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Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 
Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Submiter: 

Full Name: Susan L Ware 

Address: 60 Mount St 

Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 0221774870 

Email: gecko@ts.co.nz 

Date: 30th October 2023 

I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade compe��on through this submission. 

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

Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its en�rety, but if it is not rejected then these are my points… 

1) The Plan Change 29 Process. I want to acknowledge…
a) That I have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its

suppor�ng documenta�on due to its size and complexity.
b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Sec�on 32 reports has not been made available

for residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer.
c) That I have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consulta�on by Council, with its

severe implica�ons towards the well-being of exis�ng rate paying residents enjoyment of
their proper�es, extremely stressful, very �me consuming and unnecessary.

d) That I have been put in a posi�on of hoping more qualified ci�zens than I, will make more
comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its
ratepaying residents.

e) That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous mee�ngs “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 in its en�rety, so they can formulate
and ar�culate a suitable response.

f) The severe lack of Trust between residents and Council has become significant given the
following:-
i) The PC29 submission �meframe was only extended from 27 to 56 working days because

of public pressure at 7th Sept public mee�ng.
ii) PC29 media engagement was only increased because of public pressure at 7th Sept public

mee�ng.
iii) Informa�on regarding the nega�ve impacts on exis�ng residents’ enjoyment of their

proper�es is not forthcoming in every interac�on with NCC members and staff. It is
‘Deceit by Omission’ and has required individuals to research PC 29 to find out these
aspects and share them with the wider public. Eg.
(1) Loss of winter sunlight with new recession planes.
(2) Loss of on street car parking with increased intensifica�on 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.

Received: 30/10/2023 
Sub No: S715
NDOCS-539570224-17730



(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residen�al dwellings around a boundary.
(6) Residen�al unit numbers per building can be increased on a ‘restricted discre�onary’

basis without no�fica�on or writen approval.
(7) Exaggerated popula�on forecasts.
(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14th Mee�ng.
(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.

(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 consulta�on.

2) Hearing Panel
a) I strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of its ‘biased’ public

percep�on following the vote on Councillor Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th

September Council mee�ng.
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.

3) NCC’s Popula�on forecasts
a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensifica�on and

growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�ons, but are over
inflated ‘home grown’ projec�ons that require the scale of intensifica�on to be greater than
those of Sta�s�cs NZ. I refer to the submission by Demographer, Dr Geoffrey Hayes.

b) When challenged, NCC staff and the Mayor, always refer to the wider Nelson-Tasman
regional growth, which is beyond the scope of PC29.
i) I ask the Council to use Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�on forecasts for Nelson, as

recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1
and amend its intensifica�on requirements accordingly.

4) Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.
a) Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with care. It is unlike

any other district in NZ. It includes a ‘Low Rise’ City with a collec�on of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have atracted people for genera�ons and been a cherished
holiday des�na�on for many New Zealanders.

b) Residen�al Neighbourhoods should be protected for future genera�ons to enjoy and new
developments though�ully designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood
basis to maintain the essence of their character.

c) We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essen�al part of the character of
the Inner City.

d) Contemporary Black Iron Clad Boxes, built only a few metres from 120-year-old Historic
Homes is completely out of character and lacks a long-term vision for maintaining the
atrac�on of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors. See atached photo (out of
character 1)

e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essen�al 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 essen�al part of the atrac�on of Nelson, which must all be considered during
developing the growth of Nelson.
i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protec�on for neighbourhoods beyond the

heritage buildings and precincts to that of areas of historic character value from the early
setlement years of Nelson and stop future ‘out of character’ developments.



ii) I ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA), as per the Nelson
Tasman 2050 proposal, (atached) to carefully guide growth and ac�vely facilitate the
emergence of cohesive urban neighbourhoods with a variety of high-quality housing
choices.

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 htps://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-altera�on/hea�ng-and-insula�on/energy-efficiency-and-hea�ng-your-
home/

c) I am unable to find a sec�on 32 report regarding the winter sunlight shading effects on
neighbouring proper�es. The daylight admission tes�ng in the B&A memorandum dated
15/3/23 are only about maximising building bulk and height to enable increased floor plates
at upper levels on a typical size sec�on, rather than any loss of sunlight and the shading
effects of a neighbour.

d) Shape Nelson Website provides misleading informa�on on ‘How PC29 could affect you’ with
no men�on of completely losing sunlight amenity with possible total shading over the winter
months. Quote:- “Daylight admission - the maximum allowable building height decreases as
the building gets closer to the side and rear boundaries, so that taller buildings leave space
for daylight to get to the neighbouring proper�es”.

