currie

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject Plan Change 29.

| reject the whole of Nelson City Council Plan Change 29 in view of
the extreme loss of amenity, sunlight, privacy and views. Because of
the importance of sun and privacy for our living requirements we
research the regulation of neighbouring properties heights affecting
daylight angles, given the rules supported status quo of neighbouring
property heights we purchased [our current home]. | am a keen
gardener and with current sunlight levels | am able to grow winter
greens, we have a productive lemon and feijoa trees, all this would
change with a new build at the proposed height restrictions at our
boundary. We have been gradually future proofing our home and
had planned to install solar panels, if plan change 29 is enacted there
is no point continuing with planned improvements with solar panels
as we would have no guarantee that the panels wouldn't be shaded
by development on neighbouring properties. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 9




1571|S450.001 Bernard Brewster Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC 29 in its entirety. The Plan Change 29 process has been poorly thought-through by Reject Section 13
Council and poorly communicated prior to the subsequent public
meetings. At the meetings | attended planning staff were vague in
their answers, and did not volunteer important information unless
specifically asked for it. Refer also to reasons in subsequent
submission points.
1572|5450.002 Bernard Brewster Entire Plan Change Oppose Nelson's intensification requirements |NCC's population forecasts are not Statistics NZ medium projects, but [Reject Section 10
should be adjusted according to the  |are inflated projections. Statistics NZ medium projections were
Statistics NZ medium projections were [recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and
recommended by the NPSUD Monitoring, para 2.1.1. Nelson is only a tier 2 city and there is no
Capacity: Guide on Evidence and mandate requirement for the degree of intensification proposed.
Monitoring, para 2.1.1.
1573|5450.007 Bernard Brewster Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Refer to the reasons in submission point $450.006. Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire city, on
the basis that sunlight protection rules
apply to all pre-existing properties,
unless the owner gives written
approval to the contrary.
1574|FS28.116 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply the [Accept in part Section 12
new General Residential Zone equally across the entire city, on the
basis that sunlight protection rules apply to all preexisting properties,
unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary. The
Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside the
PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1575/5450.008 Bernard Brewster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Prioritise intensification in the inner |The inner city is the obvious starting point for intensification, before |Reject Section 10
city before residential forcing this needlessly on residential neighbourhoods. This would
neighbourhoods]. also give more time to develop a better design vision for city
neighbourhoods.
1576/5450.012 Bernard Brewster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Consider solutions to mitigate against |Holiday apartments sitting empty for long periods do not solve our  [Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments]. |intensification, growth and affordability dilemmas - e.g. Rocks Rd and
Haven Rd have many empty apartments.
1577|5451.004 Lewis Thompson Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $451.001.
1578|5451.006 Lewis Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points $451.001 and S451.004 above. [Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1579|5451.007 Lewis Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1580|5451.011 Lewis Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose Encourage development of hillside Not stated. Reject in part Section 12
subdivisions on sunny faces where
houses look over their neighbours and
get plenty of sunshine.
1581/5451.012 Lewis Thompson Entire Plan Change Oppose [Suggest] Intensification with multi- Intensification with multi-storey buildings should be limited to those |Reject Section 12

storey buildings should be limited to
those sites that don't block or shade
those behind them.

sites that don't block or shade those behind them, for example, in
front of a steep bank such as around Haven Road, part of Wakefield
Quay, Rocks Road, the road up to Walker Bluff on hillside. [Refer to
the original submission for more detail]




1582

$452.001

Claire McKenzie

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

General support for the Plan Change,
subject to the amendments set out in
the submission.

| generally support the Plan Change as there are many compelling
reasons why we need to encourage intensification of development:
To reduce urban sprawl onto productive farmland To reduce
infrastructure costs To reduce reliance on private cars to access
services Reduce transport costs Improve the vibrancy and safety
from having people living in the city centre Increase the number of
people who can easily walk, or use other forms of active transport, to
access key services and activities. | believe urban intensification is
the right thing to do, even if the NPS-UD were to be 'weakened' in
the future. This is about planning for the future, which needs to look
quite different from the past in many ways. | don't think that you
need to 'stop' plan change 29, but there are aspects that could be
amended and/or clarified or paused.

Accept in part

Section 12

1583

$452.002

Claire McKenzie

Entire Plan Change

Amend

[Restrict high density of up to 6
storeys to the inner city core and city
fringe].

The proposed high density zones of up to 6 storeys would be best
suited to the inner city core and city fringe. They would be out of
character for Nelson if extended much further than that.

Reject in part

Section 12

1584

$452.008

Claire McKenzie

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

[Develop] design guidelines to
accompany [PC 29].

I think it would be important to have some design guidelines to
accompany the new proposal. Those developing private sites, tend to
do what they want to do with the site and this isn't always in keeping
with the overall context or goals for the city, or with thought to the
immediate surrounding area. Some design guidelines will help to
achieve the broad goals and provide amenity that is needed.

Accept

Section 13

1585

$452.009

Claire McKenzie

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

[Develop and consult on] spatial
neighbourhood plans.

There would be value is doing the spatial neighbourhood plans that
have been discussed and consulting during their preparation.

Reject

Section 13

1586

FS78.022

Sarah Holman

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support is: Develop
neighbourhood plans. Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been
prepared in consultation with residents.

Reject

Section 13

1587

F$65.242

Heritage Nelson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission we support is: Develop
neighbourhood plans. Reasons include (please also refer to our
original submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have
been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in
consultation with residents.

Reject

Section 13

1588

$453.001

Stephen Webster

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC29 in its entirely.

Refer to the reasons on submission point $453.002.

Reject

Section 13

1589

FS$83.056

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12

1590

FS77.022

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.

Reject

Section 13

1591

$453.002

Stephen Webster

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and
get Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design and then put it back out
for public submissions.

It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29
and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13

1592

FS83.057

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12




1593|FS77.023 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission|Reject Section 13
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.
1594/5453.003 Stephen Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' [Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote, if not then | ask that all proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Councillors are replaced with
independent Commissioners.
1595|FS83.058 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1596|FS77.024 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission|Reject Section 13
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.
1597|5453.004 Stephen Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1598|FS83.059 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1599|FS77.025 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission |Reject Section 13
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.
1600|5453.006 Stephen Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $453.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1601|FS20.004 Tim Bayley Support Accept We need some real design direction for this city ... NOT open slather |Reject Section 9
by developers who don't give a damn what happens to Nelson ... just
in it for the $$S's.
1602|FS83.061 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1603|FS77.027 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission|Reject Section 13

in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.




1604

$453.010

Stephen Webster

Mapping

Oppose

Remove the High Density Residential
Zone from the plan completely.

High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in
keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]

Accept

Section 12

1605

FS83.065

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12

1606

FS77.031

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
| do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.

Reject

Section 13

1607,

$453.011

Stephen Webster

Mapping

Oppose

Apply the new General Residential
Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district.

Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our
growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.

Reject

Section 12

1608

FS28.027

Nelson Airport Limited

Oppose in part

Reject in part

The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.

Accept in part

Section 12

1609

F$83.066

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12

1610

FS$77.032

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.

Reject

Section 13

1611

$453.013

Stephen Webster

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Consider solutions to mitigate against
new-build empty holiday apartments.

Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not
solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.

Reject

Section 13

1612

FS83.068

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12

1613

FS$77.034

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.

