














- existing layers of history within our community are doomed to be lost if we do
not preserve heritage values, and stop future ‘out of character’ developments.

- it is noted that Nelson is cherished for it’s wonderful character, with so many
residents conserving their old villas and bungalows - these little pieces of
historic local heritage, could be literally and figuratively over-shadowed by
neighbouring high rise buildings.

e) Increase in On-street Car Parking...

- increased intensification without providing off street car parking, will result in
significant hazards to road users and pedestrians in some areas of Nelson
where roads are extremely narrow, with little or no footpaths and steep
drop offs.

- current on street car parking narrows a two-way road, to a single lane,
and sometimes forces parking on footpaths to become the ‘norm’.

- in places, trucks (including the weekly waste collection) have to reverse quite
long stretches because of the lack of turning space.

f) Environmental issues... The increased capacity for dwellings with assomated
occupants puts pressure on our local environment in many ways..

in particular, water management, i.e. the ever increasing damage from severe

‘weather events’, means that we should be providing ‘natural’ landscaping that

soaks up excess water and allows for a slow release (such as wetlands), rather
than advocating for more ‘hard’ surfaces (such as intensification of buildings).
Also green spaces, trees and landscaping are essential for the look and feel of
our beautiful city (i.e. to maintain an essential part of the attraction of Nelson,
for future residents and visitors), and for the health and well-being of its
residents. '

3. I 'am in support of Progressively Phased Intensification, which is design lead...

But not ‘zones’ which are designated by drawing a few lines on a map of Nelson.

The government has not mandated for Nelson (a tier two city) to intensify to the degree
that this PC 29 indicates. And it seems that NCC has unnecessarily inflated the
projection figures for population growth in Nelson accordingly. Therefore | recommend
that NCC completely re-think their approach to the ‘Intensification’ of Nelson and provide
a much more nuanced line of attack.

Careful design controls (from the concept stage onward) must be undertaken in order
to prevent Nelson from becoming a unsightly hotchpotch urban landscape.

Any high-rise intensification should focus mainly in the Nelson CBD and then mid-rise
in adjoining areas before considering residential suburbs.

Projects should be designed on an ad hoc basis and subject to ‘resource consent’
requirements which protect the amenity values of neighbouring properties.

Infill housing should be permitted where it is suitable and doesn’t detract from amenity
values.

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 aspects of all neighbourhoods and
definitely assist in the wellbeing of residents, plus help to provide an important part of
the attraction of Nelson - which must all be considered during developing the growth of
Nelson.

| ask NCC to 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. |



- lask NCC to appoint an Urban Development Agency to carefully guide growth and
actively facilitate the emergence of cohesive urban neighbourhoods, with a variety of
high quality housing choices.

- | strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone. It is in no way in character or in
keeping with any existing Nelson residential suburbs, and | ask NCC to remove HDRZ
from the plan completely.

- | ask that NCC apply the General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district on the introduction of PC29, 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.

- | ask that all other intensification proposals be done through a resource consent
process (similar to the current process, where notification is required)... to protect the
amenity values of existing residents (namely, sunlight and privacy).

4. Furthermore, | disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of its biased
public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29
at the 14th September Council meeting. 1 ask NCC to appoint Councillors from either
side of the Sept 14th vote.

| acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available.

signed: ﬁ%g date: 2O @C‘%L@/ 20232

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

[] Entire Plan Change [] papakiinga
[] Residential [ Transport
[] inner City and City Fringe [ mapping
[ industrial [ infrastructure
[] suburban Commercial [ Area outside of Plan Change
|:| Natural Hazards/Climate Change [] subdivision
[] Heritage [ other
[C] oppose the Plan Change in part [] oppose the Plan Change
I/we*: [] 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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land through which flows a creek from above. | understand that storm-water from properties above
feed into this, which is why the volume seems to have increased markedly over the 43 years | have
lived here. Already, with heavy rain as recently as August 2023, this overflowed through my
property. More new houses above will only worsen the risk of this happening more often.

I am very concerned about the possibility of new housing developments being built on upper Tamaki
Street and above Rangiora Terrace. One only has to look through the old Nelson Photo News
magazines to see photos of slips on Rangiora Terrace and above Tahunanui Drive to realise that an
HDZ in this area would be unwise.