e) All exis�ng 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 Hea�ng.
iv) Increased hea�ng costs, air pollu�on, carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a

large por�on of Nelson housing is old, with un-insulated walls and single glazing and
open fires were legislated out of use many years ago.

v) Reduc�on 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 addi�onal new (low rise) infill

improvements on their sec�on, with affordable addi�onal units that COULD be over
shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a mul�-
storey development next door at any �me in the future.

viii) NCC & TDC ‘Housing We’d Choose’ report dated June 2021 by M.e Consul�ng ranks
‘Sunny’ as the highest preference for housing choice in Nelson and yet PC29 will remove
that amenity from its exi�ng residents, without warning or compensa�on.
(1) I ask the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protec�on rules to all pre-

exis�ng proper�es, unless the owner gives writen approval to the contrary.
(2) I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para

RE2.3.i: The recep�on of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a cri�cal
component of residen�al amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is
vital for outdoor ac�vi�es such as gardening and recrea�on. 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

https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-property/building-and-alteration/heating-and-insulation/energy-efficiency-and-heating-your-home/
https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-property/building-and-alteration/heating-and-insulation/energy-efficiency-and-heating-your-home/
https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-property/building-and-alteration/heating-and-insulation/energy-efficiency-and-heating-your-home/


for daylight controls on all side and rear boundaries. The policy also applies to larger 
non-residen�al buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the 
daylight and sunlight received on a residen�al site should be no different whether or 
not the neighbour is residen�al. This philosophy applies whether the building is on 
an adjoining site or across a street. 

6) Privacy and Outlook
a) Privacy is a cri�cal 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 residen�al units [and their neighbours] have a
reasonable degree of privacy as well as encourage residen�al units to be orientated
towards the street or public open space’.

7) Intensifica�on
a) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residen�al Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping

with any exis�ng ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residen�al suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.
i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.
ii) I ask Council to apply no greater than new General Residen�al Zone equally across the

en�re Nelson district on the introduc�on of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight
Admission protec�on rules will apply to all pre-exis�ng proper�es, unless the owner
gives writen approval to the contrary.

b) I am strongly opposed to all new ‘Green Field’ developments being used for only single
storey dwellings as it is a complete underu�lisa�on of land that can accommodate increased
intensifica�on.
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.
c) Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not solve our

intensifica�on, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up a valuable housing
resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.
i) I ask Council to consider solu�ons to mi�gate against new-build empty holiday

apartments.
d) I oppose the increase of residen�al units beyond 4, as a restricted discre�onary ac�vity that

does NOT require no�fica�on and writen approval from neighbours.
i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires no�fica�on, to restrict large ‘out

of character’ accommoda�on blocks spanning mul�ple sec�ons, and taking up lots of on
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residen�al street, without warning.

e) Bigger older proper�es, could be beter u�lised and help with our growth if they were more
easily allowed to be divided into mul�-dwellings.

f) Building inner city apartments that offer an alterna�ve solu�on to ‘re�rement villages’, can
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘re�red’ occupants may also be less
likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.

g) 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.

h) Incen�vise rate paying residents to demolish or relocate their house in favour of replacing
more units on the same sec�on providing they comply with the suitable character or
heritage of the neighbourhood.



8) Progressively Phased Intensifica�on
a) Firstly, Inner City should be the star�ng place to have the most significant intensifica�on,

before forcing it onto the residen�al neighbourhoods, this can give more �me to complete a
beter design vision for our residen�al neighbourhoods.
i) I ask Council to make beter u�liza�on of Car Only spaces, by developing them into

shared spaces, with Accommoda�on overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Inner City
as Car only spaces. See atached photo (city area taken up by cars).

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 residen�al
ac�vity above ground floor level. It is expected that over �me, 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 intensifica�on.
i) I ask Council to nego�ate and/or incen�vise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less

essen�al land that can be beter used for accommoda�on.
c) Finally, the Residen�al 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 Residen�al Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over time, providing AP15
Daylight Admission Protec�on rules remain in force for exis�ng proper�es.

9) Intensifica�on in hazard zones
a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General Residen�al 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, affec�ng increasing areas of Nelson in
ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated with cau�on.

