


Entire Plan
Change

General
support

Support in part

[ strongly advocate
for the
implementation of the
plan change for the
General Residential
Zones (GRZ) as it
aligns with the
community's needs
and supports well-
planned housing
intensification.
However, in the case
of the Medium and
High Density Zones, |
urge the council to
exercise caution and
consider refinements
to the proposed
regulations. It is
crucial that a robust
process and checks be
put in place to
guarantee that
housing
intensification in
these zones leads to
good quality design
outcomes. Balancing
increased housing
options with
responsible
development
practices is essential
for the overall well-
being and future
success of our
community.

| wholeheartedly support the intentions of
Plan Change 29 and recognize the
pressing need for well-planned and high-
quality housing intensification in our city.
As outlined in my earlier submission, |
firmly believe that increasing the
population in targeted zones by offering
a variety of housing types, combined with
a focus on design quality and access to
amenities and transportation, will not
only enhance the vibrancy and economy
of our Central Business District but also
improve the overall quality of life for our
residents. It is crucial that we embrace
these opportunities for growth and
development to create a more
sustainable, livable, and prosperous
future for our community. The thoughtful
implementation of housing intensification
can transform Nelson into a vibrant and
attractive place to live, work, and invest.



Residential
Zones

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Support in part

I firmly believe that the

current extent of the Medium 1. Medium & High Density Zones:

and High Density Zones is

too broad and needs a more

refined approach. The one-
size-fits-all zoning currently

in place may not adequately

consider the unique
characteristics and needs of
each neighborhood within
our city. To address this
concern, | recommend the
implementation of localized
neighborhood plans. These
plans would be tailored to
the specific characteristics
and requirements of each

neighborhood, ensuring that
the character and identity of

our communities are not
unduly compromised by a

¢ While | agree with the
rules proposed in the
Medium & High
Density Zones, | believe
that the extent of these
zones needs refinement
and reduction. This can
be achieved through
the implementation of
neighborhood plans
specifically designed
for these zones. Such
plans would allow for
more localized control
and adaptability.

generic approach to zoning. 2. Urban Design Agency:

In addition, | emphasize the

importance of oversight from
design professionals to guide

the development within
these zones.

Design professionals can
bring their expertise to the
table, helping to shape

housing and infrastructure in

a way that respects and
enhances the character of

our city. By incorporating the

insights and guidance of
these experts, we can take
significant steps toward
ensuring that the design

outcomes within the Medium

and High Density Zones are
of high quality and
harmonize with the unique
character of Nelson.

* | suggest the
establishment of an
Urban Design agency
or greater influence
given to the existing
Urban Design Panel to
ensure that thoughtful
and considered design
outcomes are achieved
in the Medium
Residential Zone (MRZ),
High Residential Zone
(HRZ), and Inner City
Zones. A focus on
design quality is
essential to maintain
the character and
integrity of our city.

























































We oppose the proposal to allow high density (up to 6 stories) in urban residential areas,
specifically Stoke.

We live in Neale Avenue and own two single level homes (one rented to a young family) on
a subdivided section.

We have engaged in housing intensification in the way we feel is most appropriate for the
Stoke suburb; sub-dividing a medium size section and building one further family-sized
residence on the new lot.

This has maintained access to green space and sunlight, two amenities essential to human
wellbeing

We face the possibility of a six storey development directly across our narrow street and the
subsequent loss of enjoyment of our suburban environment and lifestyle and the value of
our properties being compromised.

Our neighbourhood is one where residents know and look after each other and where
young families feel safe. We know and support each other and our children attend local
schools and play together. We came to this area for the very values that currently exist.

The Stoke area identified for high density housing is one of largely well-maintained family
houses which are many years, perhaps a generation or two, from the end of their economic
life and far from ready for demolition and redevelopment

This plan has the potential to discourage new families and prompt current ones to move
away, as well as creating angst and division when people decide to sell potentially to the
detriment of our neighbours and the social fabric so vital to wellbeing.

The Stoke business hub is not a large city CBD with large office blocks employing hundreds
of workers who require housing nearby.

