








nelsontasman2050.0rg.nz
office@williamsamuels.co.nz

To: Nelson City Council
Civic House
110 Trafalgar Street
PO Box 645
Nelson, 7040

Re: Nelson-Tasman Urban Development Agency (NT-UDA)

SUMMARY

We request Nelson City Council pass a resolution to “investigate and report on the feasibility of
developing a combined Nelson-Tasman Urban Development Agency [UDA] to actively address the
housing and urban regeneration needs within our region.”

It is understood that an Urban Development Authority has previously been suggested by Council officers to
the Urban Development Subcommittee in March 2021 as one of a range of options to actively increase the
supply of affordable housing within the region, however this option was not pursued due to the perceived
costs associated with establishing this agency. We urge the subcommittee to reconsider this approach and
suggest exploring the possibility of utilising the Nelson Housing Reserve to provide part of the initial
operational and seed funding for the agency.

KEY POINTS

e We propose that Nelson City Council [NCC] and Tasman District Council [TDC] establish a joint
Urban Development Agency [UDA]

e The agency would play an active role in the region’'s housing and urban development market to
facilitate quality intensification, establish liveable, vibrant communities and oversee the provision of
more diverse and affordable housing options

e The structure of the agency would be established by a feasibility study, however we suggest that a
Council Controlled Organisation [CCO] could be an appropriate format

e The UDA would target a self sustaining financial structure, with costs being covered by the income
gained through property value uplift and land sales

e The Nelson Housing Reserve, established to fund affordable housing within the region, could be a
suitable funding avenue to provide the initial outlay to establish the agency
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BACKGROUND

The Nelson Tasman region is facing crises on multiple fronts, including;

e The least affordable housing in New Zealand after Auckland?

e Limited housing diversity, particularly for our changing demographics

e Continued suburban sprawl, resulting in loss of productive land, an overreliance on private vehicles
and a high carbon footprint

e Changes in retail and commercial office space demand, resulting in declining and underutilised
commercial precincts.

e Neglected urban areas dominated by cars, leading to unsafe, unliveable cities

e Fractured communities as a result of ongoing sprawl and inappropriate infrastructure

e Limited incentive for landowners and developers to undertake quality intensification within our
existing urban areas

e Alack of local examples of well designed medium density housing and mixed use development

The approach to housing and urban development currently taken by Council is a passive one. As noted in
the 2020 Nelson Intensification Action Plan, “Council currently has limited control over increasing the supply
of housing” and instead “..provides an enabling environment that supports landowners to redevelop their land
to meet demand.”

This approach, of Councils acting in a purely regulatory capacity and leaving tangible outcomes to the
market, is clearly not working. Rather than consolidating growth in our urban areas, promoting liveable
cities, providing a range of housing options and reducing greenhouse gas emissions (as mandated by the
NPS-UD), we see a continuation of suburban sprawl and a lack of accessible, affordable dwellings.

“We have not been good at building complete, diverse communities that
provide choices about dwelling size, tenure and typology, and which
allow people and families in all life situations to have similar access to
opportunity.™

If our Councils are committed to the future liveability and prosperity of our region then significant steps are
required to actively address these issues. Without direct intervention it is unlikely that the market will
adequately provide for our housing and urban regeneration needs, as a ‘business as usual’ approach would
simply result in the perpetuation and exacerbation of the same critical issues that we currently face.

2 The Nelson Tasman Joint Monitoring Report, 2021
3 Nelson City Council intensification Action Plan, September 2020
4 Cabinet paper, Hon. Phil Twyford, Minister of Housing and Urban Development, 2017
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PROPOSAL

We propose the establishment of a joint Nelson Tasman Urban Development Agency to play an active role
in the region’s housing and urban development market to facilitate quality intensification, establish liveable,
vibrant communities and oversee the provision of more diverse and affordable housing options.

Regional urban development agencies are a proven tool for facilitating urban regeneration and are used in
other regions in Aotearoa New Zealand such as Eke Panuku in Auckland. UDAs vary throughout the world
and there is no set blueprint for how they operate, so there is much scope for tailoring an agency to best
meet the needs of our community.