My own property slipped at the front corner in the August 2022 flood, and there were two other
slips further down the hill which caused the road to be closed for a time. When the road was
widened many years ago, the Council cut into the bank but, despite my complaints at the time,
nothing was ever done to apply some form of protection against slipping. Other properties further
up Tosswill Road and Stansell Avenue had big retaining walls constructed at Council expense.
Perhaps the money ran out early, though a Council employee told me it was because my house was
further from the road and therefore less likely to be affected by slipping at the front.

The Beca Slope Stability Report 2021 states:

“The distribution of mapped landslide deposits identifies locations of deep-seated landslides
which may be re-activated during heavy rainfall, seismic events, and/or due to construction

activities,

Triggers for slope movement may include rainfall, earthquakes, physical and/or chemical
weathering, and land development”

2. Amenities

Despite what the planning team states about the Tahunanui Hills being close to amenities, there is
really only the school. There are no supermarkets, and a long slog back up the hill if one does walk
to the “amenities”.

We did have a very convenient light bus service passing Tosswill Road morning and afternoon to take
residents into the CBD. This service has disappeared, which is a very short-sighted action by the
Council. The elderly are unlikely to use the big blue behemoths because it is too far to walk to a bus
stop. The new buses also take up at least three parking spaces at their stops.

Elderly residents who like to take a walk to keep fit will not find many benches to take a rest after
trudging up the hill from the bus stop on Muritai Street — one on the Tosswill Reserve, and one at
Paddy’s Knob. | consider the lower Tamaki Street pathway, where there is another bench, to be
beyond the capability of most elderly pedestrians.

The Tosswill Reserve Walking Track and Paddy’s Knob are amenities, but there are no playing areas
for children. The steps at the top of Tamaki Street are not for the faint-hearted.
























29 has been prematurely put out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate

state that requires the public to fearn and understand its entirety, so they can re-design it.

i) 1am asking Council to withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning staff to refine the plan
design and then put it back out for public submissions.

2) Hearing Panel

3)

4)

a)

I strongly disagree with the-make-up of the hearing panel, because of its ‘biased’ public
perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th
September Council meeting.

i) taskthe Council to appoint experts in urban and environmental design

NCC'’s Population forecasts

a)

These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs 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.

i) 1ask 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
intensification requirements accordingly.

Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

a)

b)

d)

f)

Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected. 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 have 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.
We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essential part of the character of
the Inner City. Any intensification should be done selectively in order to preserve the light
and visual appeal without adversely affecting existing residences and occupied buildings. |
ask Council to protect our Character buildings and facades so that developers are not
allowed to demolish them or move them off-site. This would completely change the look and
feel of our city. It would become another ugly concrete jungle.
Contemporary Black lron Clad box-like buildings for example, built only a few metres from
120-year-old Historic Homes does not show long-term vision for maintaining the attraction
of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors.
Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essential for the look and feel of our
neighbourhoods. They also provide shelter and shade, retain moisture in the soil, filter
impurities from the air, store carbon, provide oxygen and stabilise the ground. In times of
extreme drought these properties help protect the land. Green spaces and trees/plantings
have a very positive affect on mental health, both for residents and people travelling through
these areas. (See Lancet Study document attached)
i ask the Council to create a broader tevel of protection for neighbourhoods beyond the
heritage buildings and precincts that still have historic character value from the early
settlement years of Nelson.
i) 1ask the Council to 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.






shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a multi-

storey development next door at any time in the future.

(1) task the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules to all pre-
existing properties, unless the owner gives written approvai to the contrary.

(2) 1strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para
REZ2.3.i: The reception of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a critical
component of residential amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is
vital for outdoor activities such as gardening and recreation. To ensure
shading effects are minimised, and to ensure there is sufficient space
around buildings to allow the admission of sunlight to the site, this Plan has provided
for daylight controls on all side and rear boundaries. The policy also applies to larger
non-residential buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the
daylight and sunlight received on a residential site should be no different whether or
not the neighbour is residential. This philosophy applies whether the building is on
an adjoining site or across a street.

