






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

Submitter No. S304

Submitter Name Cameo Capital 

Submitter Company/Group Name Cameo Capital

Submitter is contact Yes

Email dylanmenzies@gmail.com

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

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

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points

Documents included with submission

Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Entire Plan
Change

General
support

Support Intensification of nelson needs to
occur in strategic locations for the
benefit of housing and private
development to encourage positive
progression of the area

I support the proposed
decision for intensification
of residential and
commercial

None
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NDOCS-539570224-18383
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Online submission
This is a submission that was made online via the Council's website.

Submitter No. S308

Submitter Name Michael Potter

Submitter first name Michael

Submitter middle name David

Submitter surname Potter

Submitter is contact Yes

Email mikeoranne@gmail.com

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

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

Residential
Zones

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Support in part Intensification is desperately needed to protect arable land in Tasman and the surrounds of Nelson. Nelson
South provides good access to the hospital and medium density housing would allow our aging population
to have better affordable housing closer to medical needs. Stoke village is already used by a growing number
of people with physical disabilities and health conditions. As the population grows and ages there will be
greater demand for better access and affordable housing within walking distance of the village.

Development of Medium Density Zones for Stoke and South Nelson will take many years as infrastructure
investment is required. We are genuinely concerned about the lack of certainty around the timing and
provision of upgraded services for sewerage, stormwater and water with aging 300mm pipes for stormwater
in the proposed areas. Given the stormwater constraints we do not think it unreasonable for hydraulic
neutrality to be a requirement where infrastructure upgrades would otherwise preclude development.

We would like the plan to specifically
require hydraulic neutrality for new
development in medium density areas
where the stormwater is aging. The
consenting process should recognise
initiatives such as storm vaults (onsite
detention) in medium density
development proposals.

mailto:mikeoranne@gmail.com


Residential
Zones

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Support in part We ask that developments meeting
Lifemark Level 4 standards or higher
be incentivised in Nelson on a similar
basis to current incentives in
Wellington.
https://wellington.govt.nz/community-
support-and-r....

We can not see any evidence of
engagement with disabled people
groups in our reading of Plan Change
29 and ask that this be prioritised and
a plan for accessibility similar to
Tauranga be developed to support
Plan Change 29.

We (my wife and I) support the proposed Medium Density Zones and plan changes. We are however 
concerned that the requirements for 'micro-mobility' on sites that do not have vehicle access to a site, 
including step free options (D1/D2) as specified in NZS 4121 design for access and mobility) do not go far 
enough to meet the needs of an aging population including increased physical and sensory disabilities.
Under the Building Act 2004, Medium Density currently does not require lift access for 3 level dwellings unless 
50 people or more reside on the 3rd floor of multi-unit site. We would like to see Council put aside funding to 
incentivise developers who utilise Universal Design Standards to Level 4 or higher, as is already the case in 
Wellington.
Universal Design Standards are legislated in Ireland, London (for social and public housing), Norway (for both 
public buildings and residential housing) and other jurisdictions. In Australia the Federal Building Code change 
in September 2022 is based on Universal Building Design Standards in recognition of a population that is 
aging and has more disabilities. Incentivising the use of Universal Design Standards gives developers a reason 
to build housing more suited to the needs of Nelson's future population and support Plan Change 29 to grow 
resilient communities.
Universal Design Standards enable people to age in their homes, as a house can be readily adapted to meet 
the needs of a change in mobility or loss of health, for example wet area bathroom with a shower seat and rails 
in the case of a stroke or cancer. Housing modifications in a home without Universal Design Standards are 
typically over 15% of the original cost. Additionally they take longer, with occupants having to move out of the 
home for an extended period, all of which adds additional costs and stress on top of reduced wellbeing 
outcomes.
We believe Plan Change 29 could go further, requiring all lower floor apartments and single storey housing to 
comply with universal design standards using design guides as a minimum starting point.
The burden of not using Universal Design is particularly acute in Social Housing, Public Housing and rented 
accommodation where tenure is not guaranteed, choices are scarce and government/social housing providers 
face increased costs to do modifications. Incentivising Universal Design will have long term benefits for Nelson, 
with reduced burden on health services and increased well-being of residents contributing to a thriving and 
resilient community.
1. Lifemark https://www.lifemark.co.nz/official-star-rating/
https://www.lifemark.co.nz/case-studies/miles-construction-incorporating-cost-neutral-universal-desi
gn-new- builds/
2. Census 2018 found a higher proportion of people in Nelson and Marlborough (7.3%) were disabled,
while Tasman matched the national average (6.5%). According to Whaikaha of New Zealanders aged 65+
years, 59 percent are disabled. The three most common impairments New Zealanders experience relate
to mobility (13 percent), hearing (9 percent) and agility (7 percent). pp44 of Whaikaha's Annual
Report https://www whaikaha govt nz/about us/corporate publications/annual report 2022 2023/.
3. Australia’s new building code September 2022 was ratified by Queensland
https://www.epw.qld.gov.au/about/initiatives/modern-homes/modern-homes-standards
4. London Plan p 132. https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/the_london_plan_2021.pdf