Already there is a large Kainga Ora project planned for Neale Avenue which we support in
principle as the block of land is appropriate for this type of development and we recognize
the need for all families to enjoy safe homes and environments. This too will add to the
need for community resources e.g. Doctors, library and schools and risks overloading the
capacity of these services.

Diana Russell & Vern Patterson
443 Neale Ave
Stoke

0274152363
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| COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

| WISH to be heard in support of my submission.

I oppose PC 29 in part, for the following reasons.
| request amendmnets to the Plan Change.

¢ The Plan Change 29 Process has given the community of Nelson very little time to
respond.

¢  The time frame given for submissions, even with the extended deadline of 31
October is minimal, given that residents now must catch up with the proposed PC29
at this late stage of the proceedings. That means accessing and understanding the
total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting documentation.

¢ That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 Evaluation report has not
been made available for residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a
computer, and require a paper document. This is contravention of the Local
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Government Act 2002, Section 5 (3)

It is the community that makes Nelson. The people who live, work, pay rates, pay
taxes, raise children, retire and devote countless hours of voluntary work that
makes Nelson the place that it is. This community is shocked to learn that NCC is
proposing to put multistory buildings in existing residential areas. This leaves
people living with the prospect of losing sun, privacy and loss of property value at
any time and the enormous anxiety that produces. Residents may sell up and leave
and newcomers may not be keen to buy with that kind of uncertainty attached to
property here.

¢ Hearing Panel

| disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel. | perceive the proposed panel to
be ‘biased’.
¢ | ask the Council to appoint Comissioners who can demonstrate an unbiased

view.

¢ NCC’s Population forecasts

Population is a pivotal aspect concerning the scale at which Nelson needs to enable

intensification and growth. The projection used by NCC are not Statistics NZ

medium projections, but is an over inflated projection that requires the scale of

intensification to be greater than that of Statistics NZ.

¢ | ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts, as
recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para
2.1.1 and amend its housing needs assessment accordingly.

e The M.E 2023 report for Nelson shows that there is a huge discrepancy between
Statistics NZ’'s medium projection and the numbers suggested by Nelson
Council. See pages 9+10

PC 29 has the potential to hugely change the look and feel of Nelson. it is a very special
and unique place that needs to be protected with care. It’s heritage centre and surrounding

colonial homes create a beauty and a good feel vibe that is valuable for locals and tourists

alike.

Re-zoning and rule changing is a simplisitic broad-brush approach to intensification.

This approach will lead to developer led expediency that lacks the coherence of a well-

planned city.

Therefore....| want the Council to make significant amendments to PC 29 and create a new
plan more sympathetic to the residents and the environment of Nelson, using submissions

and further discussions presented to inform their decision.



And | want....

To see a governance led model that ensures sensitive and visionary urban planning with a
principled led approach for intensification that creates desirable living spaces in the
downtown and fringe areas of Nelson.

a)Existing residential areas to retain their current planning and zoning rules to
prevent high rise building destroying neighborhoods and negatively impacting
people's lives.

b) The preservation of historic areas and buildings that enhance the city.

¢) The ensure intensification will allow for easy access to amenities such as shops,
cafes, parks, doctors etc.

d) Building design ensures allowance for maximum light, sun, privacy and usable
balconies.

e) Development caters for divesity of age, ethnicity, socio economic status.

F) Development to create green space where it does not already exist.

e) Storage must be available at ground level for such items as mobility scooters,
bikes, surfboards etc.

f) Consideration for carparking. Perhaps for car sharing. Intercity public transport is
abysmal and likey to remain so for quite some time.

g)Maximum use of wooden construction for carbon sequestration.

h)No studio apartments.

1) Elegant and beautiful buildings, surrounded by green space, distanced from
neighboring buildings to allow maximum light, sun and privacy.

J) High rise development is restricted to areas in the central city that do not have
historic buildings, and fringe areas that currently are car sale yards or businesses
that can be relocated or have apartments built on top.

k) Buildings should be no more than 4 stories high, in keeping with the low rise look
of Nelson.

I) That intensification does not put further pressure on amenities and infrastructure.
m) Acknowledgment of Nelson's aging population and cosideration given to their
requirenments.

Planners should gather inspiring examples of intensification in other parts of the
world. Include research on the relationship between the built environment, human
wellbeing and nature.

