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Return your submission by 4pm on 
Tuesday 31 October 2023 to: 
Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submissions 
Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 
Nelson 7040 
(Hand delivery or courier to: Ground Floor, Civic House, 110 Trafalgar Street, 
Nelson 7010 or email to: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz with plan 
change no.29 in the subject line) 

*Required
Submitter Details 

Full Name* Carina Thomas-Beech 
Organisation 

Contact Person Carina 
Postal address* 5 Wilson Place, Stoke Nelson 

Telephone* Email* 

Trade Competition* 
If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a 
submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

I/we could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

I/we could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. if yes, please complete the following: 

I/we are directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the 
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

I/we are not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the 
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

Council Hearing* 
I/we do not wish to be heard in support of my/our submission. 

I/we wish to be heard in support of my/our submission. If yes: 

I/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar 
submission at any hearings. 

Public information 
Please note that your name and address is required to be made publicly available under the Resource Management Act 
1991, as any further submission supporting or opposing this submission is required to be forwarded to you as well as 
council. 

30/10/2023 
Signature of Submitter* 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter - a signature is 
not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Date* 

OFFICE USE 
Submission No: S502 

Date Received Stamp: 

30/10/2023 

NDOCs No: NDOCS-539570224
-16887
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The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan Change that my submission relates to are as follows: 

Entire Plan Change 
Residential 
Inner City and City Fringe 
Industrial 
Suburban Commercial 
Natural Hazards/Climate Change 
Heritage 

Papakāinga 
Transport 
Mapping 
Infrastructure 
Area outside of Plan Change 
Subdivision 
Other 

I/we*: 
Oppose the Plan Change in part 
Support the Plan change in part 
Are Neutral about the Plan Change 

Oppose the Plan Change 
Support 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) 
I believe that this PLAN CHANGE has not been given enough thought, residences were not 
consulted before the PLAN CHANGE was announced. 

I would not want my home surrounded by high rise buildings as I would no longer have any 
view or sun. 

I purchased my home, with my late husband, in 1987, we bought our forever home. 

A home with a history, built in 1931/32, from 2 Rimu trees; a wedding gift to the Wilsons. 

My home will be 100 years old in a few short years, and to imagine it being built in, or pulled 
down, is heartbreaking for me and my family. 

I believe that there are alternative solutions to the urban sprawl of Nelson. 

I am not sure what these solutions are, but many have been put forward by others 
interested in this submission.. 

I emplore this council to go back to consultation with residents, qualified planners, design 
consultants, and town planning experts. 

Regards 
Carina Thomas-Beech 
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Note: 
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) It is 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. is 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.

I 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). 









Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 
Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Susan Gray Capenerhurst 

155 Tasman Street 

Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 0212398534 

Email: sue.richardc@xtra.co.nz 

Signature of Submitter:  

Date: October 27 2023 

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

I do NOT wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its entirety: 
1. This is a far-reaching plan as stated by the mayor. Its immediate impact on us personally was an

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 Future Development Strategy spells out
the need for neighbourhood plans before an intensification policy is cemented in place. This plan 29
seems to ignore that (amongst other things) but has picked out some support from within the
strategy for high rise buildings as a stand alone solution.
It is our belief that council has seemed to ignore the well being of its citizens by its current plan
proposal. A common theme at the meetings I attended was the stress this has caused.
I cannot understand how Council could not realise the potential impact on the community that this
plan in its current form has engendered.
I believe this plan is too narrow in scope and ignores the wider definitions of environment as defined
in the current RMA – which includes people and communities

2. I currently have an overseas student staying and when she heard about the proposed plan she was
very surprised and made the comment ‘But that would not suit Nelson’. If a visitor here for a scant
week could notice that then I am flabbergasted that Council and planners could not see the potential
for developer-led high rise buildings leading to a degraded skyline quite out of character with such
(current) aims as  ‘residential character’, ‘privacy and outlook’, ‘scale’, ‘streetscape, landscape and
natural features’. The current ‘broad brush’ approach which labels whole areas as high or medium
density where building development can go ahead as long as it fits within a few criteria will lead to
unacceptable outcomes.

3. One of the attractions of Nelson – it’s why people come here – is obviously its weather, especially its
sunshine. Council’s own housing preference report (a joint TDC an NCC effort) puts this very
attraction as a number one housing preference . It seems frankly ludicrous that a plan is
countenanced which has, as one of its consequences, the potential to affect the amount of sunlight
an affected neighbouring property could receive – especially if that property currently has full
exposure to sunshine. People have bought their properties under current rules including
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daylight/sunshine angles. To have that arbitrarily changed (when I believe there are excellent viable 
alternatives) adds to the stress caused by putting forward this plan in its current form. 
 I have gone to the trouble of installing solar panels within the past couple of years. I am left 
wondering if there is protection for that investment? And obviously there are plenty of other home 
owners will be feeling the same. I have even heard of people putting off their planned installation 
because of Plan 29. 

If it is not rejected then: 

1. It has been stated at numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush approach’ that requires public
submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies 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.
I am 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. Or preferably re-think the approach and consider far
more comprehensive neighbourhood plans and consultation.

2. Because I believe that sunshine and quality daylight is central to Nelson residents’ well being I want
the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules to all pre-existing properties,
unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary.