We see the primary purpose of a Nelson Tasman UDA as being to unlock development potential in our
urban areas that will meet Council objectives on urban renewal, housing delivery, affordable housing and
economic development. This will be in coordination with private partners, iwi, community housing providers
and central government agencies such as Kainga Ora where relevant. The type of activities it would
undertake include:

e Lead and coordinate precinct regeneration — Work with all stakeholders to prepare a forecast
pipeline of urban development opportunities to deliver the LTR. This pipeline will provide confidence
to investors and the broader community, and will enable efficient transport and infrastructure
planning and coordination of construction activities to minimise disruption (e.g. staging of any
temporary parking arrangements). This pipeline should include private, UDA, and joint venture
opportunities at a range of scales and urban land uses.

e Undertake masterplanning & neighbourhood level spatial plans — undertake preliminary technical
studies and create long term aspirational visions to guide both public and private sector outcomes.

e De-risk and prepare land for development — complete due diligence reports, subdivisions and
amalgamations, demolition, remediation and infrastructure works to prepare land for development
in accordance with masterplans. Create development design briefs, procure partners and
undertake other coordinating actions to deliver urban regeneration in key parts of our towns and
cities.

e Increase supply of affordable and community-focused housing - support delivery of new medium
density, mixed tenure, and affordable housing in strategic locations. Housing should be diverse with
a variety of typologies, sizes and styles and tenures to suit the various needs of our communities.

e Catalyse the market through exemplar projects — conceptualise and lead delivery of
demonstration projects to catalyse the market in support of Council objectives (eg quality mixed
use development, medium density affordable housing, high quality urban design, low carbon
buildings).

e Optimise development outcomes on strategic sites — intervene and take a leadership role in
strategically important sites where the market has failed to produce positive built outcomes, such
as key locations within the CBD.

e Community development and city activation —~ work with other stakeholders (e.g. NCC/ TDC, local
businesses, and the community sector) to lead and support a programme of community
development activities that will activate precincts, facilitate the development of new urban
communities, and encourage broad participation in the renewal process.
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Whilst this requires Council to be an active player in the development sector, one of the main aims of the
UDA would be to facilitate stronger partnerships with the development industry so that the private market
can undertake critical projects. l.e, the UDA should work to harness the abilities of the private sector rather
than compete against it.

By utilising public-sector tools and finances a Nelson Tasman UDA can bridge the gap where otherwise
there is market failure. Unlike profit-driven commercial developers, Councils have a mandate to take into
consideration much more holistic ideas such as the fostering of communities, greenspace, neighbourhood
character, the mix of housing typologies and affordability. Through taking an active role in planning and
facilitating development NCC & TDC can ensure that these non-commercial considerations are
accommodated in future projects. The benefits can be measured both financially (i.e. public profit) and in
terms of social and economic outcomes.

The use of regional UDAs has been widely studied, and was supported by the Productivity Commission in a
report which noted, among other advantages:
e ‘the potential for UDAs, as the owners or regulators of the land, to attach conditions to its final use to
achieve social objectives (eg, greater provision of lower-cost housing);
e greater scope to manage urban renewal, so that processes of change proceed in a co-ordinated
manner; and
e an enhanced ability, as the owners of amalgamated or renewed land, to capture "some of the uplift in
land value that accrues from redevelopment for community use™

It is worth noting that in the recently released Nelson Tasman Future Development Strategy 2022-2052, a
very low uptake in brownfield development was allowed for (15%), leading to the provision of large amounts
of greenfield land for future housing. However, as long as 'easy' greenfield development is available, the
development industry will lack the incentive to undertake higher risk brownfield development. One of the
key tasks of the UDA is therefore 'de-risking' the brownfield sites and providing incentives for their
development.

STRUCTURE

The appropriate structure and operation of the agency would need to be determined by Council following a
feasibility study, however we suggest that a Council Controlled Organisation [CCO] may be a suitable
format. A CCO could provide operational efficiency, dedicated delivery and focussed leadership while still
remaining accountable to residents and ratepayers. The quasi-independent structure ensures the agency
remains task focussed rather than being influenced by ever changing priorities of the Council body.
Additionally, due to a poor public perception of our Council’s track record of project delivery, a CCO could be
seen as a separate entity from Council to ensure public support for the venture.

Regardless of the structure, we suggest the UDA needs to make use of talented individuals with experience
in the private development sector, design, urban planning and housing provision. Maintaining an arms
length distance from Council may create the best conditions to attract the right talent for these roles.

% Using Land for Housing Inquiry, New Zealand Productivity Commission, 2015
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POTENTIAL FUNDING OPTIONS

Operated effectively, a successful regional UDA should be capable of operating in a self-sustaining manner,
with costs being primarily covered by the income gained through property value uplift, land sales and an
associated increase in rates base. However, in the initial stages operational and seed funding will be
required to support its activities and build its operations to a point where it can be self-funding.