For example: Dr Sean Cain from Monash School of Psychological Sciences has
studied the impact of bright light during the day on 85,000 people. The largest study
to date. The results clearly showed that greater daytime light exposure reduced risk

for major depressive orders such as depression,anxiety and phychosis. RNZ 18 ) cfe'por

Laiz,















| SEEK THE FOLLOWING DECISIONS FROM THE COUNCIL

*UNDER THE NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT NELSON COMES UNDER
POLICY 2 AND THE CRITERIA OF POLICY 3 MUST NOT BE USED FOR NELSON

* THE AREA NILE STREET,TRAFALGAR, BRONTE ARE REMOVED FROM HIGH DENSITY HOUSING AREA.

* CONTROLLED GROWTH IN NELSON AREA SO THAT SCHOOLS, HOSPITAL HOUSING AND
EMPLOYMENT AND INFURSTRUCTURE ARE ALL CONSIDERED AND CAN COPE

A BALANCE OF DEVEOPMENT ACROSS DIFFERENT SUBURBS NOT EMPHASIS ON INNER CITY
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SUBMISSION TO PLAN CHANGE 29

This submission is to oppose the proposed changes in the General Residential Zone (GRZ) and is based
on the significant impact that it will have on existing properties, especially dwellings on rear (back)
sections.

W&JE Jackson own a residential property on a back section at 104C Princes Drive behind a large parcel
of land at 7 Whitby Road which is soon to be subdivided.
See attached plan.

The effect of Plan 29 changes in the General Residential Zone is that a residential dwelling,( or dwellings)
will be able to be built on the section in front, half a metre greater in maximum height, one metre
instead of one and a half metres from the front boundary, and reach maximum building height of 8
metres at 4.7 metres from the front boundary instead of 8.2 metres for a building 7.5 metres high as
currently permitted.

Daylight recession angles increase from 30% to 45% on both sides of any proposed building (s) which is
significant,

See attached graph.

The negative impact on our living enviroment and that of similar properties will be as follows

. A significant loss of daily sunshine hours especially in winter months
.Lower fioor bed and living rooms will lose sun virtually all year round
.Less personal wellbeing through loss of sunshine

.Greater energy use and cost for heating and lighting

.Negated installation of solar energy

.Loss of privacy, increased noise and overall loss of quiet enjoyment
.Significant loss of current view

.Potential decrease of capital value

We submit that properties on back sections are further disadvantaged by being subjected to one metre
setbacks and daylight recession plane increases on all four boundaries which compound the above.

While understanding the need for intensification we submit that the current reguiations have served the
GRZ well and have provided a good degree of protection for ratepayers from the above negative
outcomes. Any person who requests a variation of the existing regulations has to apply for a Resource
Consent. We believe that this requirement should continue to be necessary.










WE SEEK THE FOLLOWING DECISION FROM COUNCIL

These requests relate to the General Residential Zone oniy
1. Leave the current regulations in place.

They have served the area most satistactorily for a very long time and afforded rate payers a fair and
good standard of living enviroment. _

Many significant decisions that have a huge impact on property owners and other persons lives have
been based on this criteria and the radical changes proposed in the Plan 29 proposal will in many
instances be most detrimental.

2. If unable to leave the current regulations in place retain a 1.5 metre setback on the rear boundary of
any new building and leave the current recession plane requirements in place.

3. Retain the current requirement for any variation to the existing regulations to be subject to a
Resource Consent application or at the very least to have to obtain the written consent of the owners of
neighbouring properties.

COMMENT ON THE GENERAL APPROACH TO OTHER ZONE INTENSIFICATION

We would like to see this undertaken on a more {ocalised area basis commencing in the inner city rather
than an overall wider zone type approach.

To be carried out on a "design of buildings within areas "basis that give existing property owners
reasonable protection of sunshine hours and their living enviroment rather than an overall "one criteria
for all" concept.

irrespective it is essential that Nelson's heritage, unique and special characteristics be retained,









Submission to Plan Change 29

Submission to Plan Change 29

This submission is to oppose the proposed plan changes due to the negative effects this will
have on existing properties.

I strongly oppose changes to daylight angles/recession planes and boundary adjustments in
the general residential zones.