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.

3. I support intensification and oppose the endless green fields 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.
I believe Council needs to lead the way in showing a long term development plan into which
developers fit rather than letting developers have their head. 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. I would like to see an over-arching Urban Development
Agency which identifies suitable areas for intensification and which has a long term view.
As such I oppose the current high and medium density zones . Council should remove HDRZ from the
plan completely (perhaps with the central city an exception) and should 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.
Council should look at progressively phasing in intensification – e.g. the inner city, which is perhaps
the most obvious place to start where 6 storey buildings may not look totally out of place. The
concept of a 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).

There are lots of ideas out there – encourage car yards to move, develop the army yard. I want to see 
Council be prepared to use the expertise of urban planners and architects to come up with 



innovative and attractive solutions. I fully support submissions such as that presented by Architect 
William Samuels.  

Intensify by design rather than developers. 

4. Finally 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) I ask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14th vote.

ii) If i) is not followed then I ask that all Councillors are replaced with independent

Commissioners.



Richard Capenerhurst 
155 Tasman Street 
Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 0210624755 
Email: sue.richardc@xtra.co.nz 
Date: October 27 2023 

Signature of Submitter: 

I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
I would be prepared to consider presenting my submission in a joint case with others making a similar 
submission at any hearings. 

Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its entirety: 

1. This is a far-reaching plan as stated by the mayor. Its immediate impact on us personally was an 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 Future Development Strategy spells out the need for

neighbourhood plans before an intensification policy is cemented in place. This plan 29 seems to ignore that

(amongst other things) but has picked out some support from within the strategy for high rise buildings as a

stand alone solution.

It is my belief that council has seemed to ignore the well being of its citizens by its current plan proposal. A

common theme at the meetings I attended was the stress this has caused.

I cannot understand how Council could not realise the potential impact on the community that this plan in its

current form has engendered.

I believe this plan is too narrow in scope and ignores the wider definitions of environment as defined in the

current RMA – which includes people and communities

2. I currently have an overseas student staying and when she heard about the proposed plan she was very

surprised and made the comment ‘But that would not suit Nelson’. Dare I say ‘Out of the mouths…’? If a

visitor here for a scant week could notice that then I am flabbergasted that Council and planners could not

see the potential for developer-led high rise buildings leading to a degraded skyline quite out of character

with such (current) aims as  ‘residential character’, ‘privacy and outlook’, ‘scale’, ‘streetscape, landscape and

natural features’. The current ‘broad brush’ approach which labels whole areas as high or medium density

where building development can go ahead as long as it fits within a few criteria will lead to unacceptable

outcomes.
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3. One of the attractions of Nelson – it’s why people come here – is obviously its weather, especially its

sunshine. Council’s own housing preference report (a joint TDC an NCC effort) puts this very attraction as a

number one housing preference . It seems frankly ludicrous that a plan is countenanced which has, as one of

its consequences, the potential to affect the amount of sunlight an affected neighbouring property could

receive – especially if that property currently has full exposure to sunshine. People have bought their

properties under current rules including daylight/sunshine angles. To have that arbitrarily changed (when I

believe there are excellent viable alternatives) adds to the stress caused by putting forward this plan in its

current form.

I have gone to the trouble of installing solar panels within the past couple of years. I am left wondering if

there is protection for that investment? And obviously there are plenty of other home owners will be feeling

the same. I have even heard of people putting off their planned installation because of Plan 29.

If it is not rejected then:

1. It has been stated at numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush approach’ that requires public submissions

to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies 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.

I am 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. Or preferably re-think the approach and consider far more comprehensive

neighbourhood plans and consultation.

2. Because I believe that sunshine and quality daylight is central to Nelson residents’ well being I want the

Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules to all pre-existing properties, unless the

owner gives written approval to the contrary.

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.

3. I support intensification and oppose the endless green fields 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.

I believe Council needs to lead the way in showing a long term development plan into which developers fit

rather than letting developers have their head. 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. I

would like to see an over-arching Urban Development Agency which identifies suitable areas for

intensification and which has a long term view.

As such I oppose the current high and medium density zones . Council should remove HDRZ from the plan

completely (perhaps with the central city an exception) and should 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.



Council should look at progressively phasing in intensification – e.g. the inner city, which is perhaps the most 

obvious place to start where 6 storey buildings may not look totally out of place. The concept of a 

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 Council 

figures/predictions) – 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).  

There are lots of ideas out there – encourage car yards to move, develop the army yard. I want to see Council 

be prepared to use the expertise of urban planners and architects to come up with innovative and attractive 

solutions. I fully support submissions such as that presented by Architect William Samuels.  

Intensify by design rather than developers. 



MUST be sent or delivered by 31/10/23 4pm to: 

Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 
Nelson 7040 

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Stuart and Sally Hanchet 

Date: 30/10/2023 

I reject PC 29. 

Submission Point 1:  High Density Residential zones (HDZ) 
Our key submission points are as follows: 

1. We oppose the proposed HDZ in residential areas where there is no walkable access to
amenities (supermarkets, schools and public transport) as well where there is a risk of
increasing natural hazards (e.g. floods and land instability).