10) On-street carparking
a) Increased intensifica�on without providing off street carparking will result in significant

hazards to pedestrians and road users in some areas of Nelson where roads are extremely
narrow, with litle or no footpaths, no berms, high retaining walls, steep drop offs and no
turning spaces. Some of these roads are all much narrower than would be expected under
modern standards with some being barely a single vehicle wide.

b) On street parked cars, have also narrowed two-way roads down to single lane for two-way
access and forced parking on footpaths to become the ‘norm’.

c) Drivers must carefully share the roads with each other, cyclists and pedestrians, frequently
having to pause where there is available space to allow vehicles to pass. Some�mes this
requires driving over the kerb and onto footpaths.

d) In places trucks, including the weekly waste collec�on vehicles have to reverse quite long
stretches because of the lack of anywhere to turn.

e) In places, visibility of oncoming vehicles is also very poor and dangerous.
f) Driving up and reversing out of very steep driveways is challenging at best and poten�ally

unsafe.
g) Access for pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collec�on and Emergency Service

vehicles is difficult and unsafe.
h) Intensifica�on, without providing on-site car-parking in these narrow road access areas will

cause fracturing of neighbourly rela�ons and communi�es who live in these areas.
i) See atached photos (Mt St 1-6 and Konini St 1 & 2)



i) I strongly recommend that the Hearings Panel conduct a thorough site inspec�on of the
narrow streets of Nelson including, (but not limited to) Locking St, Mount St & Konini St,
including on foot.

ii) I ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’ as strongly
encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mi�gate against the issues of on-street
parking.

iii) I ask Council to use traffic calming solu�ons that do not lose on-street car parking
spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.

iv) I ask council to restrict more intensifica�on in the neighbourhoods with narrow and
hazardous road access to Standard Residen�al zoning for road user safety reasons.  Eg
(But not limited to:-) Mount St, Konini St, Locking St, Locking Tce, Northesk St (East) and
Renwick Place.

11) Social Housing
a) Significant care and aten�on must be considered with all social housing because there are

too many examples across the country where this has resulted in disharmony in
communi�es.

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 crea�ng new Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design
vision of Nelson.

ii) I would like to see a robust, longterm design process for housing density placement
rather than the infill-where-ever possible current scenario.

iii) I would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for an�social behaviour
that affects the exis�ng neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.

12) Infrastructure
a) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against future drought situa�ons with a greater

demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater popula�on.
b) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against the increased capacity requirements for

our waste water systems.
c) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against the increased capacity requirements for

storm water.

















Received: 30/10/2023 
Sub No: S717
NDOCS-539570224-17743





















































RMA Submission Form for 
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Page 1 of 8 

Return your submission by 4pm on 
Tuesday 19 September 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) 
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Submitter Details

Full Name* Mary Bernadette Gavin 
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Council Hearing* 
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at any hearings. 
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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 
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The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan Change that my submission relates to are as follows: 

Inner City and City Fringe 
Heritage 

Oppose the Plan Change 

My submission is*: 
See attached pp 1-5  
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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*: 
See attached pp 1-5 and  summary page 5  



Page 4 of 8 

Submission by Mary Gavin, QSO.         
I wish to be heard in support of my submission 
Statement: I  OPPOSE NRMP Plan Change 29 in its current form and REQUEST that it be withdrawn 
in total from the Annual Plan considerations for the following reasons:  

A. Public agitation. The unprecedented volume of feedback at public meetings and from social
media over the last 2 months has clearly demonstrated that there is strong public opinion
against many aspects.  This feedback is polarising and divisive at a time when our community
is already negatively impacted and fragmented by environmental, political, social and
economic misfortunes. It is very insensitive to inflame insecurity and entrenched factionalism in
the city at this time. 

B. Risk Tinkering with compromises developed from the submission process poses an unacceptable 
risk that the good features of PC29 will be rejected because they are bundled with adverse
outcomes.

C. Proven Flaws. Professional expertise shared at public meetings by demographic,
architectural, planning and heritage sectors have identified serious flaws in the information
informing and underpinning some key decisions in the Plan

D. Irresponsible spending for an interim response. NCC’s stated position is that Plan Change 29
is intended as an interim response as expressed in the Mayor’s Foreword to the document
and in PC29 S32 p 9. : Mayors Foreword – ‘Plan Change 29 is not a full plan review, rather it is
being progressed as an interim response while the Draft Whakamahere Whakatū Nelson
Plan (Nelson Plan) is on hold, in recognition that housing supply and affordability is a critical
issue within Nelson. A full plan review will be progressed once the new legislation, the Natural
and Built Environment Act (NBEA) and Spatial Planning Act (SPA) are in place. Content
originally developed for the draft Nelson Plan process has been picked up and incorporated
into the NRMP via proposed Plan Change 29’.. It is clear that this response to housing
shortages and unaffordability is inadequate to meet the stated aims and is a waste of
resources.