My husband and | purchased this property in 2016 safe in the knowledge that the current
rules including recession planes, sunshine and daylight hours, and boundaries would protect
us against any future development in the area.

| feel that a blanket approach is not wise due to the diversity within the suggested zones.

Should the proposed plan changes be implemented the current daylight hours and recession
planes would be grossly diminished, which would be extremely distressing resulting in the
following impacts to the property.

Loss of direct sunlight into the kitchen, dining, living areas. And to the main bedroom at
certain times of the day.

Direct natural sunlight is essential for well-being.

Privacy inside the home (kitchen, dining, living and main bedroom), and the outside
courtyard would be significantly compromised, causing a loss of quality of living.

Loss of value to our property.

Increased use of power for heating and lighting. Currently the floor to ceiling windows in the
dining, living areas significantly help to heat the house.

Restricted light for solar energy which would negate the installation of solar panels.
Loss of quiet enjoyment due to increased noise.

These effects would be detrimental to overall wellbeing.

Furthermore, properties on a back section have an added disadvantage by being subjected
to one-meter setbacks and daylight recession plane increases on all four boundaries, which
compound the above impacts.

While | do understand the need for housing intensification, I believe that the current
regulations have worked well for the general zone and have provided protection for
ratepayers from the above-mentioned impacts.






| seek the following decision from the Council:

1 strongly urge council to reconsider these changes and allow any future development under the
existing regulations and ask Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules to all
pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary.

I strongly urge that any resource consents required for breach of restricted discretionary activity
must require written approval from neighbours.

| strongly urge that the inner city should be the starting point to have the most significant
intensification, before considering any changes to the residential neighbourhoods.









Submission to Plan Change 29
INDIVUAL IMPACT
This submission is to oppose the proposed plan changes due to the negative effects this will have on existing properties.

| strongly oppose changes to daylight angles/recession planes, and boundary adjustments in the general residential zones.

My husband and | proceeded with our build in 2013 safe in the knowledge that the current rules including recession planes,
sunshine and daylight hours and boundary adjustments would not have any negative effect on our surrounding neighbours, and that
any future development would afford us the same protections.

| feel that a blanket approach is not wise given the completely different land contours within the suggested zones.

Furthermore, properties on back sections have an added disadvantage in relation to daylight angles/recession planes due to
development in front, and possibly on sides of the property.

| offer our property as an example:
Valuation No. 19710-44104
Location 104D Princes Drive, Nefson
Legal Description LOT 4 DP 19716
Certificate of Title 13A/1036

Ward No.1

Zone 9B

Use 91

Category

RD201

TORAS 111000

Property Area (hectares) 0.0839

The parcel of substantial land on the north west boundary of our property and several other properties in the area can and should
be developed within the current regulations.

Should the proposed plan changes be implemented the impacts on our living environment and that of similar properties are as
follows:

Sunlight will be significantly diminished. Negative impact to our mental health, (sunlight is crucial to all our personal welibeing).
Creation of greater energy use and cost, for lighting and heating. Currently floor to ceiling windows provide most of the heating for
the whole of the house. The shading would affect our capacity to heat the house as we do now.

We currently have solar panels installed for water heating only. Any solar shading will have a negative impact on the productivity of
these panels. Likewise, will negate the installation of further solar panels for power to the house.

Emotional harm due to loss of quality of living and overall foss of quiet enjoyment of our neighbourhood.

Privacy would be greatly compromised, especially in outdoor spaces.

Significant loss of outlook / view. The reason the land was purchased was due to the outlook and the amount of sun available to the
site.

Loss of sun onto vegetable garden.

Possible loss of value to property.

While | do understand the need for housing intensification, | believe that the current regulations have worked well for the general
zone and have provided protection for rate payers from the above, mentioned impacts.

COMMUNITY IMPACT

All as mentioned above, especially the lack of natural sunlight onto and or into homes could have negative impacts on the mental
health of individuals.

Wider health issues created by shading susceptible homes that are damp and poorly ventilated.

As properties may be subdivided with extra housing aliowed and or replaced with housing block/ apartments. The loss of
greenspaces that would naturally be around a home is of concern. Not only for the general look and feel of the town, but for natural
drainage. Is greenspace / garden 20% coverage allowed adequate?