Reject

Section 13

1614

$453.018

Stephen Webster

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Incentivise rate paying residents to
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.

Refer to reasons in submission points $453.005 and S453.011.

Reject

Section 13

1615]

F$83.073

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12




1616|FS77.039 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission|Reject Section 13
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.
1617|5453.019 Stephen Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1618|FS83.074 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1619|FS77.040 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission|Reject Section 13
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
I do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.
1620|5453.027 Stephen Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1621|FS83.082 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1622|FS77.048 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission |Reject Section 13
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.
1623|5453.029 Stephen Webster Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1624|FS83.084 Melinda and Craig Harvey Support Accept Agree with all points in their submission. Reject Section 12
1625|FS77.050 Harry Pearson Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission |Reject Section 13

in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
1 do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.




1626

$453.030

Stephen Webster

Infrastructure

Oppose

Include a plan to mitigate against
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.

Not stated.

Reject

Section 11

1627

FS83.085

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Agree with all points in their submission.

Reject

Section 12

1628

FS$77.051

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: The whole submission
in its entirety. The reasons for my support: | agree entirely with what
the submitter has submitted in their original submission. Due to
other commitments and the short time frame for further submission,
I do not have the time to outline the reasons form my support for all
the submission points that Stephen Webster has made, but | will be
happy to do this with the Hearing Panel if given sufficient time at the
Hearing to state my points then.

Reject

Section 13

1629

$454.001

Jenny Meadows

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject PC 29 in its entirety.

I reject PC 29 in its entirety. From what I've read about this whole
process, it's been slip-shod from the outset, without including from
the beginning the residents it proposes to affect, and without
research by technical experts of the areas proposed to be involved. |
also | don't see how the proposed intensification mirrors the much-
lower forecasted increase in the population of Nelson/Tasman in the
next 30 years. Refer to reasons in submission points $454.002 -
S$454.005.

Reject

Section 9

1630

FS5.025

Warwick Rogers

Support

Accept

Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.

Reject

Section 9

1631

$454.002

Jenny Meadows

Residential Zones

Oppose

Keep low-density housing zone in
Atawhai.

This Plan change appears to allow 3- to 5-storey apartment buildings
on Rainbow Drive and in Atawhai. | love my ocean view. | want my
uninterrupted view of the sea and the nature reserve behind us.
Nelson is the Sunshine Capital of NZ and is one of the reasons |
moved here specifically. | love that we have a full veggie garden - we
grow about half our food - as well as a lot of flowers and a few
beautiful trees. | oppose anything that would block the sun from our
precious plants. We also rely on the sun to heat the house during the
day. Out here in Atawhai... some of the topography is flat or gently
rising, but a lot of it is steep with scars from slips. Building below or
above those areas would be unwise and possibly against NCC or
government regulations. If it isn't, it should be. The area is also full of
birds and birdsong and having multi-family dwellings and their cars
would disturb the peace. [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]

Accept in part

Section 12

1632

$454.005

Jenny Meadows

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Appoint an independent hearing panel.|

I am alarmed when | read about the hearings panel. | doubt their
ability to be objective and circumspect. An independent hearing
panel, none of whom are elected councillors, should be appointed to
read the many submissions about Plan Change 29.

Reject

Section 13

1633

$455.001

Philippa Hoult

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

SEEK withdrawal of PC29 by Council
prior to calling for Further Submissions
AND (if not withdrawn) SEEK rejection
of the whole Plan Change 29.

Refer to the reasons in submission point $455.002.

Reject

Section 9

1634

$455.002

Philippa Hoult

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and
get Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design and then put it back out
for public submissions.

It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29
and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 13




1635/5455.003 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent hearing panel |Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased'  [Reject Section 13
(no current Councillors) to hear the public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
submissions, and if that is not proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
possible, appoint Councillors [to the
Hearing Panel] from either side of the
Sept 14th vote, and if that is not
possible, add two well qualified
people who are not current
Councillors to the Hearing Panel (for
example, a demographer or a
professional member of Nelson
Tasman 2050).
1636/|S455.004 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1637|5455.006 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S455.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1638|5455.010 Philippa Hoult Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1639|5455.011 Philippa Hoult Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1640|FS28.028 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1641|5455.013 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. [solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1642|5455.018 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $S455.005 and S455.011. Reject Section 13

demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.




1643|5455.019 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner [significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail]
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1644/5455.027 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- [living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services. Impacts on mental health of living in multi-storey
buildings providing social housing need to be considered. [Refer to
the original submission for more detail]
1645|5455.029 Philippa Hoult Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1646/|5455.030 Philippa Hoult Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1647|5455.031 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose [Notify all ratepayers] directly by [All ratepayers] will be affected either directly or indirectly. Many Reject Section 13
email or letter [about PC29], [or] at property owners were in other parts of the country or overseas when
the very least, those property owners |PC29 was publicly notified and therefore likely to be unaware that
who will be directly affected by their [their property is to be rezoned. [Refer to the original submission for
property's zone being changed. more detail]
1648|5455.033 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider advice from Nelson Tasman |Nelson Tasman 2050 'is an independent think tank of built Accept in part Section 9
2050. environment professionals sketching pathways towards a better
future. Our mission is to help create vibrant communities through
advocating, promoting and supporting our transition to resilient,
sustainable, affordable, equitable and community-focused urban
environments through quality intensification.'
1649|5455.038 Philippa Hoult Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] that Council identify and The section 32 evaluation report is inadequate. This report does not |Reject Section 13
assess the social impact of PC29 and  |fully consider the risk and impact to people's health, lifestyle and
identifies strategies that might property value if a multi-storey building, especially over two storeys,
mitigated any potential effects on well-|is built next to them.
being and Nelson society in general.
1650|5456.004 Stephen Boulton Residential Zones Oppose [Delete the] High Density Residential |l oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that [Accept in part Section 12
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
greater than 12m. UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $456.001.
1651/5456.006 Stephen Boulton Entire Plan Change Oppose Prioritise housing growth and Refer to reasons in submission points S456.001 and S456.004 above. |Accept in part Section 12
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.
1652|5456.012 Stephen Boulton Entire Plan Change Oppose [Reject plan change 29], but if it is not [I 100% reject plan change 29 in its entirety. Reject Section 9

rejected, then | would like to request
the changes [in submission points
$456.010 and S456.011 above].