E. Political ambivalence. Plan Change 29 does not have unanimous support from the elected
Councillors as evidenced by the tightly contested Council vote on 14 September 2023 on the
motion to withdraw Plan Change 29, and instead consult on it as a draft. This was confirmed
in an email to me from Mayor Nick Smith on dated 12 September 2023 stated: It is my view in
hindsight that Council should have consulted on a draft form of  plan change.  Withdrawing
PC29 is an  opportunity for NCC to take prompt, decisive and  courageous action to reassure 
citizens that they have been heard and understood and that their time and potentially a great deal 
of ratepayer money will not be wasted in defending the indefensible through a lengthy legislative 
process.

Request to Council - withdraw Plan Change 29 from the current Annual Plan submission process.  
Statement: In the event that PC29 is not withdrawn as a consequence of this public consultation 
process, I wish to submit on the following issues and to make 7 supplementary requests to Council : 

1. I oppose the regulations within the High Density Residential Zone (HRZ) and DO16.1.1ii,
Chapter 8, Inner City Fringe if they allow buildings up to 22 metres in the inner-city
precinct.

https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/nelson-plan
https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/nelson-plan


Page 5 of 8 

At the public meeting held at NCMA on Wednesday October 4th, Mayor Smith, in response to 
question said that the new zoning would allow buildings up to 8 storeys high  and that he would 
welcome this.  I was unable to reference the source for this in PC29 Chapter 8 or in Chapter 5 DO16. 
However, the  consequences of such building intensification would completely ruin the character of 
inner city Nelson for both retailers and residents. Sunlight angles are already crucial especially for 
the hospitality sector where the few cafes which have outdoor seating in the sun have significant 
advantages over those whose sun is blocked, as is acknowledged in  Chapter 8 IC2.1   

PC29 data sources appear to have disregarded previous and current plans and strategies, all of which 
had hundreds of hours of community voluntary input,  such as City for all Ages [2021] ;Thematic 
Historic Overview of Nelson, [2011]; Taonga Tuku Iho Strategy [2022-2032]; Heart of Nelson Strategy 
[2008] . Many of the proposals are in direct conflict with the findings of these reports  which 
emphasise values of  inter-connectedness, accessibility, communal spaces, holistic and integrated 
planning perspectives etc.  

It is noted that PC2 emphasises exceptions and exclusions and is clearly restricted to planning for the 
built environment only. Although in the innercity precinct the effects of new development on the 
heritage values of adjacent scheduled heritage buildings  will require resource consent as a 
restricted discretionary activity,  the Mayor’s response sends a clear message that those exercising 
the discretion may not prioritise heritage values over commercial ones.  
1.a Request to Council – reconsider the maximum height allowances for the inner city precinct
alongside former and current reports and proposals for the area

2. I oppose any PC29 changes which are  based on unsubstantiated, incorrect or debunked
assumptions about which demographic groups favour or need housing intensification

Despite the provisions outlined in RE2i and RE2.3, the social engineering inherent in unchallenged 
generalised statements about potential advantages is dangerous e.g  Encouraging people to live 
close to commercial centres, amenities and places of employment, can reduce demands on energy 
use for commuting and a reliance on private vehicles for transport. 

I am in the 70+ age group and live on the 4th floor of a high rise apartment in Trafalgar Square, being 
the southern extremity of the Inner City Zone.  The assumption that this would be a preferred 
housing option for those of an age to downsize is flawed and is also not a viable financial option for 
many. Many of my peers do not want to live in accommodation in the inner city where the building’s 
essential security features can also pose barriers to easy parking, informal visiting, neighbourhood 
coherence and the spontaneous interactions which reduces isolation and loneliness. Access to the 
drab and sparse inner city facilities is currently not a drawcard as NCC recognise themselves (Nelson 
Mail 30/10/2023). Reversing this complex situation of Nelson’s inner city decline is not achieved by 
quick fix regulatory tweaks.   
PC29 appears to have ignored the recent research results from the excellent Housing We’d Choose 
study conducted by m.e consulting in 2021 to help inform the NPS-UD. The study sampled 600 
residents in the private and rental market in  Nelson-Tasman. The highest ranking preferences in all 
the surveys were consistently for accommodation that was sunny with a freehold title. This is 
reflects the recurring theme for all housing reports about the need for warm dry homes. Sunlight in 
homes is strongly aligned with warmth and also with triggering serotonin, essential for balanced 
mental health.  
Although Nelson is renowned for its sunshine hours, the nature of multi-level apartment living is that 
individual units very seldom have a 360 degree aspect, thus compromising access to sunlight for 
significant parts of the day. Neighbouring buildings 22 metres high cast a very long shadow.   
The data showing projected population growth which will lead to housing pressures must also be 
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more closely examined as proved by Dr G Hayes in his submission to PC29. 
2.a Request to Council – review decisions based on outdated or non-scientific demographic data.