6) Privacy and Outlook

7)

a)

Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.

i} Isupport the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed]
words. ‘The building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries
and the outlook rules ensure that residential units [and their neighbours] have a
reasonable degree of privacy as well as encouragement for residential units to be
orientated towards the street or public open space’.

intensification

a)

b)

| 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.

i) lask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) ask Council to apply the new General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district on the introduction of PC29, 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.

| am strongly opposed to all new ‘Green Field’ developments being used for only single

storey dwellings as it is a complete underutilisation of land that can accommodate increased

intensification.

i) lask Council to ensure a minimum of two storey dwellings be built on all new green field
developments. Eg Golden Eims in Toi Toi, Ngawhatu Valley and Marsden Valley.

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. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.

i) lask Council to consider solutions to mitigate against new-build empty holiday
apartments.

| oppose the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted discretionary activity that

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours.

i) 1ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires notification, to restrict large ‘out
of character’ accommodation blocks spanning multiple sections, and taking up lots of on
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residential street, without warning.



f)

g)

h)

Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our growth if they were more
easily allowed to be divided into multi-dwellings.

Building inner city apartments that offer an alternative solution to ‘retirement villages’, can
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘retired’ occupants may also be less
likely to be refiant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.
Designing Inner-City roof gardens and balconies with green spaces for commercial hospitality
use or places for apartment living residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun.

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.

8) Progressively Phased Intensification

a)

b)

c)

Firstly, the Inner City should be the starting place to have the most significant intensification,
before moving into the residential neighbourhoods; this can give more time to complete a
better design vision for our residential neighbourhoods. | would ask the council to limit the
height of the buildings to 3 storeys, which would not require elevators, are more earthgquake
proof and therefore more economical to build. The use of locally manufactured laminated
wood instead of steel would add to the quake resistance, is more environmentally friendly
and supports our local businesses.

i) lask Council to make better utilisation of Car Only spaces, by developing them into
shared spaces, with Accommodation overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Inner City
as Car only spaces.

if) 1ask Council to retain para 1Cd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residential
activity above ground floor level. It is expected that over time, more people will choose
to live in the City Centre because of its easy access to offices, shops, entertainment and
varied open spaces and experiences’.

Secondly, City Fringe would be the next zone to phase in for intensification.

i) lask Council to negotiate and/or incentivise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less
essential fand that can be better used for accommodation.

ii) Areas such as the army base on Rutherford Street is an obvious example of an activity
that could be moved eisewhere, leaving the space 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).

i) Iwould support Medium Density Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) 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. | would also
ask that new builds are designed to aestheticaily complement the neighbouring house
styles. A good example of this are the apartments in Tasman Street ( pictured on next

page).

9) Intensification in hazard zones

a)

i ask Council to apply no greater than General Residential Zoning rules in all Hazard overlays,
because these areas have been assessed as vulnerable and given that we are in a climate
crisis, with increasing record-breaking weather events, affecting increasing areas of Nelson in
ways not seen before then, | believe those areas should be treated with caution.






ii) 1 would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for antisocial behaviour
that affects the existing neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.

12) Infrastructure

f)

| ask the Council to 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.

lask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
our waste water systems.

1ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
storm water.

I ask the Council to include a plan to provide schooling for the growing population as the
schools are currently at capacity.

f ask the Council to include a plan to provide extra GP clinics for the growing population as
the GP surgeries are currently at capacity.

[ ask Council to consider the extra demand on hospital services for the growing population.

13) Problems and Solutions
| do not support greenfield’s developments when they take up prime horticultural or recreational

land. However, we have a problem with large areas of forestry close to residential areas eg. The

Brook and Maitai Valleys. Exotic forests cause erosion as they change the acidity of the soil which in

turn prevents any type of native undergrowth which wouid provide moisture retention heaithy PH

soil. The dryness of the exotic forest makes it a huge fire risk as we have seen in recent years. Here in

Seymour Avenue we were on the brink of evacuation when an arsonist started the fire above lwa

Road and it looked like it might spread towards us.

One solution | propose would be to extend Market road to join Brook Street. This would enable the
following:

a)

b)

Provide an alternative evacuation route and emergency service route between Bishopdale
and upper Brook Street. (This could also form part of the eBus route and provide cycle lanes)
Divert traffic from Waimea Road and the City for those accessing Brook Street, The Brook
Waimarama Sanctuary and the Brook Mountainbike Park. Divert traffic travelling West from
fower Brook Street and the Seymour Avenue - Brougham Street - Van Dieman Street route.
Provide an area for housing development to replace the forested hills.

| envisage a housing development where careful planning involves large scale native
plantings, communal gardens and outdoor spaces. Urban design planners would help advise
on the type of housing appropriate to the site. If possible multi level apartments could be
built against the hill in such a way that they do not shade each other.

































SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29

To: Submitter: 5. %W ST NE o

Senior Planning Administrator Full Name: ‘

RMA Plan Submissions Address: 2 /575?' Tor Tel ST

Nelson City Council

PO Box 645 : N b g o

Nelson 7040
Telephone: (’ S ,»5\:' Sl T
Email: ’

% I 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

1. 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

2. 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.

3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development

1 SEEK the following decision from the Council

1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres

2. an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently
proposed to be re zoned

3. That Council will prioritise Housing growth and intensification within the Inner City, before the current
residential zones;

1 REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panel to hear the Submissions; and gives a further Notice

extending 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,

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29
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Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis
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NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm
Tuesday 19th September
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SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29
TO: Submitter:

Senior Planning Administrator Full Name;~ Sam'\ <= z\%\\e_ %ca P
RMA Plan Submissions Address:
, ) o \O
Nelson City Council W /\)ome/\* S QEA%QK“ 7
PO Box 645

NELSON 7040 — -
Telephone: GW%W S5

email: - TN A ROGER BX7RA . Co  NZ

I do not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission

| OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following
1. the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max hejght greater than 12m, as it is not
mandated under NPS-UD 2020
2. the loss of the existing protection for sunlight 1o all properties, because it is a critical component of residentiat
amenity in a city as it provides warmth and energy efficiency
3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development

I SEEK the following decision from the Council
1. rear and side yard setback of not less than 1.5 metres
2. an amendment to ensure ore car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently proposed to
be re zoned
3. that Council will prioritise housing growth and intensification within the inner City, before the current
residential zones.

A DOCS - S3AD 7022 ~ VTIAS |

| 100% reject Plan change 29 in its entirety — but if it is not rejected then | would like to request the following change

| ask for the Council to remove the block of Domett Street/ Hardy Street/ Tasman Street and Nile Street from Plan 29
High Density Residential Zone (HDZ) and it be given the same classification as the other half of Domett Street/Bridge
St block or The Wood area of Residential — Comprehensive Area/Residential Lower Density Area. This area should be
removed due to the potential of flooding from the Maitai River and Brook Stream. This area should also be removed
because the fault line is going through the middie of the block together with the whole block being in a liquefaction
zone. .

I ask that the Council complete further investigations into the flood hazard risks as | understand Tim Bayley of 52
Domeit Street has shown that there is a large discrepancy in Tonkin and Taylors flood map overlay — Tonkin and
Taylors report has been used as the basis of plan 29 and could be misleading to Nelson residents if it is found to be
inaccurate.

it should be noted that after a report by Tonkin and Taylor, showing possible flooding from the Brook Stream the Kainga
Ora development at 107 Nile St has been made to lift it's buildings 700 mm above ground. This flood report was not
shown on any Plan29 flood overlay maps.

For further in-depth information please refer to our neighbourhood group submission.

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29
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SUBMISSION to the NELSON CITY COUNCIL on
PLAN CHANGE 29

From :

Joanna Plows

7 Burn Place, the Brook

Nelson 7010

jo.plows@gmail.com 0272673685

[ wish to speak to my submission.

While I acknowledge the intent of the plan change for benefits of
intensification of urban living, I reject PC29 in its entirety but if the
RMA goes ahead with this plan, [ wish to submit the following points :

Firstly - the Pressured Process.

I have needed to attend meetings about this - not run by counc1l to
hear the important details and consequences of this plan.

After public pressure and at the Public Mtg at Trafalgar Centre on 7
Sept, Mayor Smith stated that “this legislation on urban development
is the most important that the council has undertaken™.

He was then challenged by citizens attending, to therefore at least
extend the submission time as many other citizens hadn’t even yet
heard of this proposal.

This should have been realised by council and a longer and fair time
frame allowed for submissions.

And the NCC should have been upfront about the negative impacts on
existing residents’ properties as - listed by Steve Webster in his

submission :

(1) Loss of winter sunlight with new recession planes.

(2) Loss of on street car parking with increased 1nten51flcat10n due to
no requirement for on-site car parking,

(3) Loss of privacy with bigger buildings that are closer to boundaries.