5, HUD Rapid Review- Housing
https://www.hud.govt.nz/assets Uploads/Documents/FINAL-Report_Rapid-Review-for-LTIB-1-3.pdf 
pp51-58- lack of universal design housing catering to needs of an aging and disabled population

https://wellington.govt.nz/community-support-and-resources/community-support/funding/council-funds/environmental-and-accessibility-performance-fund
https://wellington.govt.nz/community-support-and-resources/community-support/funding/council-funds/environmental-and-accessibility-performance-fund


Residential
Zones

Other Oppose in part

6. Resilience- MSD and HUD

https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/statistics/covid-19/
community-resilience.pdf
pp 14. “Any community resilience initiatives need to engage with disabled people in the community and involve 
people with disabilities throughout the planning process” (Roth 2018)

HUD = resilience and climate change
https://kaingaora.govt.nz/urban-development-and-public-housing/industry-hub/building-resilient-communities/

7. Tauranga has a plan for accessibility for an aging population- Nelson just has guidelines?
https://www.tauranga.govt.nz/Portals/0/data/council/strategies/files/accessible-tauranga-aip-working-draft-v3.pdf

8. Marlborough Sustainable Housing Trust – has experience in housing for an aging population
https://www.housingtrust.org.nz

Kay Saville-Smith argues that Universal Design doesn’t require more space.
https://www.housingtrust.org.nz/news-items/pdf/Build128_Pg50-51_SavilleSmith.pdf

9. Other papers on building community

https://www.csh.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/IL_Toolkit_Model_SingleSite.pdf (search ‘common space’, also 
engages with disability) 

Happy City (2020). Designed to engage: Policy recommendations for promoting sociability in multi-family housing 
design. https://admin.happycities.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Designed-to-Engage-report.pdf

Kuo, F. E., Sullivan, W. C., Coley, R. L., & Brunson, L. (1998). Fertile ground for community: Inner-city 
neighborhood common spaces. American Journal of Community Psychology, 26(6), 823-851. https://
www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/City_Arborist/Fertile_Ground_for_Community.pdf 

Micromobility Access

AP11.7.5.i

Change "mobility users access needs
to be provided"

to mobility users access needs "must"
be provided.

Medium and high density housing should meet the test of building community resilience including 
participation for people with disabilities and/or long term health conditions.  With an aging population  
designs for the built environment should enable all residents to visit each other and not be disabled by poor 
design. Building more accessible homes with a wide range of design features is crucial if housing choice is to 
become a reality for everyone, including disabled people, in Nelson. 



Entire Plan
Change

General
support

Support in part Residential access points for disabled people should not be a health hazard or barrier for disabled people and
/or people with long term health conditions. As a wheelchair user, lower to the ground, immunity
compromised and with less choices for access, I should not have to travel through secondary smoke to enter
a residence.

AP11.7.5

Micromobility access

The design of this access should:

Add

Be designated a non smoking area.

https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/98/0/0/1/132
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/98/0/0/1/132










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 

Full Name: Diane Rose 

Email: dianerose9@gmail.com 
Signature of Submitter: 

Date: 31/10/2023 

I could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
I wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its entirety, but if it is not rejected then these are my submission points: 

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, 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 dairy). 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 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 

Received: 31/10/2023 
Sub No: S312
NDOCS-539570224-17891



will increase the potential severity of future slips on the Tahunanui Hills. The proposed HDZ in the 
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”  

There is an instability hazard overlay on 8 of the properties out of the 44 in the new proposed HDZ for 
Tahunanui Hills. This includes 4 Tamaki Street, 113 and 111 Tahunanui Drive, and 13, 15, 17, 23 and 
19 Tosswill Rd. Beca’s 2022 report on slope instability said that damage observed along these old 
sea wall slopes post-August 2022 indicate they pose an elevated risk due to over-steepened slope 
profile and weathering. 

Furthermore, all of the properties covered by the proposed HDZ (including our house) have a 
condition (Condition 1) on their property title with the Council. Condition 1 is on the NCC NRMP 
register and states that the land may be of suspect stability and conditions must be in place including 
geotechnical reports for any developments. This has resulted in geotechnical reports being completed 
where property owners have undertaken development. Geotechnical reports have recognised the 
instability of the steep hill and required extensive foundations and work even for single story buildings. 
The proposed hazard overlays for slope stability do not include these Condition 1 properties but that 
does not mean there is no risk now especially with higher intensity of rainfall and intensification of the 
land. 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, such as at Tosswill Road 
where slips have blocked Tosswill Road several times (see Figure 1 attached to this submission). 
Many owners have geotechnical reports that show areas unsuitable for building and where remedial 
action may be needed.  