1653|S457.001 Laraine Rothenberg Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. | am asking |Because there does not appear to be consideration to the facts. Reject Section 13
Council to withdraw PC 29 and get
Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design andthen put it back out
for public submissions.
1654/5457.006 Laraine Rothenberg Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $457.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA), with representatives
from various areas in Nelson, to
carefully guide growth and actively
facilitate the emergence of cohesive
urban neighbourhoods with a variety
of high-quality housing choices.
1655|5457.010 Laraine Rothenberg Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1656/5457.011 Laraine Rothenberg Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential If any plan is adopted it must apply equally in impact to all property. |Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [The new General Residential Zone if adopted should equally across
district. the entire Nelson district, on the basis that Daylight Admission
protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties.
1657|FS28.029 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1658|5457.027 Laraine Rothenberg Entire Plan Change Oppose Appropriate areas should be found for |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 12
this housing that does not impact housing because there are too many examples across the country
existing residential neighbourhoods.  [where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the concept
stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less support
required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police and
Social Services.
1659|5457.029 Laraine Rothenberg Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1660|S457.030 Laraine Rothenberg Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1661/5457.035 Laraine Rothenberg Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council voting members to |l believe that each Council member voting on the proposal should Reject Section 13
[disclose] conflicts of interest. indicate any possible conflicts of interests and relations with
developers and real estate persons
1662|5459.001 Solitaire Investments Limited |Mapping Support Support the proposed zones. Solitaire generally supports the rezoning proposed and the Accept in part Section 12

introduction of more relaxed development standards. [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]




1663

FS78.242

Sarah Holman

Oppose

Reject

The particular part of the submission | oppose is: Support the
proposed zones. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new
comprehensive independent study of the effects of this proposal on
the character and heritage buildings of Nelson that informs changes
to proposed rules and policies (on and off-site height, boundary set
back, daylight angles). The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs
the Plan Change does not meet professional best practice. The Plan
Change is not informed by adequate information or analysis. PC29
has the potential to seriously affect the character of Nelson, a key
attribute with economic, social and environmental consequences.

Reject

Section 12

1664

F$65.250

Heritage Nelson

Oppose

Reject

The particular part of the submission we oppose is: Support the
proposed zones. Reasons include (please also refer to our original
submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been
noted): PC29 facilitates loss of heritage resources. A new study on
effects of proposals on heritage and character of City is required. The
analysis (2015 methodology) that informs the Plan Change does not
meet professional best practice. It has been undertaken by one
person rather than a multidisciplinary team.

Accept in part

Section 13

1665

$460.001

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Support intensification as an urban
development approach for Nelson.

While | support intensification as an urban development approach for
Nelson, and support aspects of Plan Change 29, | do not support PC29
in its entirety... We have a variety of economic, demographic,
environmental, geographic, and social reasons that compel us toward
intensification... [including] Unaffordable housing and growing
economic gap between top and bottom of our community...
Intensification is a strategic response to our situation... More
housing will lower the cost of housing, making our community more
viable for young people, making a better economic environment for
our businesses and commercial sectors. It also affords cheaper
service delivery. Besides adding more affordable residential space,
building up can allow us to have more buildings that host retail on
some floors, commercial office space on others, and residential on
others - all in the same building. This in turn has social benefits...
[Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 9

1666

$460.002

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Implement intensification in the urban
core and urban fringe as per the
Future Development Strategy
[inferred].

Recognition of climate change, geography, economics, demographics
and societal needs seemed to be the predicate for the overwhelming
response from the community when a great many of us submitted on
the Future Development Strategy (FDS). The people spoke through a
democratic process. They want intensification. It is really only how
this is to be accomplished that should be considered when evaluating
Plan Change 29. Not intensifying should not be on the table for
consideration. Of course, Nelson's statutory obligations to
accommodate growth further confirm this is the right approach. The
FDS was an extensively consulted on, and widely participated in
process. The significant amount of public input and feedback
contained in 568 submissions resulted in a FDS that is a
democratically-constituted reflection of popular sentiment
supporting urban intensification in our region, and has resulted in a
set of intensification strategies completely congruent with the
general thrust of Plan Change 29. [Refer to the original submission
for more detail]

Reject

Section 13




1667

$460.003

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

Improve public engagement when
communicating about the Plan Change
[inferred].

Public engagement was too cursory for such a major change... The
change was not well contextualised and expert opinion was not
platformed... The portrayal of the change was not fine-grained
enough. Neighbourhoods and individual properties needed to be
given both more detail about what the plan meant for them, and to
be given an opportunity to partner with council in determining how
they wanted to accommodate intensification in their personal
spheres. Misinformation has been allowed to creep into people's
understanding of PC29 and this has caused uniformed opinion and
gossip to overwhelm fact... Consenting Process Confusion - many
people do not understand that the building consent process will still
apply - so all standards will still have to be met. It is the resource
consenting that will change as a result of PC29. This could have been
made clearer from the outset. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]

Reject

Section 13

1668

$460.005

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Create a spatial masterplan for where
intensification should occur, using the
following elements to generate
options

Premise of 400M distance from an amenity. While this should be an
element that generates options for where intensification should
occur. It is a premise that has shortcomings, and therefore has
opened NCC to more criticism. Lack of Masterplan - with no plan it is
hard to say if the destination is the right one. PC29 may be the right
mechanism, but without a plan, who knows? Lack of an open spaces
plan and placemaking strategy - another lack of precursor planning
that raises concerns and depletes public confidence. Lack of heritage
protections - with minimal consideration and judicious appraisal
missing in PC29, this has become a chink in the armour. Heritage, can
be a debatable concept in such a young country however. Not all that
is old or historic is worth preserving if the price is stymieing a better
designed community. [Refer to the original submission for more
detail]

Reject

Section 13

1669

5460.006

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Amend

Widely apply well-designed, fine
grained vertical intensification
provisions across Nelson
core/fringe/arteries linked to strategic
goals and desirable outcomes for the
community [inferred].

Intensification produces more meaningful outcomes such as making
Nelson: More prosperous More equitable More liveable More
sustainable More vital More productive More connected and
connecting More healthful and happier More efficient and less
wasteful (of both rates revenue and resources). NCC has not done a
good job of explicitly connecting PC29 to desirable outcomes and
strategic goals; and has therefore met resistance and a poor
understanding of why there should be any short-term sacrifices for
long term benefit. The connection between outcomes and
mechanisms needs to be more overtly and specifically
communicated, but equally important, the mechanisms needs to be
intrinsic to the delivery of strategic goals and desirable outcomes for
the community. Density decisions, then, should be quite site specific,
or at least much more analytically granular than the broad-brush-
stroke approach NCC seemed to apply when determining PC29
mapping. That said, ease of well-designed vertical intensification
ought be widely applicable across Nelson core/fringe/arteries. [Refer
to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 9




1670

$460.007

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Apply a social outcomes approach to
intensification locations [inferred].

Intensification in and of itself is not a desirable outcome, but
intensification that creates better social outcomes is. The
intensification strategy of basing intensification decisions strictly
around a 400m radius from a public amenity that one might want to
visit is an approach that is too limited and not grounded enough in an
outcomes-based approach - a social outcomes approach. Nelson
should be intensifying in ways that explicitly meets these social goals:
Providing more affordable housing for young families - with close
proximity to recreation and green spaces, and easily serviced by
restaurants, green grocers, farmer's market, bakeries, etc. Providing
housing for young people that is both affordable and builds
community and sense of belonging among young people - with
nearby venues for socialising, entertainment, hospitality and
recreation. Providing residential spaces that are child friendly - near
daycare, parks, recreation, greened city streets, playgrounds and
schools - so that we make Nelson more child friendly and nurturing of
children. Providing residences in mixed use buildings that house
offices, retail, housing and personal services that enhance the lives of
working people. Providing affordable housing for elderly people that
puts them in the middle of city life, fighting isolation - but near parks,
green spaces, medical services and places for socialisation -
integrating elderly into daily city life. Providing lively pro-social
places for young singles to socialise, meet, recreate and provide a
"density" of social interactions - making Nelson an attractive place for
young people, adding demographic balance and vitality to our city
Providing housing that promotes social mixing among age groups,
ethnicities, socio-economic status - intensification should have as an

Reject

Section 9

1671

$460.008

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Establish an Urban Development
Agency to create design standards, a
planning process, and design-based
outcomes that produce intensification
congruent with the desire of many
Nelsonians to make sure their quality
of life is not undermined by
intensification. Such an UDA should
be independent of direct control by
council, but responsive to council.