(4) Loss of property value with loss of views, sunlight, and privacy.

(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residential dwellings
around a boundary.

(6) Residential unit numbers per building can be increased on a
‘restricted discretionary’ basis without notification or written
approval.

(7) Exaggerated population forecasts.

(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14t Meeting,

(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.
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(a) I am asking Council to immediately withdraw PC 29 and get
Council Planning staff to refine the plan design and then put it
back out for public consultation.

And [ oppose the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted
discretionary activity that does NOT require notification and written approval
from neighbours.

I request that the NCC ensures that more than 4 units requires notification - to
restrict large ‘out of character’ accommodation blocks spanning multiple
sections and taking up lots of on-street car parking - popping up in a residential
street without warning,.

Sunlight

Sunlight is the most important aspect for residents as ranked in the
Ranked Preferences of Housing Report commissioned by NCC and
TDC in June 2021 for the Future Devpt Strategy.

So this should be the major guiding point in a new plan design - No
Loss of Sunllght on neighbouring properties.

Access to Sunlight and Green Space are acknowledged as 2 of the
most important requirements for Health and Well-being.

And what is the point of solar panels on concerned citizen’s houses -
or on other potential in-fill housing/units, if they are shaded by a
neighbouring development?

So existing houses built before and under the current daylight rules
will be prone to loss of sunlight under PC29 resulting in :

Shading of Green Energy systems; increased costs of heating and
damp houses; reduction in property value - most buyers want to
know how much sun the house gets; another cost on top of the
already burgeoning cost-of-living.

[ support retention of the current AP15 Daylight Admlsswn
protection rules for all existing properties.

NCC'’s Forecast of Population Growth

These are misleading as they are not from Statistics NZ and often
quoted is the wider Nelson-Tasman regional growth which is outside
the focus of PC29.

And those wishing to come and live in Nelson will have to be able to
afford the expensive houses or rents.




And has there been any research as to how many dwellings sit empty
for long periods? There should be a time cap on these dwellings.

Affordable Housing

Will some of the apartment buildings be able to house those on
limited incomes and the homeless? ’

I request this to be included in the plan.

It is abominable that NZ has people living in tents and cars and motel
rooms.

And will apartment buildings have an array of living choices like
some in Scandanavia eg units for families, couples and single people.
And perhaps a shared laundry and/or kitchen and rooftop garden
and recreational area?

This would also help with any ‘antisocial’ behaviour and not having a
number of people experiencing problems all living in the same
dwelling and affecting neighbours and community as has sometimes
been the experience to date.

Carrying Capacity

With increased housing growth, what is the NCC plan for extra
carrying capacity pressure on the city’s water, sewerage and storm
water infrastructure?

I would like to request a subsidy to encourage citizens to install their
own water tanks?

Inner City Intensification
I would only support a High Density Zone here if :

1) All current possible in-fill options of lower storey buildings
have been investigated and / or there is little or no shading /
loss of daylight of existing properties

2) Keep industrial busineses on the fringes of the city and the
likes of car sale businesses

3) Keep and help maintain any Victorian architecture facades.We
have already lost many older character buildings in Nelson

4) All currently empty CBD top storey areas are designated for
conversion to living space as in Europe - which will bring life

-back to the inner city and security at night time

5) Protection for our current inner city trees and more Green

planting.

Then City Fringe Intensification.



And lastly Residential Zones - Medium Density - 3 storey 11m high -
progressively expanding from the CBD (and central Stoke) if required
and providing AP15 Daylight Admission Protection rules remain in
force for existing properties.

And taking into account all identified ‘Hazard Zones'.

Heritage Status

Needs to be retained and protected.

I believe a number of listed heritage properties, the Inner City
Heritage Precinct and the Wakefield Quay Heritage /Character
Precinct are deleted from the current register in the Nelson Resource
Management Plan as part of PC29.

I request these be reinstated.

This is also an importrant attraction for tourists who visit.

New development needs to be ‘design lead’ not ‘developer lead’ and
planned on a ‘neighbourhood’ basis to keep each neighbourhood’s
character.

Current modern black houses being built are totally out of character
beside an Historic Home.

I do support the inner retro-fitting of older and heritage houses if
residents want to divide them into separate living areas.