Dr M. R. Johnston Consulting Geologist (report produced in 2018) recommends that all developments 
in hill areas other than minor structures and earthworks involving cut and fill faces less than 1m in 
height and thickness and/or fill comprising no more than 3m3, on sloping ground be subject to 
geotechnical input so as to minimise the risk of slope instability: 

“It is recommended that the Hill area is requiring geotechnical assessment or Geotechnical 
assessment requirements for hillsides… 

One specific geotechnical condition is C418 that applies to the abandoned sea cliff that 
extends along the former waterfront from Annesbrook to Tahunanui. These cliffs are cut in 
relatively weak rock whose stability is decreasing as weathering progresses. The areas 
referred to in C418 could be, subject to a revision of its boundaries, incorporated into a slope 
risk overlay” 

We developed our Tamaki Street section 27 years ago. We had a geotechnical report prepared due to 
the potential instability of the hill. Our report showed that only part of the section was deemed suitable 
for building. The unsuitable land is now in trees that support the hillside. We have observed in dry 
weather large cracks on the dirt and grass around our house and other houses on the hill (see 
Figures 2 and 3 attached to this submission). We have cracks in our concrete and in neighbours 
concrete due to movement on the hill. 



During our 36 years of living in Tamaki Street, we have experienced a number of high rainfall events 
where access to our home has been cut off after slips have occurred on both sides of Tosswill Road 
and on Tamaki Street. On one occasion we stood up to our knees in muddy slip mud and debris 
helping a neighbour trying unsuccessfully to divert a slip going through their basement. We have often 
watched water pour down steep Tamaki Street after a storm. We have observed weeping 
coming through new seal in lower Tamaki Street from small springs after heavy rain.  As stated in the 
Johnston report while some springs on the Tahunanui hills have been intercepted by the stormwater 
system, their distribution is widespread and not all have been controlled, this is certainly my 
experience  Seismic activity combined with a storm event in a high-density area could be a disaster as 
mentioned in several reports on the Tahunanui slump. 

Zoning areas on the Tahunanui Hills HDZ with no resource consent mean that existing stormwater 
systems which are already compromised and frequently overflow contributing to slips on the Hills will 
not be required to be upgraded by the developer as part of a considered resource consent process.  
The impact from the additional development without the developers having to contribute to upgrading 
overall stormwater could be disastrous for existing residents. 

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. 

The Beca Report on slope stability zones (dated 9/12/2021) recommended future work for land 
earmarked for future development as follows (underlines added): 

1. The physical extent of the slope instability overlay may additionally be expanded to
include areas of interest outside those included in this study, such as land earmarked
for future development.

2. The overlay set out in the Beca report has been prepared from desk study only.
refinement of the instability and run-out zones may be completed from field mapping.
This step may be applicable for developed areas on land particularly prone to
landslides and/or land earmarked for future development.

3. Report does not identify full extent of areas impacted by slope instability across
hillslopes

4. Risk assessments require additional considerations, including likelihood of slope
failure and the potential consequences to a particular element at risk. Neither of these
are considered in our susceptibility overlay given its primary purpose is to inform the
need for further geotechnical assessment.

5. Does not show deep seated failures (i.e. Tāhunanui Slump), nor areas of hill creep.
The maximum downslope extent of solid debris difficult to determine.

6. Tāhunanui - An extensive scarp formed along the head scarp of the Tāhunanui slump
core below Princes Drive. Deep seated movement impacting multiple residential
properties was recorded in this area. Shallow slope failures were additionally
observed along the abandoned sea cliff along Tāhunanui Drive and near Port Nelson

As set out in the report above the study to identity the hazard overlays was a desktop study only and 
there is likely other areas on the Tahunanui hill not yet part of the hazard overlay impacted by slope 
instability. As the report it a desktop study it also does not show the deep seated failures like the 
Tahunanui Slump.  

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. Traffic

The Tāhunanui Hills is serviced by narrow, winding streets which in our opinion are inappropriate to 



service high traffic volumes. NCC recently installed speed bumps along Tosswill Road to slow down 
traffic which uses this road as a thoroughfare to and from Nelson City. The road is very narrow and 
from our time living here, we have seen a number of incidents and near misses due to the narrow 
winding nature of the road where cars often cross the centre line. In addition, accessing Tāhunanui 
Drive from Tosswill Road can be very difficult and dangerous and would need significant upgrading 
before this scale of development could be accommodated on the hill. We consider that the potential 
traffic produced by high-density development in this area has not been considered in enough detail as 
to whether it is appropriate. The same is likely for other infrastructure provisions to the area, such as 
Three Waters servicing. There are a number of reoccurring slip zones onto Tosswill Rd that make it 
even more dangerous. 