2. We support the proposed increase in residential density in the inner city with mixed
residential and commercial zones as these areas provide residents with direct walkable
access to shopping and public transport services.

3. If HDZ are approved for some areas, then 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.

4. We ask the Council to make sure all proposed HDZ have walkable access to a
supermarket (not a local diary). For example, Christchurch planners are only proposing
HDZ within 800m of a supermarket.

5. We ask Council to ensure a minimum of two storey dwellings be built on all new green
field developments. E.g. Golden Elms in Toi Toi, Ngawhatu Valley and Marsden Valley.
Infrastructure is easier and cheaper to develop on flat land and would provide more
housing without affecting neighbouring properties.

6. We support the establishment of multi storey and/or underground car parks to free up
more land within the inner city for development..

7. We support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para RE2.3.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.

Reasons for our opposition to the proposed Tahunanui High Density Zone  

1. Slope instability

We were informed by the NCC planner that there was no consideration of geotechnical issues when 
deciding on the proposed zoning of the area. Our biggest concern is that high density development 
will increase the potential severity of future slips on the Tahunanui Hills. The proposed HDZ in the 
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Tahunanui Hills is an area potentially affected by significant natural hazard of slope instability. Plan 
change 29 Housing and Hazards on the Nelson City Council website stated that intensification should 
not include areas potentially affected by significant natural hazards:   

“Enabling the intensification of development on land currently zoned for residential and 
commercial uses (Residential Zone, Inner City Zone, and Suburban Commercial Zone), that 
is not within areas potentially affected by significant natural hazards”  

Furthermore, Beca produced a slope stability report in 2021 that stated regarding the Tahunanui Hills 
that (emphasis added):  

“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” 

Many properties in the proposed HDZ have already experienced slips, Many owners have 
geotechnical reports that show areas unsuitable for building and where remedial action may be 
needed.  

There has been no geotechnical input into what intensification (of up to six-storeys) will do to the 
stability of the Tahunanui Hills. Climate change will increase adverse weather events with even 
greater potential to create slips on the hill. 

2. Amenities

The NCC planning team stated that the Tāhunanui Hills were chosen for the proposed high-density 
development because of their closeness to amenities. The amenities referred to (being the school and 
shops) are down a steep set of stairs and across State Highway 1, not easily accessible for young 
families, the elderly, or the mobility impaired without a vehicle. There are no supermarkets within 
walking distance of the proposed HDZ in Tāhunanui which would be a serious issue for all the HDZ 
residents with no vehicles.  

3. Trees and Gardens in the Tāhunanui Hills HDZ

There are many established large trees (over 6 metres high) in this Tāhunanui Hill HDZ that are 
helping stabilise the ground and providing a habitat for our native birds. These will be lost when there 
is no sun to support their growth or removed to make way for intensive development. 

4. Intensification

It will be expensive for developers to fulfil the requirements to build 6 storey buildings on the hill. The 
resulting apartments therefore would be fewer in number and expensive to buy. The Tāhunanui HDZ 
could easily become developments of expensive holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods of 
time. This does not solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up our 
valuable housing resource. 

Given the above, we request the following: 

1. We are asking Council to withdraw PC29 and have planning staff refine the plan design and
follow the proper procedure of consultation and public engagement.



2. We ask the Council to appoint independent hearing commissioners for the plan change.
3. We ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts and amend its

intensification requirements accordingly.
4. We ask the Council to 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.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit on PC29. 
We do not wish to speak in support of our submission at a public hearing. 
We would not gain an advantage in trade competition through our submission. 

Stuart and Sally Hanchet 

















































































































































Online submission
This is a submission that was made online via the Council's website.

Submitter No. S530

Submitter Name Daniel Jackson

Submitter first name Daniel

Submitter surname Jackson

Submitter is contact Yes

Email danielneljack@gmail.com

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation No

Trade competition I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points
Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Heritage Richmond
Avenue

Oppose Richmond Avenue has some nice old
houses, but the heritage values in the
street overall are not significantly
higher than other surrounding areas. It
is more character than heritage. The
heritage values there are insufficient to
justify a heritage precinct, particularly
when it is a good location for
intensification with its proximity to the
city centre.

Delete the Richmond
Avenue heritage
precinct.

Residential
Zones

Other Amend People should be able to build up to
the boundary, at least if they comply
with the recession planes. Having
houses built close together or indeed
with shared walls is very common in
other countries. This is a great way to
enable greater intensification and can
reduce the need to build up if people
are concerned with that.

Allow people to build up
to the boundary.

mailto:danielneljack@gmail.com


Residential
Zones

Other Oppose in part The limits on site coverage should be
removed or at least the site coverage
proportion substantially increased. The
extent to which people want gardens
or outdoor space various considerably.
Some people may prefer not to have a
garden or outdoor area to maintain,
but to do their outdoor recreation
elsewhere in public parks and areas.
Allowing greater site coverage
substantially increases the housing that
is possible on a section and may
mitigate the need to build high where
people are concerned about that.

Remove or substantially
reduce the site coverage
restrictions

Residential
Zones

Other Support The proposal to allow three dwellings
per title as of right is important. It will
allow partitioning of properties and the
building of flats. It enables
intensification without building up
where that is not wanted.