And the building of ‘granny flats’ or bedsits on site — with all
bathroom and kitchen facilities - to house family members, etc.

Tiny Homes ;
I support this concept of building and wish to see more support and
available land for those choosing this more intensive lifestyle.

Hearing Panel

For ‘unbiased public perception’, I request that NCC appoint
councillors from either side of the Sept 14 vote on Councillor
Courtney’s proposal to withraw PC29.

If this is not adhered to, then I request all councillors are replaced
with independent Commissioners.

I support the submissions of Steve Webster and Geoffrey Hayes.

Sincerely, Joanna Plows

[







Submission re NCC ‘Resource Management Plan Change 29’ document, October 2023

Bruce and Pamela Thomas, Jacobsen Cottage, 190 Collingwood Street, Nelson. Phone 03 548 8871
or Bruce mobile 0275488871 / Pam mobile 0277478809

General Comment

We agree that New Zealand’s current/future housing challenges nation-wide need to be addressed, but
we also hold the view that aspects of Government directives and our local Councils responses as
documented to date seem somewhat rushed and require further thought and consideration.

We moved to Nelson in 1975 with a DSIR science team to undertake preliminary studies of South
Island beech forest ecology ... research that was sparked by environmental concerns over the then
proposed beech forest utilisation scheme. This controversy was succinctly appraised by Graham Searl
in his book “Rush to Destruction” published that very year (1975). The scheme went ahead regardless
and history records that many of the dire consequences he foretold with regards potential
environmental damage came to pass. Those of us living in Nelson at the time remember the huge piles
native forest woodchips at the Port ready for export to Japan, simply to create high quality paper for
the likes of the glossy magazine industry. In hindsight, was that really a good outcome for New
Zealand considering the precious flora and fauna we lost along the way?

Another result of our move to Nelson was the purchase of an old house to make our own. It was well
placed and despite having had most of its original character features removed and no knowledge
whatever of its past, we have gained much satisfaction in researching its history and physically
restoring “Jacobsen Cottage” to the state it is in today. We have been privileged to call this piece of
Nelson home for the greater part of our lives and what we have achieved has been done for the benefit
of future generations. Sadly, during our 47 years of occupation we have witnessed the ongoing
needless demolition of numerous similar Nelson dwellings worthy of heritage classification, the rich
histories of which are likely never to be recovered now they are gone, We are concerned that the PC
29 proposals could well exacerbate a continuing loss of not only heritage buildings but also the green
spaces that remain in the central city (along with the native biodiversity that still inhabit or
periodically utilize resources in these relict natural areas).

Jacobsen Cottage is named for JSM Jacobsen, a German settler of considerable character who built
and occupied the cottage as family home in circa 1857. The building is currently one of only four
cottages built prior to 1860 to receive a NCC Heritage B classification*, but Jacobsen himself
warrants recognition for the hugely influential part he played during the early establishment period of
Nelson City (B & P Thomas, 1986).

*Ref ; NCC PC29 S52 Report Appendix 3H October 2020
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Points to Consider

No 1 In Plan Change 29 it is written “also proposing requiring restricted discretionary resource
consent for development above 8m in the Medium Density Residential Zone and the High Density
Residential Zone where development adjoins a heritage precinct or a scheduled building, to enable an
assessment of effects on the heritage values of the adjoining heritage item.” We support this but
would prefer the restriction changed to single story.

No 2 It is of concern to us that the Hearing Panel comprises NCC Counsellors only. We strongly
recommend that it be reconfigured to achieve a majority membership of independent, unbiased
participants.

No 3 It is imperative that a qualified and experienced conservation architect is involved in reviewing
consent applications to ensure that appropriate heritage protection is achieved across all existing
heritage zones. ‘

No 4 Include comprehensive neighbourhood design plans for all sites that heritage buildings are
located.

No S Imperative to have consultation with local architects to achieve quality intensification design.

No 6 Establish an independent regional urban development agency to provide guidance and oversee
development across Nelson in a more co-ordinated way, rather than the site by site basis as happens
now. “It’s about design-led solutions rather than developer-led solutions” (William Samuels, Nelson
Weekly, 11 Oct 2023)

No 7 Reconsider the proposed building heights adjacent to heritage buildings in all existing zones,
especially within the High Density Zone.