1. I oppose Cancellation of the Heritage Project Fund grants scheme as part of the 2023-24
Annual Plan.

This cancellation means property owners can no longer apply to the Council for a grant to maintain, 
repair, restore, stabilise or to procure advice and work for seismic strengthening of heritage 
buildings, objects and sites of heritage value. This decision is contradictory to the concurrent 
statement in  PC29 Section 32 Evaluation report p248 statement  The Building Act requires local 
authorities to ensure that buildings are safe, promote physical independence and wellbeing. A key 
heritage management challenge, therefore, relates to the need to achieve a balance between 
recognising and managing the values associated with historic heritage, and providing for their 
ongoing use, care, and retention.   

This contradiction between stated policy and actions shows a lack of support from rate-payer 
elected representatives that is both cynical and counter-productive. 

3.a Request to Council – restore the Heritage Project Fund grants scheme

2. I OPPOSE the  adoption of Option 2 in Table 48  on page 255 of the Evaluation report
Amending the heritage criteria, and updating the heritage schedule on the grounds that the
revised heritage register in NRMP Appendix 1 contains inaccuracies and insufficient
research, possibly constrained by budget and COVID limitations.

 I SUPPORT the adoption of Option 1 i.e the  retention of Status Quo, 

The claim in the Evaluation report p 255 that the significance of all scheduled heritage items and 
precincts within scope of PC29 have been reassessed against the updated criteria and their heritage 
values documented is confusing and outdated. Assessment of most properties were done by  HPC, Dr 
A McEwan remotely in 2018 and some revised updated in 2002, also apparently remotely.  
My concern extends to many aspects of PC29 Appendix 1, especially the recommendations in 
Section AP3I , and Section 24 of the Evaluation report. The stated  purpose of the changes is 
contradicted by some of the potential outcomes.  e.g p248 references  ‘heritage values’  as in The 
community needs information about the nature and extent of built heritage, including what heritage 
values they hold, in order to make informed decisions relating to appropriate subdivision, use and 
development. However, the discussion of heritage values in AP3I is interchanged with an criteria of 
significance to recommend deletion from the register and it does not appear that a heritage 
conservator has contributed to the information informing Plan Change 29.  
Heritage is an essential part of the Nelson’s cultural values. Preserving, promoting and fostering 
community identity and connection with evidence of the past within the existing landscapes is 
essential. It reflects the way our stories become histories. Therefore heritage protection and 
conservation principles, processes and practices need to be applied to ensure that change protects 
identified heritage values. I found working through Appendix 1 of NRMP confusing and in places 
contradictory and some of the recommendations of AP3I were short-sighted and premature. This 
may well have been because data quoted was not always comprehensively or coherently extracted 
from its source.  
4.a Request to Council – Adopt Option 1 i.e the retention of Status Quo and allow time for a full
review and reconsideration of the classifications in PC29 – S32 Report Appendix 3I.
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1. I Oppose Deletion of the AP 23 Design guide and rules for Wakefield Quay and the deletion
of specific properties along Wakefield Quay from the NRMP register.

Section 32 Evaluation report  p 253  reads: ‘Wakefield Quay Precinct Wakefield Quay Precinct is not a 
heritage precinct, but it is identified as an area with special qualities that is suited to multi-level 
development if done in such a way as to protect these qualities. This effectively makes the Wakefield 
Quay Precinct a character area in the NRMP. The concept of Character Areas has not yet been 
properly worked through as a clear tool for either the NRMP or the draft Nelson Plan. As such, PC29 
proposes to remove the Wakefield Quay Precinct as there is insufficient evidence to support retaining 
Wakefield Quay as a character area. 
This very weak rationale,  based on the absence of a definition for ‘Character Areas’, makes very 
shameful reading in a city whose names, street names, keys vistas etc honour martime history;  a 
seafront which is rich in pre-European and colonial  stories; and a leading contemporary industries 
with reputations for excellence in the maritime and aquaculture industries.  
In recommending the deletion of some Wakefield Quay properties from Appendix 1, Dr A McEwan 
cites changes such as fenestration and enclosing of verandas which compromise the authenticity of 
the building. This denial of ‘authenticity’ is a denial of the stories which these adaptive changes tell 
about the aspirational pattern of settlement in the town, the population expansion, growing 
prosperity and our predecessors’ increased access to new housing materials and technologies. This 
silencing of our forebears is unacceptable.  
5.a Request to Council - Reverse any decisions relating to Wakefield Quay deletions  pending a
more comprehensive review of  planning for this area.