Maintain the ability to
have three dwellings per
title as of right.

Residential
Zones

Other Support in part Six stories allows high density
(although not the highest density of
taller apartment buildings, which
should be allowed in the CBD) in
appropriate areas close to the city
centre. Three stories should be allowed
everywhere, It enables medium density
housing, as has been successfully done
in many suburbs in cities like Auckland
and overseas. Allowing it, everywhere
will enable us to solve our housing
crisis and reduce sprawl, with its
attendant costs in terms of carbon
emissions, congestion and
infrastructure.

Three stories should be
allowed everywhere.
More than six stories
should be allowed in the
CBD. Apart from this, the
height limits and zones
should be maintained as
proposed.

Entire Plan
Change

General
Support

Support Intensification is crucial for Nelson's 
future.
Nelson will not attract and retain 
young people if it does not have 
enough housing or it is unaffordable. 
Greater density is essential for
tackling climate change as well. 
Enabling people to live close to the 
city centre where they can access 
services and amenities without
needing to drive is vital for reducing 
emissions.
Nelson's geography limits its ability to 
grow. It must intensify or it will 
decline.

Adopt the Plan Change.



































































Online submission
This is a submission that was made online via the Council's website.

Submitter No. S536

Submitter Name Leah Collier

Submitter first name Leah

Submitter surname Collier

Submitter is contact Yes

Email leah_collier18@hotmail.com

Wish to be heard No

Joint presentation No

Trade competition I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points
Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

ABSOLUTELY
OPPOSE!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
!!!!!!!

Entire Plan
Change

General
opposition

Oppose I do not support this plan at all! It is
horrible the council think the people of 
Nelson would like a 6 storey building next 
to their homes. 
I would hate to live in my home and then 
all of a sudden next to me an apartment 
block goes in. It will ruin so many peoples 
views and land. My parents live in one of 
the zones and would be devastated if 
apartments ended up all around them. if 
you really think we need more housing 
start building out further where there is no 
builds currently.Don’t ruin people’s homes. 
Or if the council is that desperate, build up 
the city centre. All the retail shops could be 
6 stories high, sure. But don’t ruin people’s 
homes. So many homes will lose the sun. 
Who wants to live on a dark property. 
Listen to your people Nelson city council. 
We pay enough rates as it is and you can 
be damn sure I won’t be paying my rates if 
an apartment went up next door.

mailto:leah_collier18@hotmail.com


I do not believe all parts of Plan29 are the
correct decisions to make. I oppose most of
the plan but not all.

1) The Plan Change 29 process:

A. I have found it difficult to digest the total
effect of the proposed PC 29 and its
supporting documentation due to its size and
complexity.

B. I have found PC 29 lacked early public
engagement and consultation by Council. The
process has caused severe stress and anxiety
for lots of the existing rate paying residents
who love their homes and don’t want to be
built out. A lot of people I have spoken to are
completely unaware their property could be
affected or just haven’t heard anything about
PC29 in general.

C. I am in a position of hope that more
qualified citizens than I, will make more
comprehensive submissions covering my
concerns as to the future of Nelson and its
ratepaying residents.

D. That Council Planning Staff have stated at
numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush
approach’ that requires public submissions to
refine the plan”. Such a statement implies 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.

E. Had I of known if the Maitai was to have
gone ahead then we may not be in position
we are in now, I most definitely would have
put a submission in then. Just like I’m sure
currently there are a lot of people not realising
this will affect them. I understand it is a
process, however the general person would
not have realised this would be the outcome
of not making a submission for the Maitai
development to go ahead.

2) Hearing panel:

A. I don’t completely disagree with the hearing
panel however I am nervous it is in favour of
PC29 going ahead. I just hope the panel can
look at the submissions without bias.

Remove the plan 
change other than 
the city centre

Entire Plan
Change

General 
oppostion

Oppose



3) Design lead and not developer/social
housing lead growth:

A. Nelson is a very special and unique place
that needs to be protected with care. We have
some incredible historical areas which many
people love about nelson and rightfully so.
However our ‘Low Rise’ City centre could
definitely be improved. I believe the inner city
centre could definitely be high density. I would
not mind it having thoughtfully designed
housing atop of retail/hospitality on the
bottom level or two. I see nothing wrong with
this. Yes, it may not look as nice as the current
layout but if it can stop some residential areas
being intensified I am all for it. Nelson city
centre does not have much of a vibe, our bars,
(most) restaurants and nightlife are mediocre
and I do think having the city centre built up
could highly improve nelson in this area.

B. Residential neighbourhoods should be
protected for future generations to enjoy and
new developments thoughtfully designed and
planned on a new neighbourhood, by
neighbourhood basis to maintain the essence
of their character. If everything looked the
same all throughout areas it can look very
boring and ugly.

4) Tahunanui hills area:

A. I believe the Tahuna hill area set out for
medium-high density is absolutely absurd.
Tosswill, Tamaki, Chamberlain etc is in
absolutely no way an area that should have
even been considered for development. There
are springs all across the hill, they have a hard
time with waterlogged properties even in
minimal rain. The bottom half of my parents
property hardly ever gets waked on in winter
as it is too boggy and wet. I have heard many
stories from neighbours and seen it first hand
how difficult is in that area when it rains heavy.
We had slips in many places especially at the
bottom of the steps. Tosswill road had rocks
scattered all across the road in the last big rain
(and often just in general, its not overly stable)
and a big slip right at the main round about.