We suggest exploring the use of the Nelson Housing Reserve to provide part of this seed funding. This
funding pool, currently with $10m in assets, is intended to be used to support the provision of long term
affordable housing within the region. By funding the establishment of an entity that is mandated to provide
affordable housing, Council can ensure that the housing reserve provides a continual supply of affordable
housing, rather than simply funding a few one-off projects. Further funding could come from central
government (such as HUD) or from the LTP as required.

It is worth noting that NCC & TDC have access to the Local Government Funding Agency (LGFA) to provide
the lending required to fund necessary land purchases and infrastructure investment. Plus, there is the
option of partnering with central government entities such as Kainga Ora to access a much larger funding
pool. This puts a UDA at a distinct advantage to commercial developers, who are typically limited to
borrowing from mainstream lending institutions which can present a barrier to projects which might
prioritise affordability or liveability outcomes over profitability.

Additionally, larger scale, transformative projects that may otherwise present too much of a risk for a
mainstream lender can have the groundwork completed by the UDA to reduce those risk factors. By
undertaking due diligence studies, strategic planning, infrastructure provision, property amalgamation and
development design briefing, a UDA can then set the conditions for private industry to take over project
delivery. Successful UDAs intervene strategically and can attract several dollars in private investment for
every dollar spent.

“VicUrban is a recent example of the increasing trend for [UDA] activities to be directed
toward infill [brownfield] developments. In these developments, some of the projects are so
complex and high risk that they are unable to attract private sector interest at least in the
early stages of development. As a result, many [UDA]s work to reduce the complexity of
projects (for example, by remedying issues such as fragmented land holdings) ... and
derisk’ development sites (for example, restore contaminated soil) to a level where it is
feasible for private sector developers to subsequently complete projects.”

® performance Benchmarking of Australian Business Regulation: Planning, Zoning and Development Assessments, Productivity
Commission Research Report, April 2011
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WHY A REGIONAL UDA?

In 2020 the Central Government passed the Urban Development Act which effectively made Kainga Ora
[KO] into a 'national Urban Development Agency, and vested within the entity a range of development
powers, such as compulsory acquisition. Part of KO's mandate is to undertake urban redevelopment and
housing supply.

However the focus for Kainga Ora & the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] has been,
understandably, on our major cities. The recently issued GPS-HUD’ has a map showing the parts of New
Zealand that HUD and Kainga Ora are prioritising effort and investment in and the Nelson Tasman region,
despite being the second least affordable region in the country, is noticeably absent. Our smaller regional
towns and cities are grappling with the same issues of housing affordability and poor quality urban spaces
as the major cities. While KO has a role to play, we need local leadership that takes into account our unique
needs and aspirations and is able to make an immediate, targeted impact in our community.

Additionally, KO’s primary focus is on the supply of public housing, rather than holistic urban development
at a regional level. A Nelson Tasman UDA could be a lot more agile and community focused, undertaking
projects that are more directly aligned to our collective vision for our towns and cities. it can also take on
projects which, due to scale, aspirational intent or outcome, are misaligned with KOs focus. For example
developments that could be critical to the implementation of local Council’s long term planning strategies
might not be within the scope of KO's mandate.

Furthermore, and most importantly, it allows our community to take ownership of the future of our region.
The critical projects that we must engage with to facilitate the positive outcomes we need can be
undertaken as required, when required. These are local issues that we face, and we need local leadership to
address them.

Instead, we suggest that the approach for a Nelson Tasman Urban Development Agency would be to
selectively partner with Kainga Cra and Central Government on significant projects where appropriate to
harness the various powers associated with those entities to collectively develop transformative outcomes.
As noted by NCC's officers;

“While UDAs based in New Zealand do not have special development powers they are
well-positioned to partner with Kainga Ora who can facilitate larger more complex projects,
or progress projects in other ways. For example, Kainga Ora could use its compulsory
acquisition powers to consolidate properties within a development precinct and the UDA
could leverage the acquisitions to attract development partners. UDAs can retain a relatively
high degree of control over the housing and urban outcomes within a development precinct
while relying on partnerships for delivery.”®

7 Government Policy Statement on Housing and Urban Development, September 2021
& Nelson City Council’s Urban Development Subcommittee Agenda, Tuesday 2nd March 2021
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CONCLUSION

The housing and urban development crisis faced by the Nelson Tasman region is complex and
multifaceted, and will take a range of policies and measures to address. Some of these, such as RMA
processes, are already within Council's control. However, if the future of our region is going to have homes
for all needs, that are affordable, liveable and aligned with the principles of Quality Intensification, then
Council needs to adopt an active approach to housing supply.