Ultimately, in order to take a pro-social and outcomes-based
approach to PC29 and urban development in general, Nelson needs
to establish an Urban Development Agency. Such an UDA would
create design standards, a planning process, and design-based
outcomes that produce intensification congruent with the desire of
many Nelsonians to make sure their quality of life is not undermined
by intensification. An UDA would also allow Nelson to create as
sustained, strategic approach to urban growth and revitalisation.
Such an UDA should be independent of direct control by council, but
responsive to council.

Reject

Section 13




1672|5460.009 Richard Brudvik-Lindner Entire Plan Change Amend Create an Urban Design Guide to A design driven approach led by an UDA would allay many of the Reject Section 13
preserve and enhance quality of life  |existing concerns and misperceived threats many people have about
through development and PC29, and would produce the only kind of acceptable outcomes the
intensification [inferred]. community will sanction. Such a design-driven process should

include elements such as: Urban design guide - widely used by many
communities to ensure quality of life is preserved and enhanced
through development and intensification. Architectural standards -
again, widely used by many communities to protect and lift the
standard of architectural contributions to a city - detailed but flexible
enough to foster creativity, not flexible enough to enable greed. This
would also be a valuable tool in providing protection and
complements to heritage sites/structures. Urban design review panel
- providing professional design oversight for changes to the city. No
need to invent the wheel, as these are used around the world, and
could easily be created for Nelson, based on successful models.
Neighbourhood spatial plans that are fine grain - allowing variety
within a neighbourhood, adaptability and accommodating evolving
use patterns. Quality of life (QOL), heritage, social cohesion and other
place-making factors would drive planning at this level. Qualitative
approach - not quantitative--less use of formulas and more use of
aesthetic & QOL considerations. What aesthetic goals do we have
for our city? What are our QOL goals? Social goals? Based on the
particulars of those answers, how should growth be accommodated,
directed and enhanced for good outcomes? This should drive our
decision-making and planning. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]

1673|5460.010 Richard Brudvik-Lindner Entire Plan Change Amend Incorporate Architectural standards Refer to reasons in submission point $460.009. Reject Section 9
into the plan change.

1674/5460.011 Richard Brudvik-Lindner Entire Plan Change Support in part |Utilize an urban design review panel |Refer to reasons in submission point S460.009. Accept Section 13
to provide professional oversight for
changes to the city [inferred].

1675|5460.012 Richard Brudvik-Lindner Entire Plan Change Support in part |Create fine grained neighbourhood Refer to reasons in submission point S460.009 and the original Reject Section 13

spatial plans with a qualitative submission for more detail.
approach based on aesthetic, quality
of life, heritage, social cohesion and
other place making considerations.
Important details and subtleties
should be considered at the precinct,
neighbourhood, street, block and
spaces (and even at the targeted
section or individual site level).
Creating a plan, not just a permission,
based on conditions such as location,
aspect, topography, access to services
and amenities, overland flow paths,
flood protection and watercourses,
infrastructure, significant trees and
vegetation, heritage items and
commercial aspects like land value vs.
capitalisation etc.

1676|FS78.023 Sarah Holman Support Accept The particular part of the submission | support is: Neighbourhood Reject Section 13

Spatial plans including heritage considerations. Neighbourhood
spatial plans have not been prepared in consultation with residents.




1677|FS65.252 Heritage Nelson Support Accept The particular part of the submission we support is: Neighbourhood |Accept in part Section 12
Spatial plans including heritage considerations. Reasons include
(please also refer to our original submission #831 as in many cases
multiple reasons have been noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans
have not been prepared in consultation with residents.
1678|5460.013 Richard Brudvik-Lindner Residential Zones Support in part |Retain all high density designations in |l am not convinced we have taken an adequate "spaces" approach to [Accept in part Section 13
the area bordered by QE Il Drive to defining where intensification should occur. We need to look at this
Trafalgar St to Grove St to much more carefully, more granularly for the best outcomes. Taking
Milton/Atawhai Dr to Hardy St East to |NCCs more generalised approach, | am not sure we have that right
Botanical Hill to Nile St to Harper St to |either. In the area bordered: QE Il Drive to Trafalgar St to Grove St to
Bronte St to Wellington St to Milton/Atawhai Dr to Hardy St East to Botanical Hill to Nile St to
Gloucester St to Vanguard St to Harper St to Bronte St to Wellington St to Gloucester St to Vanguard
Hampden St to St Vincent St to Haven |St to Hampden St to St Vincent St to Haven Rd to Wakefield Quay all
Rd to Wakefield Quay. of the properties in this area should be CONSIDERED for Medium
density and all High density designations in these areas should be
retained. We need to look into this general area at much more
granular level to make good decisions. [Refer to the original
submission for more detail]
1679|FS25.013 Port Nelson LTD Oppose Reject PNL opposes any intensification in areas subject to the Port Effects Reject Section 12
Control Overlay as this area is already subject to potentially higher
noise levels and intensification would increase the number of
sensitive receptors. Disallow this submission insofar as it relates to
any properties within the Port Effects Control Overlay.
1680|5460.021 Richard Brudvik-Lindner Entire Plan Change Amend Roll out PC29 changes strategically, Besides looking more carefully at how we define intensification Accept in part Section 13

over the next 15-20 years, in precinct,
neighbourhoods, streets, arterial
routes, along foothills, blocks, spaces
(and even at the individual site or
targeted section level).

spaces broadly, and looking more deeply and granularly within those
broad spaces, we should also consider a slow rolling plan of phases of
implementation. This might help ameliorate opposition from older
residents. Areas with more entrenched opposition from older
Nelsonians might be appeased more if they understood these
changes were to be rolled out in phases around the city over the next
15-20 years (as a number of them are unlikely to be living in their
houses then). This phased approach would allow NCC to roll out
PC29 changes strategically in precinct, neighbourhoods, streets,
arterial routes, along foothills, blocks, spaces (and even at the
individual site or targeted section level) - this is a granular approach,
which would allow NCC to target first areas likely to produce the best
results and the best examples of intensification to showcase to the
community -diluting fears and concerns, and inspiring confidence and
enthusiasm for this kind of change.




1681/

$460.022

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Implement a transport oriented
development design (TOD) to push
growth on to arterial roads.

Urban planners and designers around the world have demonstrated,
with research results to back this up, that transport oriented
development design (TOD) produces the best quality of life,
economic, and social outcomes for cities and towns. TOD involves
planning cities around the transport needs of the population, making
residential areas along arterials densely populated, but offset by
generous green spaces, public spaces, walkability and placemaking.
We should push growth to arterials, and the best designed cities
around the world already do this (this is also beneficial because it
also makes it cheaper for NCC to provide service delivery to more
people - meaning a lower burden on ratepayers)... An example of
this TOD approach: Milton St/Atawhai St should be made one-way
north-flowing road all the way to Highway 6, with parking removed
on one side of the street (buy a few properties to make some parking
alcoves if necessary) a protected bike lane and much wider
footpaths, encouragement of micro-mobility, and regular service by
buses. This would then make sense to have intensified vertical
housing development up and down this road. This is an example of
where NCC is being too timid in how they are currently approaching
intensification (and not focused on strategic outcomes - as this road
is ripe for a strategic outcomes transformation). [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]

Accept

Section 12

1682

$460.025

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Amend

Set aside land as public green space.