B. Most people move to the hillside for the
incredible views. I grew up on that hill and I
know damn well I would not want to live there



 if there was a 6 story building directly in front. 
Considering my parents property is in a 
medium density and directly in front and 
beside is high not only means they would lose 
their entire view in all directions but the value 
of their house would decrease dramatically as 
who in their right mind would pay to live on 
the hill and look at concrete walls. People on 
that hillside have worked incredibly hard to be 
able to afford houses in that area and I do not 
believe it is okay to take that away from them 
by putting 3-6 story buildings in amongst it all.

C. There is no bus access and the fact these
buildings do not require cars means you will
have hundreds of people walking up one of the
steepest streets in Nelson (Tamaki) or up
Tosswill. I sure know I wouldn’t want to be
doing that with my groceries (that I’ve had to
walk to the junction for). Even if the bus was
put back in place there, the new big buses
would have a hell of a time around all the blind
corners and windy parts. Its narrow enough as
it is without a giant bus coming right over the
centre lane on every corner.

D. The only two crossings on Tahunanui Drive
are at the school and at the lights. That is very
limited safe crossings. In my 17 years of living
on Tosswill Road I’ve seen way too many near
misses at the School crossing. It is not safe.

E. All the talk about it being close to a town
hub is a huge stretch. If you consider what is
there now a town hub then that’s absurd. Yes
there is a few things there for sure but I know
most will go to Town, Stoke or Richmond for
mainly everything. On the other hand, if it is
intensified, will the small amount of things
there actually be able to handle all the extra
people. Will the school open its doors to
hundreds of new kids, the doctors the same?

F. My last point for the Tahuna hills which I
believe goes for all residential areas potentially
being intensified and also one of the most
important; The mental health and wellbeing of
the residents. I truly believe taking away
peoples sunlight hours will greatly damage
mental health not to mention turn neighbours
on neighbours. People move to the hills to get
all day sun and beautiful views and taking that
away from people who have worked so hard to
get there is truly unfair.



Veggie gardens certainly wont thrive in 
darkness and neither will the residents.

5) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading
Effects:

A. Sunlight is a CRITICAL part of living in
Nelson. It is not called the ‘Sunshine Capital of
NZ’ for no reason. It is well documented that
people relocate to Nelson because of the Sun
and accept reduced wages called ‘Sunshine
Wages’ for that privilege.

B. TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your
home’. See https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-alteration/heating-and-
insulation/energy-efficiency-and-heating-
your-home/

C. All existing houses built prior to and under
the current daylight admission rules will be
subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity
under PC29 with the following effects: -
i) Increased levels of mental health Illness,
anxiety and stress.
ii) Increased levels of damp homes with
associated mould and mildew and respiratory
illnesses.
iii) Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays
and Passive Solar Energy Heating.
iv) Increased heating costs, air pollution,
carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a
large portion of Nelson housing is old, with
un-insulated walls and single glazing and open
fires were legislated out of use many years
ago.
v) Reduction in property values and increased
financial stress, because the house would be
less desirable to live in.
vi) Residents, struggling with the cost-of-living
crisis may not afford to heat their home.
vii) Property owners will be reluctant to invest
in making additional new (low rise) infill
improvements on their section, with affordable
additional units that COULD be over
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) I ask the Council to maintain the AP15
Daylight Admission protection rules to all pre-
existing properties, unless the owner gives
written approval to the contrary.



(2) I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight
and Sunlight policy statement Para RE2.3.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 daylight 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:

A. Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a
property.
i) I support 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 encourage
residential units to be orientated towards the
street or public open space’.

7) Intensification:

A. I strongly oppose the High-Density
Residential Zones anywhere other than the city
centre.
B. I strongly oppose the High and Medium
density for the Tahuanui hills, Tosswill, Tamkai
etc
C. I 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) I ask Council to ensure a minimum of two
storey dwellings be built on all new green field
developments. Eg Golden Elms in Toi Toi,
Ngawhatu Valley and Marsden Valley. (If the
likes of Berryfields was built into 6 story



buildings at the start, across the whole
development I would not have minded one
bit, at least then it would have been in one
area and before buying you’d have known
what you were getting yourself into)
D. 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) I ask Council to consider solutions to
mitigate against new-build empty holiday
apartments.
E. I oppose the increase of residential units
beyond 4, as a restricted discretionary activity
that does NOT require notification and written
approval from neighbours.
i) I ask 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. Bigger older properties, could be better
utilised and help with our growth if they were
more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings.

G.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 reliant on a vehicle, which may
more closely suit the growth model desired.

H.As above, younger people studying at NMIT
or working in town would also be less likely to
have cars/use buses and I believe the inner city
is a perfect for this type of resident.

I. 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.
I’ve always loved rooftop bars in other cities
and nelson could greatly use something like
this.

J. 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 and are not greatly
damaging neighbours sunlight.



K. Contemporary Black Iron Clad Boxes, built
only a few metres from 120-year-old Historic
Homes is a thoughtless lack of long-term
vision for maintaining the attraction of Nelson
for all the future residents and visitors.