HDZ does not require access to parking spaces. This may be sensible in inner city living however, 
HDZ will aspirate the already often hazardous and limited on street car parking on the Tahuananui 
Hills if permitted. 

4. Sunlight and Shading Effects

Sunlight is an essential part of living in Nelson and why we chose to live on the Tāhunanui Hills.  
Our house has been built for the sun and for the garden to receive sun.  It will be subjected to the loss 
of sunlight by neighbouring intensification with the following possible effects:  

• All 5 edges of our property could have 6 story high apartments one metre from the
boundary completely enclosed our property in a very high box of buildings. This could
compromise our health.

• Hill properties like ours already have additional shading issues directly from the hill which
is another reason for not having high density development on hills.

• The lack of sunlight could result in existing homes becoming dark and damp with
associated mould and mildew.

• Our house could lose property value if it is surrounded on all sides by apartments. We still
have a mortgage so there will be increased financial stress if this is to occur.

• Privacy and outlook is a critical part of enjoying a property.

5. 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. 

We have counted the large trees in the Tāhunanui Hill high density zone and there are approximately 
1200 trees over 6 metres in height. They form part of the green garden canopy. There are direct 
benefits for maintaining and increasing leaf area index, or green spaces, in our suburb particularly 
with climate change increasing temperatures and heat extremes. Access to green spaces leads to an 
improvement in mental and physical wellbeing. Trees help with air pollution. They also play a vital role 
in storing and filtering water which helps prevent slips on the hill.  

Trees provide a habit for our native birds, thus improving biodiversity in our urban setting. The 
Tāhunanui community has actively been killing rats and we now have established communities of 
Weka, Tui, Kereru and Piwakawaka. We see these birds every day on our property. Their habit could 
be destroyed with high density development. Most Tāhunanui Hill residents have productive gardens 
with fruit and nut trees and vegetables which will no longer be viable with the shading.  

6. Recreation

Tamaki Street is one of the steepest streets in New Zealand and it has over 400 steps at the top to 
Princess Drive. Many walkers, runners, tourists and locals walk daily from the bottom of Tamaki Street 
up the hill for fitness, well-being and to enjoy the peaceful beautiful view down the hill to the sea. We 
estimate around 100 walkers a day walk up and down Tamaki Street. They enjoy the established 



gardens and birdlife. 6 storey apartments would reduce the number of birds, the trees and the views 
and peacefulness will be severely compromised.  This city walking trail could be lost because of  
shading from the 6 storey apartments , reduced access caused by parking and traffic from the 
buildings.  

7. 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. 
This does not solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up our 
valuable housing resource.  

We are opposed to new ‘green field’ developments being used for only single storey dwellings as it is 
a complete underutilisation of land that can accommodate increased intensification without affecting 
existing suburbs. The inner city should be the starting place for the most significant intensification 
before moving onto existing residential neighbourhoods.  

Submission Point 2: The Plan Change 29 Process 

In our opinion, the PC29 process needs to be paused and reevaluated before progressing to the 
hearing stage. This is for the following reasons: 

• We have found the lack of early public engagement and consultation on Plan Change 29
extremely stressful. For example, we will be severely affected by our property in the
Tāhunanui Hills being zoned high density with 6 story apartments potential on 5 sides of
our  property. We only found out about the plan change by chance through a family member.
There was no letter or email from the Nelson City Council. When we questioned this we were
told we should have read the Nelson Evening Mail and we should have been looking on the
Nelson City Council website. We have still received nothing by email or letter from the Council
about the proposed change plan to our property.

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

• The forecasts used by NCC for population growth which have informed the intensification
requirements are not Statistics NZ medium projections.

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. 

Diane Rose 



Figure 1: This property in Tosswill Road will be zoned high density suitable for 6 story apartments. 
The property has regular slips and has 2 hazard slip overlays 



Figure 2: Trees plants on unstable land on Tamaki Street  

Figure 3: Cracks in pathing at our Tamaki Street property 



























Submission - pc 29 Nelson City Council 

Evan Thomas 

8 Russell Street 

Nelson 

027 747 0868 

sueandevanthomas@gmail.com 

PC 29 - submission on heritage precinct guide 

I submit that the Russell Street heritage precinct guide completed in 

August 2023 by Heritage Consultancy Services is not fit for purpose 

because it is incorrect, impractical and inaccurate. 

I request that the Russell Street heritage precinct guide be rewritten by 

someone who is a qualified planner, designer and preferably with an 

architecture degree who has knowledge of Russell Street, its quirks, 

foibles and difficulties as well as its charm. 

I wish to speak to my submission at a public hearing. 

I will not gain any advantage in trade competition through my 

submission. 

Received: 19/10/2023 
Sub No: S320 
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(2) ET 

PC plan change 29 - heritage precinct 

Submission of Evan Thomas relating to Russell Street heritage precinct 
guidelines written by Heritage Consultancy Services and dated 11 August 
2023. | am a licensed building practitioner and have restored one cottage in 
Russell Street and been a consultant on the restoration of another. | have 
also restored three other Victorian cottages, two nearby in Haven Road and 
one over the hill and down in the Washington Valley side of Russell Street. 