Loss of quiet enjoyment due to more people in a smaller environment causing disturbance.

Possibly more air pollution from wood burners.

More pressure on infrastructure regarding water requirements especially in the high-density zones, as well as storm water release to
help prevent flooding.

Loss of privacy and loss of quiet enjoyment.

| believe there will be spaces where intensification will be appropriate and is needed. We need careful and considered placement of
intensification to allow a cohesive living environment.

The plan as it stands is a big change for Nelson and it will change the way we live, especially in the city centre and high-density
zones. | feel the plan has caused unnecessary confusion for some residents and, unfortunately a degree of fear.

Thank you for your consideration of this submission.






| seek the following decision from the Council:

| strongly urge council to reconsider these changes and allow any future development under the existing
regulations and ask Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules and boundary distances
to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary.

| strongly urge that any resource consents required for breach of restricted discretionary activity must require
written approval/consultation from neighbours.

| strongly urge that the inner city should be the starting point to have the most significant intensification,
before considering any changes to the residential neighbourhoods.

1 hope the plan does not go forward in its current form, however, if the plan change should go ahead as it stands, |
suggest:

Perhaps one or part of, the central car parking lots could be utilized for intensive apartment style building/s with car
parking underneath.

Utilize space above retail and commercial buildings for dwellings to encourage growth and vitality into the city
centre.

The council incorporates green spaces into the inner-city intensification plans. Maybe roof top gardens on top
of apartment buildings?

Also, that some of the historic facades be protected / retained in some form within the CBD.

The face of the city centre will change. Nelson is a region of artists and creative people. Encourage input from
NMIT, schools, planners, design firms, developers, artists or anyone interested, to come up with some
interesting and innovative designs, that may well meld the old with the new. Not just leave this in the hands of
developers.

Thank you for your consideration of this submission.
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To Submitter:
Senior Planning Administrator Chritopher Fitchett
RMA Plan Submissions 33 Mount Street
Nelson City Council Nelson South
PO Box 645 Nelson 7010
Nelson 7040 Telephone: 03 5488819
0211220401

Email: fitchett@ts.co.nz
1 could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission.
I wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing.
| oppose the Plan Change, and particularly the following:
The proposal to allow 19.5 metre, (6 storeys), buildings in the HR2.
The proposal to allow 12 metre, (3 storeys), buildings in the MRZ.

The proposal that no resource consent is required if a development complies with all the
Councils rules outline in the plan.

The proposal that even if a development does not comply with the rules and has to obtain a
resource consent, it can just be approved by Council staff, rather than being publicly notified.

That it is proposed to have two councilors on the panel of three who will hear the
submissions

First of all, [ wish to comment that it was very difficult to find the document on the Nelson City
Council web site. 1 had great trouble doing so, and | am sure that many residents would have given
up before actually finding it.

I am not as significantly affected by the proposed changes as many others, as | live in the medium
residential zone, (although | would not be happy if my neighbour put up a 12 metre building blocking
my view and sunlight). nl am more concerned for the future of the whole of the Nelson residential
area. The proposed changes would alter the whole feel of the residential areas of Nelson, with six
storied buildings scattered at random throughout the area.

| agree with the philosophy of intensification, as | do not think there should be green field
development on good horticultural land south of Richmond, but | don’t agree with the way the
Council is planning to do it based on Plan 29. | support the Council’s plan to allow three units on any
one property but suggest that a maximum height should be 8 metres (2 storeys).

It is quite detrimental that Council plans to allow six storied buildings in residential areas. In the past
there have been strict planning rules that gave the neighbours reasonable protection of sunlight,
views and privacy, and also gave protection to the general public. Anything outside these rules had
to be publicly advertised and a resource consent sought, where the neighbours could object and
have their point of view taken into account. Plan 29 completely reverses all these rules and allows a
developer to block the sunlight, the views, and takes away any privacy. The developer can do all this
without any consideration of the effect on financial and amenity values of neighbours. This decision



will have a considerable effect on the valuation of many properties where a tall building could be
built next door, especially on the northern side. Residents have bought their properties under
certain rules and now you propose to abolish these rules, and many residents will see a significant
drop in the amenity value of their properties, and a consequential reduction in the property value.