L. The area next to Countdown where the
Whareama rest home is I believe is a good site
to intensify. It is only blocking the
supermarkets sun and like council wants, it is
close to a town hub.

M. 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.

i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of
protection for neighbourhoods that still have
historic character value from the early
settlement years of Nelson.
ii) I ask 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.

8) Progressively Phased Intensification:

A. Firstly, Inner City 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.
i) I ask Council to make better utilization of Car
Only spaces, by developing them into shared
spaces, with Accommodation overhead.
‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Inner City as Car
only spaces.
ii)I ask Council to retain para ICd.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'.



Documents included with submission

B. Secondly, City Fringe would be the next
zone to phase in for intensification.
i) I ask Council to negotiate and/or incentivise
Industry and car yards to relocate, to less
essential land that can be better used for
accommodation. Haven Road is a perfect
example of an area that could be intensified. A
single row of apartments all the way from the
warehouse to sublime is a place I could get
behind intensifying. It is not ruining existing
houses views or sunlight and is close to town.

C. 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) I would 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.

9) On-street carparking:
A. 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.
i) I ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive
car parking management plan’ as strongly
encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020,
to mitigate against these issues.
ii) I ask Council to use traffic calming solutions
that do not lose on-street car parking spaces.
Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.

10) Social Housing:

A. Significant care and attention must be
considered with all social housing because
there are too many examples across the
country where this has resulted in disharmony
in communities.

B. High density living for the homeless and
vulnerable will not result in healthy outcomes
for all concerned.

Document name PDF version of submission

File plan29subleah.pdf



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.

i) I would like to see Council working closely
with Kainga Ora, to provide a ‘transparent’ way
of creating new Social Housing Developments
that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design vision of
Nelson. (I do not want to see franklin village
style developments showing up all across
nelson!)
ii) I would like to see Council have more fit for
purpose controls for antisocial behaviour that
affects the existing neighbour’s enjoyment of
their property.

11) Infrastructure:

A. I 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.

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

C. I ask the Council to include a plan to
mitigate against the increased capacity
requirements for storm water.
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I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

I DO NOT WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

I do not believe all parts of Plan29 are the correct decisions to make. I oppose most of the plan but 
not all.  

1) The Plan Change 29 process
A. I have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporting

documentation due to its size and complexity.
B. I have found PC 29 lacked early public engagement and consultation by Council. The process

has caused severe stress and anxiety for lots of the existing rate paying residents who love
their homes and don’t want to be built out. A lot of people I have spoken to are completely
unaware their property could be affected or just haven’t heard anything about PC29 in
general.

C. I am in a position of hope that more qualified citizens than I, will make more comprehensive
submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its ratepaying residents.

D. That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush
approach’ that requires public submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies 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.

E. Had I of known if the Maitai was to have gone ahead then we may not be in position we are
in now, I most definitely would have put a submission in then. Just like I’m sure currently
there are a lot of people not realising this will affect them. I understand it is a process,
however the general person would not have realised this would be the outcome of not
making a submission for the Maitai development to go ahead.

2) Hearing panel

A. I don’t completely disagree with the hearing panel however I am nervous it is in favour of

PC29 going ahead. I just hope the panel can look at the submissions without bias.

3) Design lead and not developer/social housing lead growth

A. Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with care. We have

some incredible historical areas which many people love about nelson and rightfully so.

However our ‘Low Rise’ City centre could definitely be improved. I believe the inner city

centre could definitely be high density. I would not mind it having thoughtfully designed

Sub No: S536 Continued



housing atop of retail/hospitality on the bottom level or two. I see nothing wrong with this. 

Yes, it may not look as nice as the current layout but if it can stop some residential areas 

being intensified I am all for it. Nelson city centre does not have much of a vibe, our bars, 

(most) restaurants and nightlife are mediocre and I do think having the city centre built up 

could highly improve nelson in this area.  

B. Residential Neighbourhoods should be protected for future generations to enjoy and new

developments thoughtfully designed and planned on a new neighbourhood, by

neighbourhood basis to maintain the essence of their character. If everything looked the

same all through neighbours it can look very boring and ugly.

4) Tahunanui hills area

A. I believe the Tahuna hill area set out for medium-high density is absolutely absurd. Tosswill,

Tamaki, Chamberlain etc is in absolutely no way an area that should have even been

considered for development. There are springs all across the hill, they have a hard time with

waterlogged properties even in minimal rain. The bottom half of my parents property hardly

ever gets waked on in winter as it is too boggy and wet. I have heard many stories from

neighbours and seen it first hand how difficult is in that area when it rains heavy. We had

slips in many places especially at the bottom of the steps. Tosswill road had rocks scattered

all across the road in the last big rain (and often just in general, its not overly stable) and a

big slip right at the main round about.

B. Most people move to the hillside for the incredible views. I grew up on that hill and I know

damn well I would not want to live there if there was a 6 story building directly in front.

Considering my parents property is in a medium density and directly in front and beside is

high not only means they would lose their entire view in all directions but the value of their

house would decrease dramatically as who in their right mind would pay to live on the hill

and look at concrete walls. People on that hillside have worked incredibly hard to be able to

afford houses in that area and I do not believe it is okay to take that away from them by

putting 3-6 story buildings in amongst it all.