I submit that the heritage precinct guidelines written by Heritage 
Consultancy Services are inaccurate and not fit for purpose. 

| request that the guidelines be rewritten by a qualified planner or 
designer who has knowledge of the street and can do a more accurate 
set of guidelines. | understand that the person who completed the 
guidelines has no qualifications as an architect nor as a planner nor as 
a designer and query how she was contracted to undertake work she 
apparently is not qualified to do. It is essential that the guidelines are 
clear and robust and able to be easily adhered to by the succession of 
out of town planners who are employed by Nelson City Council who 
may be highly qualified but have little or no Nelson institutional 
knowledge. 

The photo of several cottages in the Russell Street precinct introduction 
compiled by Heritage Consultancy Services and dated 2015 is ironic - it 
shows 5 cottages but the two in the foreground have been removed from the 
NCC heritage register by Heritage Consultancy Services based on incorrect 
and inaccurate research and omissions. 

Due to the lack of research done by Heritage Consultancy Services the report 
is incorrect on two counts in stating that numbers 8 and 11 are the oldest 
extant houses both dating from the 1870s. Due to a complete lack of 
research on 11 Russell Street the report writer has failed to acknowledge that 
number 11 is in fact the oldest building in the street, it is a cottage built in 
1853 by George Powney White, the clerk of the Provincial Council. Because 
the report writer could not see the cottage from the street she removed it from 
the heritage register stating it had little of no architectural significance - 
despite it being virtually untouched in its 170 year existence. She is also 
incorrect on the date of number 8 - had proper research been done and if the 
report writer had not morphed two people of a similar name into one person 
and come to a completely incorrect conclusion she may have discovered that



Qe 
the original cottage at 8 Russell Street was in fact built in 1855 and not the 
1870s. 

The author also quotes the 1991 publication titled Historic Russell Street but 
fails to acknowledge that a great deal of that information written in that book 
is incorrect because it was done in a huge rush by some residents in order to 
obtain a monetary grant for publication from the 150th Nelson Anniversary 
trust but mainly to push the council into establishing a heritage precinct after 
council permitted a period cottage to be demolished and two hideous modern 
flats to be built. The authors of the book - both those who are now deceased 
and those who are still alive acknowledge that not sufficient research was 
done and in the days pre-internet, research was slow and difficult and they 
simply did not have the time, knowledge or skill to carry out accurate research 
or do any checking. 

It appears that the report writer has failed to read any of her individual 
property reports because she contradicts herself a great deal. An example of 
that is in the heritage guidelines. It is stated that most of the buildings are 
single storey but in the individual property reports many are described as 
Storey and a half when they are not. 

It appears that the guideline writer has not visited Russell Street because it 
States ‘off street parking cannot always be provided and parking requirements 
within this precinct may be flexible. When there is room to erect a garage on 
site it should be located at the rear of the property were possible.’ No one 
who has actually visited Russell Street and viewed the topography would 
write such nonsense. Russell Street is at the bottom of a valley with steep 
hillsides on both sides of the street. The cottages with the exception of 
number 11 have all been built near the footpath because a building site has 
been levelled on each section at the bottom of the slope. It would be 
impossible to build a garage at the rear of any property - it would be a 
physical impossibility due to the fact that many of the cottages are so close 
together there would not be space to have a driveway as well as being a 
geological and financial impossibility. Very few cottages have any parking 
and there is a constant battle between the occupants of the upper stretch 
near the top of Russell Street when they park partly on the footpath to allow 
one lane of traffic and the NCC parking wardens who come and ticket their 
vehicles.
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In RS 3.3 Materials and Detailing 

It states ‘the retention or restitution of decorative detailing is preferred to the 
replication of features’ 
This shows the guide writer has little or no experience in building with timber - 
all of the properties are over 100 years old and built with untreated wood. 
Untreated wood has a very limited lifespan depending on what type of wood it 
is and how dry and well maintained it is. Replication of features is absolutely 
essential for the restoration of any of the Russell Street properties and it 
should be encouraged to mirror what was there originally. 

Under the RS.4 Performance Guidelines section it is stated that the 
scheduled heritage buildings in Russell Street are the defining elements of 
the precinct. If only that was true but Heritage Consultancy Services have in 
one fell swoop randomly removed 12 of those properties including the oldest 
cottage from the heritage register. Heritage Consultancy Services have 
completely omitted to classify one property. 

In the first part of the guidelines showing photos of three of the heritage 
cottages (two of which have been removed by Heritage Consultancy 
Services) it states: 

‘The Heritage Precinct recognises that the whole is greater than the sum of 
the parts, a collection of Heritage Buildings, in context, has a greater impact 
on the observer and the resident, and has greater heritage value than the 
same number of buildings scattered throughout the city. The loss or 
unsympathetic alteration to even a single building detracts from the whole 
Precinct rather like a tooth missing from a smile.’ 