Refer to reasons in submission point $460.024.

Accept in part

Section 13

1683

$460.026

Richard Brudvik-Lindner

Entire Plan Change

Support in part

Convert poorly designed,
underutilised streets, footpaths,
carparks and other hard surfaces to
green space.

Don't buy expensive green space, convert underutilised grey spaces
for a fraction of the cost." Convert poorly designed, underutilised
streets, footpaths, carparks and other hard surfaces to green space,
all of which would make intensification more palatable to those who
fear it, and more pleasant for those that embrace it. Again, through
an UDA, we should do a survey of grey spaces, current green spaces
and "pregnant spaces" capable of delivering greater greenery if
converted from their current poorly allocated uses. Car parking
spaces offer potential here, if done prudently, preserving car parking
where needed. Much as the Buxton Square carpark housing
proposed by Matt Lawrey.

Accept in part

Section 12

1684

$461.001

Jocelyn Smith

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Reject Plan Change 29.

I reject PC 29 in its entirety. Refer to reasons in submission points
$461.002 and S461.007.

Reject

Section 9

1685

$461.002

Jocelyn Smith

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Withdraw the plan, rewrite it in a
clearer format and make sure we all
understand what is being proposed.

The changes proposed are huge and documentation detailed and
difficult to understand. | don't think there has been enough
consultation or information about this Plan Change. It appears that it
will cause a lot of angst to existing property owners. The plan is hard
to understand and to work out what its implementation will mean.
It's a huge document. | understand the problem you are trying to
solve, and | listened to the zoom session and understand the
reasoning behind the selection of areas to intensify, but the solution
seems to be overkill. | don't really believe that Nelson's population
will grow as fast as forecast. Please don't rush into this big box bulk
housing plan.

Reject

Section 9

1686

$461.007

Jocelyn Smith

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

[Provide] allowance for developments
to be considered on a case-by-case
basis with sensitivity to the wellbeing
of the surrounding dwellings.

It doesn't seem to have enough flexibility to adapt to specific
situations. There needs to be more allowance for developments to
be considered on a case-by-case basis, with sensitivity to the
wellbeing of the surrounding dwellings.

Reject

Section 10




1687,

$462.001

Susan George

Residential Zones

Oppose in part

Reject the changes [in Plan Change
29].

I would like the council to reject the change proposed for the general
residential zone. The current planning criteria already allows for
intensification in this zone but in a controlled and responsible way to
preserve the quality desirability and character of the zone for both
new and existing residents. There needs to be designated zones for
this type of intensification rather than a broad blanket approach so
people will know what they are signing up for when they purchase a
property and not have to worry what might happen next door.
Council needs to respect what residents of Nelson want in their
neighbourhoods.

Accept in part

Section 12

1688

$463.001

Derek Smail and Julia Burbury

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

That no portion of the proposal be
approved.

| oppose the proposal in its entirety. You should also be aware that
we fully understand the good sense of encouraging intensification of
high rise accommodation in the CBD - within the area bounded by the
relevant parts of Halifax Street, Rutherford Street, Nile Street and
Collingwood Street.

Accept in part

Section 12

1689

FS5.026

Warwick Rogers

Support

Accept

Plan 29 is a total mess of an idea that tramples on the rights of
thousands of hard working rate payers and will negatively the well
being of thousands.

Reject

Section 9

1690

5464.001

Rosemary Horn

Entire Plan Change

Not Stated

1 do not reject PC 29 in its entirety.

Not stated.

Reject

Section 12

1691

$464.008

Rosemary Horn

Entire Plan Change

Amend

[Include] provision for green belts
through the city and suburbs.

Green belt provisions are missing from the plan. Nelson is very green
as the sections are large with trees on them, with intensification the
green spaces will be significantly reduced. Provision of green belts
through the city and suburbs needs to be added to the plan. A good
example is Wellington where you area about a 15 minute walk to a
green belt. The location of the green belt could be in areas where the
land is too steep or slip prone to build houses. By having these areas
covered in trees and plants this could reduce slipping and potentially
reduce the impact of slips on properties below or adjacent to these
areas. There are areas that are very wet that used to be swamps or
streams, the areas around these natural features could be widened
to provide more space for flood waters, improving the health of
these waterways and moving properties away from these higher risk
areas whilst providing green spaces for recreation. There are many
waterways through Nelson that are very confined or covered, there is
an opportunity to establish a corridor from the sea to the mountains
in developing a green belt plan, such as from the sea to Waimarama
Sanctuary and from the Sea to the Mangatapu Mountain above the
Maitai Dam. Providing ecological corridors for our native species and
excellent recreation corridors from the city into our mountains.

Reject

Section 13

1692

$465.001

Mic Dover

Entire Plan Change

Amend

Constrain new intensification
proposals to appropriate areas of the
city.

Since NZ has just elected a government that wants to expand
greenfield development (despite all the global evidence pointing to
the stupidity of such a policy), it is now more important than ever to
a) maximise brownfield intensification wherever appropriate; b) to
implement such intensification in a way that local communities
support; c) to make sure the intensification benefits people who are
currently homeless or renting unaffordable homes or unable to buy
their first home, rather than creating speculative opportunities for
developers whose bottom line is profit not social good. There seems
to have been a minimal or absent effort by NCC to properly assess
the three precincts laid out in the changes envisaged i.e. General
Residential Zone (GRZ) Medium General Residential Zone (GRZ),
Medium Density Residential Zone (MDRZ) and High Density
Residential Zone (HDRZ), in terms of what will happen, and where,
and the outcomes. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]

Accept in part

Section 12




1693|5465.002 Mic Dover Entire Plan Change Oppose Expand the Hearing Panel to at least  |The size and composition of the panel are in serious breach of Reject Section 13
five with perhaps an architect and impartiality and risk being a slam dunk for the establishment view.
maybe a social housing developer [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
added to it. Excluding councillors
known to have differing views to the
mayor is anti-democratic.
1694/5465.004 Mic Dover Entire Plan Change Oppose Review the data Plan Change 29 is Also, as pointed out by the highly experienced demographer at the  |Reject Section 10
depending on to make decisions on meeting | attended, the demographic data for various NCC plans are
nelson's housing needs in the next 30 |based on highly dubious interpretations.
years.
1695|5465.007 Mic Dover Mapping Oppose in part  [Propose that the CBD defined by If we accept a degree of intensification is needed, then the planned [Accept in part Section 12
Halifax, Rutherford, Selwyn and HDRZ for the CBD is one with the least impact in terms of
Collingwood precinct is sufficient for  |architecture, aesthetics and higher rise buildings, given that much of
HDRZ buildings, and that should be its |the HDRZ will lie within the CBD which already contains many higher
limit. MDRZ could then be perhaps rise buildings.
extended out from the CBD as above,
incrementally and as and when
demand predicates such an outward
expansion and ending at the current
PC29 HDRZ boundary.
1696/5466.001 Alan Stewart Residential Zones Oppose [Retain] the current NRMP rules in its |l am strongly against the Nelson City Council PC29 plans to add MDZ |Reject Section 13
present form. and HDZ to the Tahunanui Hills. [Reasons for opposition to the MDZ
and HDZ are detailed in the original submission, to summarise, these
include]: Land stability [issues and concerns] in the proposed Tosswill
Road/Tamaki Street HDZ area. [Lack of] services for high rise
apartments in the Tosswill Road/Tamaki Street area [within a
walkable distance of 400 m]. Narrow roads and limited parking.
Suitability of eBuses for accessing the Tosswill Road, Stansell Avenue
and Bisley Avenue route. [The potential reduction in] grass and
garden areas [and increase in] sealed surfaces around high rise
buildings [and the impact on] the storm water system to cope with
increased runoff and less soakage into ground. Fire engine access in
narrow ROW with 19.5 m high buildings. [Impacts of] shading from
19.5 m apartment buildings [on] conventional gardens, biodiversity,
and native species habitat. Social issues and mental health issues
which [will] arise from the loss of sunlight and loss of views [due to]
HDZ buildings. [Refer to original submission for more detail]
1697|FS61.048 Tahunanui Business and Support Accept The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- | am strongly Accept in part Section 12