C. There is no bus access and the fact these buildings do not require cars means you will have

hundreds of people walking up one of the steepest streets in Nelson (Tamaki) or up Tosswill.

I sure know I wouldn’t want to be doing that with my groceries (that I’ve had to walk to the

junction for). Even if the bus was put back in place there, the new big buses would have a

hell of a time around all the blind corners and windy parts. Its narrow enough as it is without

a giant bus coming right over the centre lane on every corner.

D. The only two crossings on Tahunanui Drive are at the school and at the lights. That is very

limited safe crossings. In my 17 years of living on Tosswill Road I’ve seen way too many near

misses at the School crossing. It is not safe.

E. All the talk about it being close to a town hub is a huge stretch. If you consider what is there

now a town hub then that’s absurd. Yes there is a few things there for sure but I know most

will go to Town, Stoke or Richmond for mainly everything. On the other hand, if it is

intensified, will the small amount of things there actually be able to handle all the extra

people. Will the school open its doors to hundreds of new kids, the doctors the same?

F. My last point for the Tahuna hills which I believe goes for all residential areas potentially

being intensified and also one of the most important; The mental health and wellbeing of

the residents. I truly believe taking away peoples sunlight hours will greatly damage mental



health not to mention turn neighbours on neighbours. People move to the hills to get all day 

sun and beautiful views and taking that away from people who have worked so hard to get 

there is truly unfair. Veggie gardens certainly wont thrive in darkness and neither will the 

residents.  

5) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

A. Sunlight is a CRITICAL part of living in Nelson. It is not called the ‘Sunshine Capital of NZ’ for

no reason. It is well documented that people relocate to Nelson because of the Sun and

accept reduced wages called ‘Sunshine Wages’ for that privilege.

B. TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your home’. See https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-

property/building-and-alteration/heating-and-insulation/energy-efficiency-and-heating-your-

home/

C. All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be

subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29 with the following effects: -

i) Increased levels of mental health Illness, anxiety and stress.

ii) Increased levels of damp homes with associated mould and mildew and respiratory

illnesses.

iii) Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy Heating.

iv) Increased heating costs, air pollution, carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a

large portion of Nelson housing is old, with un-insulated walls and single glazing and

open fires were legislated out of use many years ago.

v) Reduction in property values and increased financial stress, because the house would be

less desirable to live in.

vi) Residents, struggling with the cost-of-living crisis may not afford to heat their home.

vii) Property owners will be reluctant to invest in making additional new (low rise) infill

improvements on their section, with affordable additional units that COULD be over

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) I ask the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules to all pre-

existing properties, unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary.

(2) I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para

RE2.3.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 daylight 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

A. Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.

i) I support 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 encourage residential units to be orientated

towards the street or public open space’.

7) Intensification

A. I strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zones anywhere other than the city centre.

B. I strongly oppose the High and Medium density for the Tahuanui hills, Tosswill, Tamkai etc

C. I 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) I ask Council to ensure a minimum of two storey dwellings be built on all new green field

developments. Eg Golden Elms in Toi Toi, Ngawhatu Valley and Marsden Valley. (If the

likes of Berryfields was built into 6 story buildings at the start, across the whole

development I would not have minded one bit, at least then it would have been in one

area and before buying you’d have known what you were getting yourself into)

D. 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) I ask Council to consider solutions to mitigate against new-build empty holiday

apartments.

E. I oppose the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted discretionary activity that

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours.

i) I ask 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. Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our growth if they were more

easily allowed to be divided into multi-dwellings.

G. 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 reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.

H. As above, younger people studying at NMIT or working in town would also be less likely to

have cars/use buses and I believe the inner city is a perfect for this type of resident.

I. 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. I’ve always

loved rooftop bars in other cities and nelson could greatly use something like this.

J. 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 and are not greatly damaging neighbours sunlight.



K. Contemporary Black Iron Clad Boxes, built only a few metres from 120-year-old Historic

Homes is a thoughtless lack of long-term vision for maintaining the attraction of Nelson for

all the future residents and visitors.

L. The area next to Countdown where the Whareama rest home is I believe is a good site to

intensify. It is only blocking the supermarkets sun and like council wants, it is close to a town

hub.

M. 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.

i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protection for neighbourhoods that still

have historic character value from the early settlement years of Nelson.

ii) I ask 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.

8) Progressively Phased Intensification

A. Firstly, Inner City 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.

i) I ask Council to make better utilization of Car Only spaces, by developing them into

shared spaces, with Accommodation overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Inner City

as Car only spaces.

ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.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’.

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

i) I ask Council to negotiate and/or incentivise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less

essential land that can be better used for accommodation. Haven Road is a perfect

example of an area that could be intensified. A single row of apartments all the way from

the warehouse to sublime is a place I could get behind intensifying. It is not ruining

existing houses views or sunlight and is close to town.

C. 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) I would 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.



9) On-street carparking

A. 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.

i) I ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’ as strongly

encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mitigate against these issues.

ii) I ask Council to use traffic calming solutions that do not lose on-street car parking

spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.