But that is exactly what Heritage Consultancy Services has done - remove 12 
of the formerly heritage rated properties from the bottom of the street to the 
top of the street like randomly removing teeth. The writer does not appear to 
have any concept of a precinct - it is the sum of the whole of all the properties 
- not a random selection she has chosen to retain. Once any property is 
removed it weakens the entire precinct concept, any competent planner 
would be able to tell you that. 

In section RS 4.3 it mentions construction of second dwellings - this again 
shows the report writer is totally unfamiliar with Russell Street and its 
topography, geology and existing buildings. It would be ridiculous to try and 
build a second dwelling on any property - the council would probably not 
permit it on number 11 and number 6 due to previous slips and there is simply 
no room nor access on any other property.



RS 4.4 - Accessory Buildings 
It is disappointing that this clause was not adhered to in 2012 when NCC 
planners allowed a black modern container like building to be built in the front 
of the oldest building in the street at number 11 Russell Street. It does make 
one wonder what the guidelines are for if they are not adhered to by planners 
when they allow buildings constructed in the front yard that are so ugly and 
definitely not at all complementary to the streetscape in form, detail and use 

of materials when viewed from the street. 

RS 4.6 Commercial buildings | 

There are no commercial buildings in Russell Street except for the black box 
mentioned above being operated as a hairdressing business in the front yard 
of number 11 and ignored by the guideline writer. The design guide writer 
appears not to have noticed that which makes one believe she may never 

have visited the street. 

However there is a 1927 house at 213 Haven Road that has been converted 
to a shop in the front two rooms. One side fronts onto Russell Street. In the 

guidelines it states that the building contributes to the character and any 
commercial signage is sympathetic to the visual character of the precinct. 
What rot - huge bright red modern Coca Cola signs are sympathetic to the 
visual character of the Victorian precinct!! No, the modern signs stick out like 
sore thumbs and are definitely in no way sympathetic to the visual character 

of the precinct. 

Omissions from the guidelines 
1)There is no mention of colour in the guidelines which is a glaring omission. 
One former owner painted her house karitane gold with pink and purple trims 
and whilst that may well have been her personal colour preferences it has 
done nothing to enhance the Victorian streetscape, in fact it looks dreadful. 

2) There is no mention of the Port Nelson noise overlay and it appears that 
the heritage guide writer is completely oblivious to that requirement. The Port 
Nelson noise overlay requires any property owner within a defined area of 

being able to hear port noise to insulate their houses against noise when 
carrying out any alteration with Port Nelson contributing to the cost. Initially 

Port Nelson required acoustic glass to be put in port facing windows but when 
that was shown to be unpopular and fairly ineffective lobbying by property
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owners changed that strict requirement and now double glazing on wooden 

framed windows is an acceptable solution. 

3) There is no mention of solar heating panels on roofs - another glaring 

omission. 

The Russell Street heritage precinct needs to be rewritten by someone who 

knows Russell Street or at the very least has walked up and down it and 

looked at all the properties and someone who has some understanding of 

Victorian cottage architecture. Someone who realises it would be impossible 

both physically and financially to build any garages at the rear of any 

properties and someone who dealt with the restraints of the Port Nelson noise 

overlay and dealt with issues like colour and didn’t write nonsense stating 

huge bright red coca cola signs contribute to the character of the street. 

The guidelines need to be robust so out of town planners do not make the 

mistake the NCC planner who permitted the black container like box be 

erected in the front yard of the oldest building in the street. A more suitable 

building could easily have been constructed there - there was originally a 

Victorian horse stable in the same place and a reproduction of that building or 

something similar would have been far more suitable and acceptable. 

The street was a heritage precinct with all properties heritage listed before the 

Hamilton based contractor deleted nearly half of the properties from the NCC 

heritage register. Now without all those properties listed there is no protection 

for any of the older properties to be retained. Heritage tourism is a real 

unrecognised money earner for Nelson, visitors come to Nelson to look at the 

old cottages not to see modern black boxes that they can view anywhere else 

in NZ. Heritage tourists like to walk up streets like Russell Street, Alton 

Street and South Street and they are big spenders in the local economy. 

One couple from Auckland stayed at a Victorian rental properly we own and 

left behind a record of what they had spent and where. It was astounding - it 

was over $6000 for two people for 3 days and did not include 

accommodation. All of it with the exception of transport for antique furniture 

they purchased was spent at or in Nelson businesses. 