Citizens Assn

against the Nelson City Council PC29 plans to add MDZ and HDZ to
the Tahunanui Hills. [Reasons for opposition to the MDZ and HDZ are
detailed in the original submission, to summarise, these include]:
Land stability [issues and concerns] in the proposed Tosswill
Road/Tamaki Street HDZ area. [Lack of] services for high rise
apartments in the Tosswill Road/Tamaki Street area [within a
walkable distance of 400 m]. Narrow roads and limited parking.
Suitability of eBuses for accessing the Tosswill Road, Stansell Avenue
and Bisley Avenue route. [The potential reduction in] grass and
garden areas [and increase in] sealed surfaces around high rise
buildings [and the impact on] the storm water system to cope with
increased runoff and less soakage into ground. Fire engine access in
narrow ROW with 19.5 m high buildings. [Impacts of] shading from
19.5 m apartment buildings [on] conventional gardens, biodiversity,
and native species habitat. Social issues and mental health issues
which [will] arise from the loss of sunlight and loss of views [due to]
HDZ buildings. [Refer to original submission for more detail] Reject
PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
with cycleways or bus routes, land instability and social & mental
health ramifications.




1698

FS$72.052

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- | am strongly
against the Nelson City Council PC29 plans to add MDZ and HDZ to
the Tahunanui Hills. [Reasons for opposition to the MDZ and HDZ are
detailed in the original submission, to summarise, these include]:
Land stability [issues and concerns] in the proposed Tosswill
Road/Tamaki Street HDZ area. [Lack of] services for high rise
apartments in the Tosswill Road/Tamaki Street area [within a
walkable distance of 400 m]. Narrow roads and limited parking.
Suitability of eBuses for accessing the Tosswill Road, Stansell Avenue
and Bisley Avenue route. [The potential reduction in] grass and
garden areas [and increase in] sealed surfaces around high rise
buildings [and the impact on] the storm water system to cope with
increased runoff and less soakage into ground. Fire engine access in
narrow ROW with 19.5 m high buildings. [Impacts of] shading from
19.5 m apartment buildings [on] conventional gardens, biodiversity,
and native species habitat. Social issues and mental health issues
which [will] arise from the loss of sunlight and loss of views [due to]
HDZ buildings. [Refer to original submission for more detail]. Reject
PC29in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
with cycleways or bus routes, land instability and social & mental
health ramifications.

Accept in part

Section 12

1699

FS60.044

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support/:- | am strongly
against the Nelson City Council PC29 plans to add MDZ and HDZ to
the Tahunanui Hills. [Reasons for opposition to the MDZ and HDZ are
detailed in the original submission, to summarise, these include]:
Land stability [issues and concerns] in the proposed Tosswill
Road/Tamaki Street HDZ area. [Lack of] services for high rise
apartments in the Tosswill Road/Tamaki Street area [within a
walkable distance of 400 m]. Narrow roads and limited parking.
Suitability of eBuses for accessing the Tosswill Road, Stansell Avenue
and Bisley Avenue route. [The potential reduction in] grass and
garden areas [and increase in] sealed surfaces around high rise
buildings [and the impact on] the storm water system to cope with
increased runoff and less soakage into ground. Fire engine access in
narrow ROW with 19.5 m high buildings. [Impacts of] shading from
19.5 m apartment buildings [on] conventional gardens, biodiversity,
and native species habitat. Social issues and mental health issues
which [will] arise from the loss of sunlight and loss of views [due to]
HDZ buildings. [Refer to original submission for more detail]. Reject
PC29 in its entirety. The reasons for my support - No public transport
with cycleways or bus routes, land instability and social & mental
health ramifications.

Accept in part

Section 12

1700

5466.002

Alan Stewart

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Retain] the current NRMP rules in its
present form.

| am strongly against the Nelson City Council PC29 plans to add MDZ
and HDZ to the Tahunanui Hills. Refer to the reasons in submission
point S466.001.

Reject

Section 13

1701

$466.004

Alan Stewart

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Utilise the medium population
projection [inferred].

Why is Nelson City Council planning for a 'high population increase'
for Nelson city when all the official data over the last two years
indicate that the medium projection of the population at 59,000
residents is more accurate. The council may be planning for 5,000 to
7,000 more residents than can be justified. [Refer to original
submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 10

1702

$467.004

Tasha Workman

Residential Zones

Oppose

[Delete the] High Density Residential
Zone (HDZ), that has a max height
greater than 12m.

| oppose the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that
has a max height greater than 12 m as it is not mandated under NPS-
UD 2020. Refer to reasons in submission point $467.001.

Accept in part

Section 12

1703

$467.006

Tasha Workman

Entire Plan Change

Oppose

Prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the Inner City,
before the current residential zones.

Refer to reasons in submission points $467.001 and S467.004 above.