10) Social Housing

A. Significant care and attention must be considered with all social housing because there are

too many examples across the country where this has resulted in 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.

i) I would like to see Council working closely with Kainga Ora, to provide a ‘transparent’

way of creating new Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design

vision of Nelson. (I do not want to see franklin village style developments showing up all

across nelson!)

ii) I would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for antisocial behaviour

that affects the existing neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.

11) Infrastructure

A. I 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.

B. I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for

our waste water systems.

C. I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for

storm water.

































Online submission
This is a submission that was made online via the Council's website.

Submitter No. S542

Submitter Name Susannah Roddick

Submitter first name Susannah

Submitter surname Roddick

Submitter is contact Yes

Email s.roddick@xtra.co.nz

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes
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Entire Plan
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General
opposition

Oppose I am asking Council to
withdraw PC 29. I ask t at NCC 
staff refine the plan design, and 
review the process and 
professional structures that will 
guide the plan and then put it 
back out for public submissions. 
My oppose because of process, 
and I oppose because of 
substance re HDRZ 6 storey 
intensification, sunlight, and the 
need to use professionals and 
design expertise to create and 
to communicate a more gradual 
and nuanced approach to this 
vital plan.
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Concerns on Process
1. My feedback is in response to
NCC’s own statement that this is
the biggest Plan change ever
done. That is why I am distressed
that something this complex,
huge and significant is so
confusing to understand, and
appears to be reliant on citizens
such as me, studying complex
documentation in the evenings
and trying to distil and respond.
The NCC process for something
this major requires an entire
rethink, using far more expert,
trained and diverse people, than
someone such as me. That’s why
we have a Council and why I
reject the proposal in its entirety,
due to this flawed process.

2. I also feel that if I don’t feed
back, then feedback will risk
being dominated by developer-
led interests, who are familiar
and expert in such detail. So I feel
worried that I’ve got to comment
on such a huge and complex
plan change, ranging from light
planes, angles, to object
assessments and flood risk. I
expect the NCC to be leaders in
our city’s future, and to set the
tone, expertise, and a graduated
approach to change that is
progressive, and not rushed, and
to lead out with a vision for our
city.

3. I agree with the creation of
some kind of an Urban
development agency, to work on
such a planned approach for our
residential development, and a
planned approach to protect
heritage facades, areas, and
buildings. (There has to better
process than NCC releasing 100s
of pages, with high stakes for us
all – to which residents, such as
me, then have to feedback on).

Concerns on High Rise 
intensification and sunlight



1. I strongly reject the High-
Density Residential Zone. This
goes beyond what the
government’s intent appears to
be. It appears as if NCC has
suddenly moved from zero to
HDRZ. Without a strong sense of
what MD looks like, or could look
like. Intensification should be
done gradually and thoughtfully,
and be lead by design that
maintains neighbourhood
character and links to public
transport, cycleways, greenery,
play space and sustainable living. I
support a minimum of 2 storeys
on greenfield sites.

2. I am very much against so much
high rise, across our residential
areas, and up to 6 stories. While I
support intensification, however I
strongly disagree with 6 story
buildings. That would make our
city a dreary place, reduce sun and
space for plants and for people
who enjoy both, increase wind
being funnelled, create a
narrowness, and lack of sky. The
NCC wants to be encouraging and
leading in livable design, The NCC
images used to discuss 6 stories
are not ever 6 storey images. So
I’m distressed the plan allows for
so many buildings higher that Bett
Apartments
(which is not even 6 storeys).

3. I do not see local examples in
the plan of low rise that is well-
developed, so it is hard to
imagine, and the revised plan
should identify what the current
barriers are to this in Nelson. I ask
that the NCC present clear
information on how low rise
buildings might look, and ensure a
good proportion are also
affordable. Otherwise, why
bother? The NCC plan should
promote good examples, explore
why they’re not common now,
and inform us on ow they could
be well-devloped and livable.



4. The NCC has to avoid the risk
of creating any incentives for
people to only sell to a developer,
who’d then create high rise, which
would then would lead to
adjacent neighbours finding that
they had no choice but to do
likewise, because who’d buy a 1-2
storey place behind a 6 storey
place?Only a developer would do
that. I ask that the NCC can
anticipate these obvious risks and
perverse incentives.

5. The Plan includes some good
ideas that seem to retain sunlight
around a building’s sides and
rear, and privacy. But I can’t
comment on this in detail, except
the principle is vital to residents’
outlook.

6. I’d welcome creating incentives
or removing barrier for residents
to replace one large home with
multiple homes, as long as this
meets the daylight, sun, amenity
values as per Urban design

7. The Inner City requires a
coherent and proactive leadership
from the Council. I know it’s a
huge challenge and I encourage
boldness, vision and leadership.
The answer to our inner city
decline is not car parking, as the
years of free parking have proven.
I support NCC to be proactive in
creating disincentives and
limitations on unoccupied homes
for long periods. While also
creating financial disincentives to
inner city landlords who have
unoccupied buildings (street front
and first story).

8. Low rise density living may
support the vulnerable where it is
affordable, and I support NCC
working closely with Kainga ora
on this. Again, I encourage NCC
to lead in this.
Thank you
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