if this proposal to allow six storied buildings in residental areas is adopted, it would result in many
houses not seeing any sunlight during the winter months. This wouid mean that solar heating would
not be an option, the houses would be colder and damper and so other forms of heating would be
required at an additional cost, and vegetable gardens wouldn’t produce. Surely this would be
detrimental to Council’s whole approach to the Climate Crisis.

| strongly suggest that these proposed changes are not put into effect, but if they are, any developer
who wants to go outside the rules, (no matter how small), should be required to obtain a publicly
notified resource consent. With such significant changes being suggested, anything outside the new
rules should have to go through a nofified resource consent process, not simply approved by a staff
member, i.e. when a six storied build has more than 3 units, which would be the case with most six
storied buildings.

I am not against eight storied buildings being allowed in the central city commercial area, and in fact
this is where they should be located. There are already a number of tall buildings in this area, i.e. the
Rutherford Hotel, Civic house and the Mid City Motels. Eight storied buildings in the central city
commercial area could have retailing on the ground floor, and residential floors above. That would
encourage residents to live in the city centre. The city centre is currently dead and getting more
people living there would hopefully liven it up and would minimize commuting times and costs. If
there is a problem with not wanting to demolish heritage buildings, it shouid be possible to retain
the facade of the building and build a multi storied building behind it. This has been done in many
other cities.

The proposal to have the submissions heard by three commissioners, two of whom are councillors is
fundamentally flawed. The two proposed councillors have been involved in developing the plan, and
will be involved in the final adoption of the plan, therefore how can they go into the process with a
unbiased view on it. At least one of the two councillors has already spoken out in favour of the
proposals in Plan 29. Even if they could be impartial, which | don’t think is possible, it is the public
perception that that they must have biased view. 1 understood that commissioners had to go into a
hearing with an open mind and make their decisions based on the submissions. |1am not a lawyer,
but the fact that one of the commissioners has already expressed his opinion must leave the final
adopted plan open to a legal challenge. There should be three or more independent commissioners.
The recent plan charge for Kaka Valley had three independent commissioners, and surely it should be
the same in this case. | have heard it said that there should be at least one commissioner who can
put forward the local view. | would have thought that there would be plenty of that through the
submissions, but | would be happy to have one of the commissioners a resident of Nelson. If the
Council insists on having two councillors hearing the submissions, there should be two more
independent commissioners added to the panel, making a total of five. With two councillors as
commissioners there may be times when they both have to withdraw when someone they know
makes a submission. In this case there would only be one commissioner present to hear the
submission.

Whatever else happens to Plan 29, | agree with the proposal that buildings on a section adjacent to a
heritage building should not be allowed to be built to a height greater than 8 metres.



















Nelson City Council
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Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan Change that my submission relates to are as follows:

[] Entire Plan Change ] papakainga
m/liesidential ] Transport
[] tnner City and City Fringe [] Mapping
] industrial [ infrastructure
[] suburban Commercial [] Area outside of Plan Change
[] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [ subdivision
[] Heritage ] other
[] oppose the Plan Change in part Mppose the Plan Change
wwe*: [ ] Support the Plan change in part [] support the Plan Change
[] Are Neutral about the Plan Change 'Request amendments to the Plan Change

My submission is*:
(Include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your
views)
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Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

| seek the following decision from the Council*:
(Give precise details, where amendments are sought, provide details below of what changes you would like to see).
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1)  This form is only for the purpose of making a submission on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson Resource
Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support or opposition to an original
submission) or for making a submission on a resource consent or on Council’s Annual Plan,

2) ltis not mandatory to use either the cover or content sheet of this form, however your submission must be in
writing and provide the necessary information as indicated on the form, e.g., what is supported or opposed, the
reason why and the decision sought, full contact details, etc.

3) Council cannot accept a submission that does not clearly indicate what a submitter wishes Council to do (i.e.,
Council to make a decision to refuse, amend or accept the Plan Change). Please indicate specific
recommendations if amendments are sought. Council also cannot accept a submission that does not relate
specifically to the Plan Change. In these cases, the submission may be considered ‘Out of Scope’ and may not be
considered further.