Accept in part

Section 12




1704|S467.007 Tasha Workman Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an independent Panel to hear |Not stated. Reject Section 13
the Submissions.
1705|5467.008 Tasha Workman Entire Plan Change Oppose Extend the closing date for | ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the |Reject Section 13
submissions. total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation
of over 2,000 pages.
1706/5467.011 Tasha Workman Entire Plan Change Oppose Object to Plan Change 29. Some reasons include infrastructure, traffic, limited parking. Reject Section 11
1707|5467.012 Tasha Workman Entire Plan Change Not Stated [Suggest] look for more suitable areas [Houses are in a declining state, access to town is quick. Reject Section 12
[for development], [such as] Waimea
Road (opposite Caltex).
1708|5467.013 Tasha Workman Entire Plan Change Oppose Adjust restrictions on tiny homes. Not stated. Reject Section 12
1709|5468.001 Synagogue Lane Entire Plan Change Oppose Oppose Plan Change 29. We believe that Plan Change 29 is unfair and harmful to current Reject Section 12
residents in our area, as well as being ill-conceived and not
demonstrably to the benefit of future Nelson. For these reasons, we,
residents of 1,3,4 Synagogue Lane/358 Trafalgar Square oppose it.
We do not believe three or six-storey developments should be
allowed to be built through our existing family neighbourhoods,
especially without resource consent. Multi-storeyed developments,
such as those proposed, tend to exacerbate traffic congestion and
parking problems. Our roads, utilities and public services haven't
been designed to cope with anything more than one-two storey
developments Three or six storeyed apartments looming over single
storey family homes will also cast shadows over these properties,
block natural light and be a significant invasion of privacy. The
introduction of six or even three storey apartments through our
neighbourhood could significantly impact property values in the
vicinity. [Refer to original submission for more detail]
1710|FS78.025 Sarah Holman Support in part  [Accept in part The particular part of the submission | support is: Not appropriate in |Reject Section 13
our area. Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in
consultation with residents.
1711|FS65.255 Heritage Nelson Support in part [Accept in part The particular part of the submission we support is: Not appropriate |Accept in part Section 12
in our area. Reasons include (please also refer to our original
submission #831 as in many cases multiple reasons have been
noted): Neighbourhood spatial plans have not been prepared in
consultation with residents. PC29 facilitates loss of heritage
resources. A new study on effects of proposals on heritage and
character of City is required. The analysis (2015 methodology) that
informs the Plan Change does not meet professional best practice. It
has been undertaken by one person rather than a multidisciplinary
team.
1712|5468.002 Synagogue Lane Entire Plan Change Oppose Explore opportunities for enhancing  |This would enable progress in housing development without Accept in part Section 12
these neighbourhoods in other ways, |sacrificing the current appeal of the neighbourhoods and in a way
such as two storeyed apartments or  [that would be more considerate and reasonable to the existing
subdivided sections for low-level residents.
builds.
1713|5469.001 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point $469.002. Reject Section 13
1714/5469.002 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13

get Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design and then put it back out
for public submissions.

and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]




1715|5469.003 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote, if not then | ask that all proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Councillors are replaced with
independent Commissioners.
1716/|5469.004 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1717|5469.006 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point $469.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1718|5469.010 Jontaine White Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1719|5469.011 Jontaine White Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1720|FS28.030 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1721|5469.013 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. [solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1722|5469.018 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points S469.005 and S469.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1723|5469.019 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10

intensification starting with the inner
city, followed by the city fringe and
then applying the Medium Density
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high)
progressively expanding from the CBD
(and Central Stoke) if required and
over time, provided AP15 Daylight
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.

significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]




1724/5469.027 Jontaine White Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1725|5469.029 Jontaine White Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1726/5469.030 Jontaine White Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1727|S470.001 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point $470.002. Reject Section 13
1728|5470.002 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  [Reject Section 13
get Council Planning staff to refine the |and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
plan design and then put it back out  |Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
for public submissions. been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]
1729|5470.003 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote, if not then | ask that all proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Councillors are replaced with
independent Commissioners.
1730|S470.004 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection  |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1731|S470.006 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S470.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1732|5470.010 Amanda White Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1733|5470.011 Amanda White Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12

Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district.

growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.




1734|FS28.031 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  |Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1735|5470.013 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1736/|5470.018 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points S470.005 and S470.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1737|5470.019 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10
intensification starting with the inner |significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
city, followed by the city fringe and neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
then applying the Medium Density vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) |would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
progressively expanding from the CBD |Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
(and Central Stoke) if required and out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). Refer to the
over time, provided AP15 Daylight original submission for more detail.
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.
1738|5470.027 Amanda White Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent’ |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1739|5470.029 Amanda White Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1740|S470.030 Amanda White Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1741|5472.001 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Reject PC29 in its entirely. Refer to the reasons in submission point S472.002. Reject Section 13
1742|S472.002 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Request] Council withdraw PC 29 and |It has been difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC29  |Reject Section 13

get Council Planning staff to refine the
plan design and then put it back out
for public submissions.

and its supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the
ability to use a computer. A lack of early public engagement and
consultation by Council has meant PC 29 has been prematurely put
out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that
requires the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can
re-design it. [Refer to the original submission for more detail]




1743|S472.003 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint Councillors [to the Hearing Hearing panel members should be changed because of the 'biased' |Reject Section 13
Panel] from either side of the Sept public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
14th vote, if not then | ask that all proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th September Council meeting.
Councillors are replaced with
independent Commissioners.
1744|S472.004 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Use Statistics NZ medium projection |The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, |Reject Section 10
forecasts, as recommended by the but are over inflated projections that require the scale of
NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence |intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend
its intensification requirements
accordingly.
1745|5472.006 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Appoint an Urban Development Refer to reasons in submission point S472.005. Reject Section 13
Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban
neighbourhoods with a variety of high-
quality housing choices.
1746|5472.010 Carol Webster Mapping Oppose Remove the High Density Residential [High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in Accept Section 12
Zone from the plan completely. keeping with any existing 'Low Rise' Nelson residential suburb and
beyond the MDS legal mandate. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1747|FS20.007 Tim Bayley Support Accept High density should NOT be in existing residential zones ... keep itin |Accept in part Section 12
the CBD or along under the hills where it's shading effects few if
anyone.
1748|5472.011 Carol Webster Mapping Oppose Apply the new General Residential Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our Reject Section 12
Zone equally across the entire Nelson [growth if they were more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
district. dwellings. AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to
the contrary.
1749|FS28.032 Nelson Airport Limited Oppose in part  [Reject in part The particular part of the submission we oppose in part is: Apply new |Accept in part Section 12
General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson District.
The Tahunanui (flat) and Monaco residential areas are largely outside
the PC29 boundaries and comprise either standard residential or low-
density zoning. Applying a general residential zoning across all
existing residential zones would provide for up to 3 residential units
per site as a permitted activity. However, there are a number of
areas that are not appropriate for further residential intensification,
in particular those areas subject to the Nelson Airport Overlays.
1750|5472.013 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Consider solutions to mitigate against |Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not |Reject Section 13
new-build empty holiday apartments. |solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. E.g. Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.
1751|5472.018 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose Incentivise rate paying residents to Refer to reasons in submission points $472.005 and S472.011. Reject Section 13
demolish or relocate their house in
favour of replacing more units on the
same section providing they comply
with the suitable character or heritage
of the neighbourhood.
1752|S472.019 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Amend PC29] to progressively phase [Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most Reject Section 10

intensification starting with the inner
city, followed by the city fringe and
then applying the Medium Density
Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high)
progressively expanding from the CBD
(and Central Stoke) if required and
over time, provided AP15 Daylight
Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.

significant intensification, before forcing it onto the residential
neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a better design
vision for our residential neighbourhoods. Secondly, City Fringe
would be the next zone to phase in for intensification. Finally, the
Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working
out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke). [Refer to the
original submission for more detail]