The guidelines need to be drafted by someone with some expertise and 

qualifications and then put out for consideration by local residents and owners 

and asked for suggestions/mprovements. That way would result in a more 

robust practical set of guidelines and not the nonsense that has been written 

which does nothing for Nelson’s heritage.
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Entire Plan
Change

General
opposition

Oppose I agree with
intensification but 
not as stated in PC29 
for the reasons 
below. I agree with 
William Samual's 
ideas (link is at the 
end of my detailed
submission)

mailto:ineayoon@gmail.com


Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its entirety, 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
supporting documentation due to its size
and complexity.
b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and
the Section 32 reports has not been made
available for residents who do not have
access to, or the ability to use a computer.
c) That I have found PC 29 lack of early public
engagement and consultation by Council,
with its severe implications towards the well-
being of existing rate paying residents
enjoyment of their properties, extremely
stressful and unnecessary.
d) That I have been put in a position of
hoping more qualified citizens 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 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) 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.

2) Hearing Panel
a) I strongly disagree with the make-up of
the hearing panel, because of its ‘biased’
public perception following the vote on
Councillor Courtneys proposal to withdraw
PC29 at the 14th September Council
meeting.
i) I ask the Council to appoint Councillors
from either side of the Sept 14th vote.

3) NCC’s Population forecasts
a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of
which Nelson needs to enable intensification
and growth. The forecasts used by NCC are



not Statistics NZ medium projections, but are 
over inflated projections that require the 
scale of intensification to be greater than 
those of Statistics NZ.
i) I ask the Council to use Statistics NZ
medium projection forecasts, as
recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide
on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and
amend its intensification 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 collection of heritage
and non-heritage character buildings that
have attracted people for generations and
been a cherished holiday destination for
many New Zealanders.
b) Residential Neighbourhoods should be
protected for future generations to enjoy and
new developments thoughtfully designed
and planned on a neighbourhood, by
neighbourhood basis to maintain the
essence of their character.
c) We need to protect and retain CBD historic
facades as an essential 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 a thoughtless lack of long-term
vision for maintaining the attraction of
Nelson for all the future residents and
visitors.
e) 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 beyond
the heritage buildings and precincts 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



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 Zone. It is by no way in character
or in keeping with any existing ‘Low Rise’
Nelson residential suburb and beyond the
MDS legal mandate.

i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the
plan completely.
ii) I ask Council to apply the new General
Residential Zone equally across the entire
Nelson district on the introduction of PC29,
on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission
protection rules will apply to all pre-existing
properties, unless the owner gives written
approval to the contrary.
b) 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.



c) 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.
d) 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.

e) Bigger older properties, could be better
utilised and help with our growth if they were
more easily allowed to be divided into multi-
dwellings.
f) 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.
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) Incentivise rate paying residents to
demolish or relocate their house in favour of
replacing more units on the same section
providing they comply with the suitable
character or heritage of the neighbourhood.

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

10) 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.



11) 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.
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.

12) 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.

13) Heritage Key Points
• Many of Nelson’s heritage and character
buildings contribute to Nelson’s point of
difference.
Visitors and residents are drawn to the built
character of Nelson. Nelson has a high
proportion of old buildings both commercial
and residential that are well maintained by
their owners.
• PPC29 facilitates the loss of the non-
renewable heritage resources with economic,
social and
environmental consequences to Nelson.
• A significant number of listed heritage
properties, the Inner City Heritage Precinct
and the
Wakefield Quay Heritage Precinct are deleted



from the current register in the Nelson. My 
home at 50 Wellington Street was built in 
1910 – 113 years ago and has retained much 
of the original character look but is not on 
the register at all. Resource Management Plan 
as part of PPC29.
• Listings assessment has been inadequate.
The analysis (2015 methodology) that
informs this
does not meet professional best practice,
and in some cases information is incorrect.
• PPC29 does not address thematic gaps in
the historic built environment that should be
identified
and be part of any heritage assessment, see
Thematic Historic Overview of Nelson City
2011 – Dr. John Wilson: Draft-Nelson-Plan-
Technical-Report-FINAL-DRAFT-thematic-
historical-overview-of-nelson-city-
OCT2011.pdf
• Nelson has a high proportion of heritage
and character buildings, clusters of which
merit further
investigation for precinct listing and specific
rules and policies e.g. height controls on
adjacent buildings.
• PPC29 does not include all Heritage New
Zealand (HNZ) listed places.
• PPC29 is not in alignment with Te Ara
Whakatū, Council’s Spatial Plan.
• The Plan does not reference Māori and
archaeological heritage.
• There is no justification for the removal of
the Church Hill view shaft.
• Currently only the heritage listings are
made public, not the assessment information
and inventory.
• Support removal of category C and
proposal to have a two tier ranking system.
• Support the proposed Richmond heritage
precinct.
Request:
Before any Plan Change is finalised:
• An independent updated assessment of
Nelson’s heritage resources by a qualified
conservation architect following best industry
practice including:
o Replacing the term significance with a list
of individual heritage values.
o Ensuring all inventory information is correct
to support listings, and errors corrected
o Including information on how values relate
to historic themes
• An independent review of all listings