1. I Oppose the deletion from the NRMP heritage register of the following cairns and markers
listed in Appendix 3I, namely:

Dun Mountain Railway Memorial, road reserve opposite 130 Brook Street 
Nelson Haven 1841 landing memorial, 176 Haven Road 
Smith memorial, Maitai Valley Road, Nelson [near Smith’s Ford] 
Wakefield 1841 landing stone, Rocks Road [opp Richardson Street], Nelson 

These markers were all erected by volunteers after extensive research and tell significant stories 
about pre-European and colonial history. If they are removed from the register, it disrespects 
those who stories are commemorated and removes any requirement for the markers to be 
preserved,  incorporated within or re-sited close by to  new developments on the sites.  

6.a Request to Council – Reinstate the 4 cairns and markers listed in Appendix 3I

2. I Oppose the Deletion of Appendix 8 and 8.1 being the Church Hill View Shaft Overview  and
AP8.1 location

The rationale for this deletion is hard to comprehend as a professional planning statement as it 
claims the view is already compromised by trees.  Deciduous trees at spaced out intervals surely 
cannot be compared with the solid obstructions of buildings. If this iconic viewshaft is lost by the 
removal of protection or negligence in enforcing regulations, it will be an irretrievable loss and a 
serious dereliction of duty of care by NCC.   
7.a Request to Council – reinstate Appendix 8 and 8.1 in NRMP

Summary of Requests to Council in respect of Plan Change 29: 
Primary Request  - withdraw Plan Change 29 from the current Annual Plan submission process. 
Supplementary Requests: 
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1.a Reconsider the maximum height allowances for the inner city precinct alongside former and
current reports and proposals for the area
2.a Review decisions based on outdated or non-scientific demographic data.
3.a Restore the Heritage Project Fund grants scheme
4.a Adopt Option 1 i.e the retention of Status Quo and allow time for a full review and
reconsideration of the classifications in PC29 – S32 Report Appendix 3I.
5.a Reverse any decisions relating to Wakefield Quay deletions  pending a more comprehensive
review of planning for this area.
6.a Reinstate the 4 cairns and markers listed in Appendix 3I
7.a Reinstate Appendix 8 and 8.1 in NRMP
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Date:  30th October 2023 

I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade compe��on through this submission. 
I DO NOT WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

I understand we must prepare for increased residents making the NCC rated area, as their future 
homes.  What an opportunity this is to “get it right” for future residents, however,  without fully 
discussing with exis�ng residents I reject PC 29 in its en�rety, but if it is not rejected then these are 
my points. 

1) Hearing Panel
I ask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14th vote.  Yes the 2 Councillors
appointed presumably have the qualifica�ons, but they have both voted FOR PC29.  Balance is key.
2) NCC’s Popula�on forecasts
I ask the Council to use Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�on forecasts, as recommended by the NPSUD
Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend its intensifica�on
requirements accordingly.
3) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

a) Sunlight is a CRITICAL part of life and the reason many new New Zealanders and New
Zealanders alike, choose to live in Nelson.
b) All exis�ng houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be

subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29.

4) Intensifica�on
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i) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residen�al Zone.  I ask Council to remove HDRZ
from the plan completely.

ii) I ask Council to apply the new General Residen�al Zone equally across the en�re
Nelson district on the introduc�on of PC29.

5) On-street carparking
Increased intensifica�on will result in more on-street car parking and the narrow streets of
Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collec�on
and Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly rela�ons and
communi�es.

6) Social Housing
a) Significant care and aten�on must be considered with all social housing because there are

too many examples across the country where this has resulted in disharmony in
communi�es.

b) High density living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy outcomes for
all concerned.   Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be rewarded
in the long run, with less support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services,
Police and Social Services.

Thank you for this opportunity of presen�ng some of my concerns about our litle city. 
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