No 8 We consider the 1m boundary rule should be discretionary in some instances — a ‘one rule
covers all’ is not appropriate in some circumstances.

No 9 Take account of topographical landscape when considering resource consent requirements.

No 10 Ensure the proposed plan includes provisions in resource consenting to better protect the
integrity heritage buildings. For example, wooden structures built low to the ground need adequate
sunlight & air flow to prevent or reduce dampness and deterioration. Topography, sunlight angles,
shading from adjacent new developments and disturbance to drainage and aquifers need to be taken
into consideration.

Jacobsen Cottage provides a good example of this with natural spring water seepage from the slope
above flowing past the house for days after rain and with the neighbouring house positioned above us
means we lose the sun from 2.30pm in winter.

No 11 Concentrate on the immediate city commercial centre area to make it attractive (i.e. Bridge St
Plan), & commencing intensification in the inner commercial zone and industrial area of St Vincent &
Lower Vanguard Streets implementing design co-ordination.

No 12 Encourage tiny homes to be built on existing properties where feasible rather than building
upwards

No 13 Consider protection of existing green belts of established trees rather than grass playing fields.
Extremely important ecologically and also for healing and well-being.

Bruce and Pamela Thomas, Jacobsen Cottage, 190 Collingwood Street, Nelson. Page two






_2._the loss of the existing protection for sunlight to all properties, because it is critical component of residential

—

Cecenr 2770/ 228
SUBMlSSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 2t

To: Submitter: _ A 68 {
Senior Planning Administrator Full Name: (qriupginNz  FARSE
RMA Plan Submissions Address: 3 Sa tH,qﬁwSH NK R d,
Nelson City Council 0
e

PO Box 645 4;(; e
Nelson 7040 aleeamn .

Telephone: "5461 W

Email:
»/l 1 could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission.
v | I 'wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing.

| OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following
1. 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

amenity in a City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency.

3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development

{ SEEK the following decision from the Council

1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres

2. an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently
proposed to be re zoned

3. That Council will prioritise Housing growth and intensification within the Inner City, before the current
residential zones;

I REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panei to hear the Submissions; and gives a further Notice

extending the Closing Date for Submissions

! ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 25 and its

supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages,

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29

'] "

Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis
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NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm
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NELSON’S “your sunlight”

DAYLIGHT ROBBERY'!

Nelson City Council is planning drastic changes to Nelson’s urban environment,
giving developers “As Of Right” to build 3 types of mass infill - no input by you!
General Residential Zone - GRZ

—oN Mid winter ! " N ELSON
shade area ;f NEEDS
£ You 1O
W L HAVE
TS wide soction » 45m deep ' L5 wide secton 3 55 decp YOUR SAY !

Three x’s 2 story houses - 2+ units per building up to 550 sq m of habitable space.
Can be just 1 m from lot line - 8 m tall. ~ 45 - 20' containers stacked up on your

boundary without ANY say from you!! NO PARKING REQUIRED Check YOUR
Medium Density Zone - MDZ Re-Zoning at
Shape Nelson

Mid winter 5 -ePlan
shade area e 8
“MAKE YOU
B VOICE HEARD”

Submissions

15m wide section x 45m deeg |

Three x’s 3 story houses -3+ units per building up to 1000 sq m of habitable close on Oct. 31st
space. Can be just 1 m from lot line - 12 m tall. ~ 65 - 20' containers stacked up
on your boundary without ANY say from youl! NO PARKING REQUIRED

High Density Zone - HDZ

- FaceBook
//
et Stop Plan
e 29
weaextonds 35m N SRURNRY E
south ! *//“\, % Mid winter % "E’ H
shade area z Emall
AR stopplan29@gmail.com
- NO PARKING REQUIRED

l

15m\m‘de se;tion x 45m deeg - : 15m wide section x 45m deeg
Apartment complex - up to 45 units in the building up to 2000 sq m of habitable space - can be just
1 m from lot line - 19.5 m tall approx. ~ 120 - 20' containers stacked up on your boundary !!







KMeleon City Councit

RMA SmeiSSion Form for Te Kaunihera o Whakeatd
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
Residential [ITransport
Inner City and City Fringe 2] Mapping
[ industrial [C]infrastructure
[) suburban Commercial [1 Area outside of Plan Change
[] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [ subdivision
[C] Heritage [7] other
(] Oppose the Plan Change in part /] oppose the Plan Change
l/we*:  [] support the Plan change in part [] support the Plan Change
[] Are Neutral about the Plan Change [J 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)

The plan changes for high density residential zones bordering on existing
hertiage precincts like South street will have major impacts the historic
integrgty of the area.