proposed to be deleted.
• An independent study of the effects of this
proposal on the character and heritage
buildings of Nelson that informs changes to
proposed rules and policies (on and off site
height,boundary set back, daylight angles).
• List all Heritage New Zealand properties.
• Retain the Inner-City Heritage Precinct,
update the design guide. Retain the
Wakefield Quay Heritage Precinct, update
design guide. Retain the Church Hill View
Shaft.
• Publish the heritage assessment
information to allow owners to review,
corrections to be made.
• Reassess the Fairfield/Nelson South area as
a character precinct with additional
protections
(addressing requests in submissions to the
Draft Nelson Plan 2020)
• If an independent assessment concludes
that other heritage precincts should be
established
revise PPC29 to include policies and rules to
do so.
• Ensure policies and rules protect heritage
values by seeking independent advice from a
qualified
and experienced conservation architect as
well as a social impact professional.
• Appoint a qualified and experienced
conservation architect to review consent
applications for
heritage listed buildings/a qualified and
experienced archaeologist to evaluate
consent applications relating to protected
sites, as this expertise is not available in-
house.

14) Objections to the zoning at 4 Examiner
Street, Nelson (inner city fringe); in particular,
the allowance of an 8 story complex built by
Kainga Ora for all the reasons mentioned
above. Medium density at the most, would
be better but even this will impact on sun
and quality of life and wellbeing to the
neighbours.

15) Objections to the medium density zoning
of the area surrounding our home on
Wellington Street, Mount Street, Konini
Streeet etc. This should remain low density
housing for the steep terrain and dangerous
outcomes should PC 29 come through.



Plesae see Alison and David Mountfort’s
submission which we completely agree with
as it is thorough and professionally written. I
do not need to repeat it here.

16) Social Impact will be disastrous if PC29 in
its current form to go through with no real
discussion or vision with affected
neighbourhoods.

William Samual (at 56mins) had an
interesting take on ‘designing’ the City, and
not leaving it up to developers, which is what
PC29 will do. This was very informative and I
agree with William.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=HJxk1AE_LTs
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Submission points
Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Entire Plan
Change

General
opposition

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

I ask that the council throw
out Plan Change 29 because
it is such a flawed document.

mailto:info@theframingrooms.co.nz


Residential
Zones

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose 1. The Mount St neighbourhood
cannot take an increase in
volume of people because the
road is narrow and passing ways
are already difficult. In places
there is no pavement to walk
along and people often are
walking in the road because cars
are parking across the pavements
that do exist.
2. The geology of the hill is not
suitable for greater development.
3. Any intensification is likely to
destroy the character and feel of
this long established
neighbourhood.
4. The possibility of Medium
Density Residential Zone
development will cause people
enormous anxiety because of the
threat of building next to their
homes.
5. Under this Plan Change
developers can build with no
provision for parking. Mount St
does not have any available
space for more parked cars.
Accessibility is already an issue as
explained above.

I ask that the council do not
make the Mount St area a
medium density zone. It is
vital that the number of
houses, people and cars on
the hill are restricted to the
current number of
properties.

Residential
Zones

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose 1. I believe this course of action is
not necessary because other
more suitable opportunities for
intensification do exist. I feel that
the CBD offers plenty of land and
empty buildings that can be used
for housing.
2. It will ruin the character of
many of the beautiful
neighbourhoods around Nelson.
3. It is important to maintain
current levels of green space in
neighbourhoods for peoples' well
being: for example, for gardens,
for growing food, for the ecology
of our town and for eveyone's
collective enjoyment.

I ask that the council do not
make any of the surburban
neighbourhoods a High
Density Zone.



Inner City
and City
Fringe Zones

Inner City
Zone

Oppose in part 1. There are plenty of large sites
that could be used for
intensification. Some land is
sitting empty, some land has
buildings on it that are no longer
in use, some land use seems
inappropriate in the city. For
example, there are the two empty
'hotels' on the corner of
Collingwood and Bridge St. There
is the army cadets site on the
corner of Rutherford and Hardy
St. There is the large motel that is
for sale right by Montgomery Car
Park - surely this is an
opportunity for redevelopment.

2. I think that the City Fringe is
under-used. Many of the
commercial operators along
Vanguard St and St Vincent could
be re-located and the land used
for intensification. This is an area
that is flat so good for building, it
is close to the city and there are
not established neighbourhoods
that will affected by building
apartments. Many of the
properties situated there are run
down and old.

If intensification is necessary
in Nelson the best option is
to start in the CBD. I would
like to see land being used
more appropriately and I
would like to see a focus on
Nelson being a well
designed, architecturally
beautiful city. I want the
council to bring in a group of
architects to come up with a
plan for the whole city so
that it is cohesive and
imaginative.
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