1753|5472.027 Carol Webster Entire Plan Change Oppose [Require] Council working closely with |Significant care and attention must be considered with all social Reject Section 13
Kainga Ora, to provide a 'transparent' |housing because there are too many examples across the country
way of creating new Social Housing where this has resulted in disharmony in communities. High density
Developments that 'Fit' with the long- |living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
term design vision of Nelson. outcomes for all concerned. Careful design controls from the
concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, with less
support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police
and Social Services.
1754/|5472.029 Carol Webster Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against the [Not stated. Reject Section 11
increased capacity requirements for
our waste water and stormwater
systems.
1755/5472.030 Carol Webster Infrastructure Oppose Include a plan to mitigate against Not stated. Reject Section 11
future drought situations with a
greater demand on the same amount
of water from the Maitai Dam, for a
|greater population.
1756/|S473.001 Helen Black Entire Plan Change Oppose Withdraw Plan Change 29 and go back |l reject this proposal mainly based on my experience of growing up in |Reject Section 13
to the community and look into what |high intensity housing areas in Stockholm, Sweden. All areas with
other Western countries do to build  [high rise buildings in Sweden have trees, planned parks/green areas
affordable apartments and keep green |for walking, children's playgrounds, picnics with safe footpaths and
areas and make them people friendly. |cycling areas. This is a must for providing both physical and mental
healthy living. Other reasons include: - | question the intensification
of this hilly region because of the heavy price on lack of green areas,
safe roads, footpaths and cycling areas. It's already too congested
due to old planning and hills. - | question why NZ apartments are
unaffordable for most people. In the rest of the world most people
can afford to live in apartments, but not in New Zealand. - | ask NCC
to be mindful of allowing new developments in damp, shady areas. -
Current infra structure is not fit to deal with existing housing. | also
question the capacity requirement for storm water around the city. -
Flawed population projections. [Refer to the original submission for
more detail]
1757|5473.012 Helen Black Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Release the the population projections [Support the reasons set out in the submission of Dr G R Hayes on Reject Section 10
prepared by DOT consulting for public |pages 4-5. Publishing a higher percentage population growth rate
scrutiny and commentary. Peer review |than is warranted has the effect of over-stating future population
the projections carried out by DOT increase and therefore exaggerating the need for Plan Change 29.
under contract to the NCC by qualified |Also, when local governments and territorial authorities are
specialists. Only after a peer review, [competing for funds from the central government, a difference of 7
prepare a new HBL using a set of percentage points may well be highly significant.
projections supported by a consensus
of experts and community
representatives.
1758|S474.001 Geoffrey Hayes Entire Plan Change Oppose in part  [Withdraw PC29 and undertake There have been serious shortcomings in the process by which Reject Section 13

revisions based on community input.

citizens and ratepayers of Nelson have been informed about Plan
Change 29 and the arrangements put in place to obtain public input
to the proposal.... There was limited access to key documents, such
as the NCC's Section 32 Evaluation Report and appendices... The plan
change deserves a much longer period for public review and the
formulation of submissions... [Refer to Part 1 in the original
submission for more detail]




1759

FS$31.004

Stephen Webster

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1760

FS$78.008

Sarah Holman

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular parts of the submission | support are: Insufficient
public engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand
and submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic
population forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack
of published information on the negative adverse effects on property
owners. To remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have
limited time and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed
negative effects on their lives. This is not sustainable, precautionary
planning. The Plan Change is not informed by adequate information
or analysis. Provisions for intensification are based on quantitative
not qualitative measures. PPC29 has the potential to seriously affect
the character of Nelson, a key attribute with economic, social and
environmental consequences; amenity and value in the CBD and
residential areas will be lost if it goes ahead.

Accept in part

Section 12

1761

FS$72.004

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. This plan is out of
step with the NZ Central Government's proposed plans for
development. The NZ Government has indicated a lack of support for
the previous Government's position on densification. Until more
direction is given, this has the potential to be a waste of Council and
Ratepayers' funds and time following an outdated Central
Government brief. Insufficient public engagement on PC29.
Insufficient time to digest, understand and submit on such a large
plan change. Flawed demographic population forecasts. No
neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published information
on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To remove the
overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time and ability
to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1762

FS$66.006

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1763

FS$61.004

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1764

FS$76.004

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1765

FS54.004

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1766

FS53.004

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1767

FS$46.004

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1768

FS$77.004

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1769

FS58.004

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13




1770

FS$60.004

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The particular part of the submission | support: Withdraw PC29 and
undertake revisions based on community input. Insufficient public
engagement on PC29. Insufficient time to digest, understand and
submit on such a large plan change. Flawed demographic population
forecasts. No neighbourhood plans, as per the FDS. Lack of published
information on the negative adverse effects on property owners. To
remove the overwhelming stress on residents who have limited time
and ability to decipher the potential undisclosed negative effects on
their lives.

Reject

Section 13

1771

$474.002

Geoffrey Hayes

Mapping

Oppose in part

Change the Medium Density

Residential Zone area in Atawhai to
General Density Residential Zone.

The proposal to make parts of Atawhai North "Medium Density"
housing zone would have negative consequences for the
environment and people of Atawhai... [Refer to reasons in
submission points S474.009 to S474.014 and Part 3 in the original
submission for more detail]

Accept

Section 12

1772

S474.003

Geoffrey Hayes

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Stop using the NCC's flawed

population projections of 2020 as [the
basis for the] Future Development
Strategy or in support of plan changes

such as PC29.

The analysis of past and projected future population growth in
Nelson undertaken by the Nelson City Council (NCC) is seriously
flawed, thus undermining the primary rationale for Plan Change 29...
In its public statements and various Council documents, the NCC has
been providing misleading information on past and projected future
population growth in Nelson City in the context of promoting and
justifying the need for Plan Change 29. This misleading information
ranges from relatively minor errors to more serious statistical
deficiencies... In the context of the announcement of plan change
29, publishing a higher percentage population growth rate than is
warranted has the effect of over-stating future population increase
and therefore exaggerating the need for Plan Change 29... [Refer to
Part 2 in the original submission for more detail]

Reject

Section 10

1773

FS31.012

Stephen Webster

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1774

F$78.010

Sarah Holman

Support in part

Accept in part

The particular part of the submission | support is: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. The Plan Change is not
informed by adequate information or analysis. Population
projections on which PPC29 is based are flawed.

Reject

Section 10

1775]

F$83.086

Melinda and Craig Harvey

Support

Accept

Submitter is well qualified to comment and question assessment of
flawed and incorrect population predictions used in PC29.

Reject

Section 10

1776

FS$72.012

Jude Osborne

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1777

FS66.014

Carol Webster

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1778

FS61.012

Tahunanui Business and
Citizens Assn

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1779

FS76.012

Robert Stevenson(1)

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1780

FS54.012

Nicole Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1781

FS53.012

Susan Gibson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1782

FS46.012

Dan McGuire

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1783

FS77.012

Harry Pearson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10




1784

FS58.012

Robert Stevenson

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1785

F$60.012

Tahunanui Community Hub

Support

Accept

The Particular Part of the submission | support: Stop using NCC's
flawed population projections of 2020. This has been used as a basis
for the scale of intensification required.

Reject

Section 10

1786

S474.004

Geoffrey Hayes

Entire Plan Change

Oppose in part

Release the population projections
prepared by DOT consulting for public
scrutiny and expert commentary
immediately.

The Tasman District Council and the Nelson City Council have jointly
commissioned a new set of population projections from a consulting
firm (DOT Consulting). The report on these projections is dated
March 2023... | can find no mention of the report of these
projections on the Nelson City Webpage, nor in media reports... That
the NCC has had this report in its possession since at least March
2023 and not released it to the public, or otherwise mentioned it in
the context of Plan Change 29, is a matter of great concern... A
preliminary review by this submitter (a qualified demographer) is
that the DOT report is a major improvement on the projections used
in Nelson's FDS and HBA and being used to justify Plan Change 29. So
far as one can tell from the report, the methodology employed is
sound.