Page 2 of 3



kealson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whaokata

RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

1 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).

More detail on impact to historical precincts |

Note:

1) Thisform 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)  Itis 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 orskill to

give expert advice on the matter.
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Pocene) 2000/27
SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29

To: Submitter: Sgg_\
Senior Planning Administrator FullName: WMicixArel. [LALIE Coeop 12 V
RMA Plan Submissions Address:

- i
Nelson City Council i Sef@dTon) CTREET
PO Box 645 AT AR A
Nelson 7040 N ECRSord io

Telephone: o3 <asi#' |
Email: hm\<c1 cooper™ @ o chvri¥-Covnz

% I 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.

I OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following

1. 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

2. 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.

3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development

I SEEK the following decision from the Council

1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres

2. an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently
proposed to be re zoned

3. That Council will prioritise Housing growth and intensification within the Inner City, before the current
residential zones;

I REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panel to hear the Submissions; and gives a further Notice

extending 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,

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29
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Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis
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I acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available

Submitter Date
NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm
Tuesday 19th September
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SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29

&
To: Submitter:
. Al %8 2\.)
Senior Planning Administrator Full Name: Jo‘\n l’?\(g \Gki‘cl Hc‘\r(‘i \o0N
RMA Plan Submissions Address: 3 A Mot lowe. Tiee”
Nelson City Council Srro e l‘ﬂ
PO Box 645 " T
Nelson 7040 S0 -
elson
. I
Telephone: 64’7 ,407 _ “ 4
Email: halri50n 41@ RMJ“C/C“ NZ - s
o}
‘\
H | could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission. "
1 wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing. &
I OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following 3
1. the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max height greater than 12 m, as it is not 8
mandated under NPS-UD 2020 2

2. theloss 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.

3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development

| SEEK the following decision from the Council

1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres

2. an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently
proposed to be re zoned

3. That Council will prioritise Housing growth and intensification within the Inner City, before the current
residential zones;

I REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panel to hear the Submissions; and gives a further Notice

extending 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,

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29
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Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis

| acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available
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Obmitter Date
B: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm
Tuesday 19th September



















To whom it may concern.

| oppose Plan Change 29 in its present form and suggest that it be withdrawn. If, however,
it is not rejected, | would like to submit the following:

| do NOT support the proposed Medium Density and High Density provisions.

The areas of the ‘dress-circle’ should be treated the same. There are many of the same
types of character houses and bungalows on either side of the border of the proposed high
and medium density zones.

If there must be a change, Irequest that Council appliers the new General Residential zone
category to the proposed Medium Density and High Density zones.

| do support town planning that is considerate of existing dwellings within residential areas,
that would respect and cherish the sunight access, heritage and residential character of

Nelson.

Tall modern buildings, situated adjacent to historic and character houses and bungalows
is not a long-term vision for Nelson and its residents and visitors.

Secondary minor dwellings would cater for an increasing population and an ageing one.
This sort of infill housing on existing residential properties would increase housing capacity
without detracting from current street character.

Where houses are removed, the use of two-story terrace houses would be a good way to
intensify without losing street character or garden/parking space.

| oppose the proposed changes to building activity that do not require written approval
from neighbours.

| support resource consent site notices being situated at properties so that neighbours are
able to be involved in the decision making process.

Having spent many mornings ‘meeting and greeting’ visitors to the Cathedral, | appreciate
that both locals and visitors value Nelson's residential areas to visit as much as things like
the parks and art gallery.

Three storey buildings (or greater) built close to current residences, which were built under
the current daylight rules will adversely affect sun access, let alone any solar panels and
passive solar heating that those properties currently enjoy. It is not a very green idea to
make solar heating/electricity less appealing.

Blocking the sun wiill lower property values. We all know that if a block of apartments is built,
that those on the south {least sunny) side command lower sale prices than those on the
north side. If this happens to new apartment builds, the obvious inference is that established
houses, which then get their sun blocked by newly built neighbouring buildings, will also
have their values negatively impacted.

Wy et