4) Please note that your submission {or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that
at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

a. s frivolous or vexatious. :

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.

c.  would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission {or the part} to be taken further.

d. contains offensive language.

e. is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared
by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to

give expert advice on the matter,
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Plan Change 29, and in particular, the proposed High Density Zone which extends to Bronte Street
East, immediate south of this site. This submission identifies the specific provisions and the
additional reasons for these submissions in the table that follows:

Planning Maps
Zones Support/oppose
Map High Density Zone Oppose
Reasons

The proposed High Density Zoning will lead to a substantial and adverse change to the character and
amenity of the environment within which 4 Brookside is located. The combined set of provisions that
are proposed to provide for intensification within the High Density Zone are considered to be
inappropriate for this part of this residential zone.

Relief Sought
Remove the High Density Zoning from 4 Brookside.

Cch.7 Residential Zone

RE2.3 Daylight and sunlight Oppose
Reasons
PC29 will fundamentally change the current daylight admission rules in the NRMP and yet PC29 does not
proposed any change to policy RE2.3. It is considered that RE2.3 must also be amended as the new
daylight admission rule will lead to significant impacts on privacy and outlook.
Relief Sought
In conjunction with amendments to the relevant daylight admission rules, change policy RE2.3 to provide
appropriate recognition of the impacts anticipated from intensification.

RE2.4 Privacy and outlook Oppose
Reasons
PC29 will fundamentally change the current bulk and location rules in the NRMP and yet PC29 does not
proposed any significant change to policy RE2.4. It is considered that RE2.4 must also be amended as the
bulk and location rules will lead to undue shading impacts in their current form.
Relief Sought
In conjunction with amendments to the relevant bulk and location rules, change policy RE2.4 to provide
appropriate recognition of the impacts anticipated from intensification.

RE2.5 scale Oppose
Reasons
PC29 will fundamentally change the current bulk and location rules in the NRMP and yet PC29 does not
proposed any significant change to policy RE2.5. It is considered that RE2.5 must also be amended as the
bulk and location rules will lead to significant impacts on the building character and amenity of
residential areas.
Relief Sought
In conjunction with amendments to the relevant bulk and location rules, change policy RE2.5 to provide
appropriate recognition of the impacts anticipated from intensification.
Rules — High Denslty Residential Zone

REr.19B Reslidentlal units Oppose
Reasons
It is considered that this rule, combined with the other High Density provisions making up PC29, will lead
to a substantial and adverse change to the residential environment around 4 Brookside.
Relief Sought
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Delete REr.19B and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.

REr.19C Site coverage Oppose

Reasons
It is considered that this rule, combined with the other High Density provisions making up PC29, will lead
to a substantial and adverse change to the residential environment around 4 Brookside.

Relief Sought

Delete REr.19C and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.

REr.19€ Other yards Oppose

Reasons
It is considered that this rule, combined with the other High Density provisions making up PC29, will lead
to a substantial and adverse change to the residential environment around 4 Brookside.

Relief Sought
Delete REr.19E and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.

REr.19) Maximum building height Oppose

Reasons

It is considered that this rule, combined with the other High Density provisions making up PC29, will lead
to a substantial and adverse change to the residential environment around 4 Brookside.

Relief Sought

Delete REr.19J and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.

REr.19K Daylight admission Oppose

Reasons

This new rule will substantially change the daylight amenity received on residential sites in the High
Density Zone. Combined with the other High Density provisions making up PC29, will lead to a
substantial and adverse change to the residential environment around 4 Brookside.

Relief Sought

Delete REr.19K and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.

REr.195 Maximum buiiding length Oppose

Reasons

It is considered that this rule, combined with the other High Density provisions making up PC29, will lead
to a substantial and adverse change to the residential environment around 4 Brookside.

Relief Sought

Delete REr.19S and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.

REr.19U Residential unit = minimum size Oppose

Reasons

In conjunction with other parts of PC29, the environment surrounding MSHL is proposed to significantly
change as a part of the intensification objectives.

Relief Sought

Delete REr.19U and retain the existing Residential Building Rules allowing a building height of up to
7.5metres in height.
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