A UDA is a proven tool in Aotearoa and overseas that our Councils could use to take the lead in addressing
this critical issue, whilst also contributing to better urban environments and more liveable cities.

Accordingly, we request that NCC & TDC produce a report on the feasibility of establishing a joint Urban
Development Agency and, should it be assessed as a viable option to actively increase housing supply and
urban development, undertake immediate steps to implement this agency.
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An Urban Development Agency for Wellington City, Wellington City Council, March 2016
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ABOUT US

This is a joint submission by NelsonTasman2050, a multi-disciplinary collective of concerned practitioners
and professionals who care about the future of our built environment in the Nelson Tasman region. We
have raised public awareness by publishing articles in nationwide and local media and contributed to this
submission as individual community members. Currently, Timo Neubauer, Magdalena Garbarczyk, William
Samuels and Jan Heijs are the active members of NelsonTasman2050 and have collectively prepared this
submission.

Timo Neubauer is an experienced urban designer with an array of international and domestic experience,
including the completion of the Urban Design Framework for Auckland Transport's City Rail Link, potentially
New Zealand's largest investment in public transport in the last five decades.

Magdalena Garbarczyk is a director at Fineline Architecture, a Nelson-based practice focused on making
architecture more inclusive, environmental and affordable. Magda has also been a lecturer and researcher
and published research on environmental awareness strategies in education and practice. As a trained
regenerative practitioner, she has been engaging in urban scale multi-disciplinary projects nationwide.

William Samuels is an architect and director of a Nelson-based architectural practice. His practice explores
alternative housing typologies and innovative approaches to achieving high quality, liveable and affordable
environments. Amongst his areas of expertise is the design of compact well functioning homes. William is
also the chair of the Nelson Marlborough branch of Te Kahui Whaihanga (New Zealand Institute of
Architects).

Jan Heijs is a civil engineer. Jan has worked in and for local government for more than 40 years in New
Zealand and overseas. His main areas of expertise are related to stormwater and wastewater management,
the effects on the environment and strategy development. As part of this, Jan has been involved in many
multidisciplinary planning processes. Jan has also been a hearing commissioner.
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Submission to Nelson City Council —~ Proposed Plan Change 29

Schedule 1
As per Page 2 of the Submission document, “My Submission is”:
I reject the proposed Plan Change 29 in its entirety for the following 2 major sets of reasons:

1. Climate Change Responsibility and N2’s Commitment
There is uniform acceptance that the combination of population growth, industrialisation and
consumerism have caused planet Earth’s climate to change with that change beginning to accelerate
with catastrophic evidence all around the globe.

To state the obvious, the cause of the problem, humans, need to change away from past doctrines
that got us to this predicament.

Nelson is not obliged to increase its population. It is ‘old thinking’ to pursue economic growth and
human prosperity through an increase in population.

New thinking needs to be along the lines of achieving as much economic growth as possible within
the constraints of New Zealand’s commitments to climate change responsibility. Yet our progress
since we committed to the ‘Paris Accord’ has been dismal.

Proposed Plan Change 29 demonstrates that Nelson City Council cannot grasp the need for
fundamentally different thinking and perpetuates the prioritisation of economic metrics ahead of
climate change responsibility.

More humans means more human activity. Increased human activity means increased climate
change imbalance. Increased climate change imbalance means my grandchildren will have an
uninhabitable planet.

A particularly obvious example of a ‘negative-for-climate-change’ activity is construction. Yet Nelson
City Council seeks to increase the number of dwellings through intensification of the existing housing
stock. Why? To accommodate more people, leading to more human activity after the damaging
construction is completed.

This is one fundamental basis for me being wholly opposed to Plan Change 29.

2. Total Opposition to proposed Plan Change 29.
If new dwellings are to be created, | am wholly opposed to proposed Plan Change 29 for the
following reasons:
2.1.The images on pages 8 & 9 of the Powerpoint presentation show examples of 3 storey (page
8 — Medium density) and 6 storey {page 9 — High density) dwellings that do not include the
mismatch that occurs when either is adjacent to a conventional one or two storey house as
are the only style of residential properties in most of Nelson. Proposed Plan Change 29
would allow the insertion of 3 storey in medium density areas and 6 storey dwellings in high
density areas, amongst Nelson’s conventional housing stock. This blend would be an
architectural dogs breakfast and would desecrate the aesthetic value of much of Nelson’s
historic housing stock when viewed street by street. Collectively, these streets and suburbs
provide visitors and residents alike with a raised quality of urban environment. These urban






3.2

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

residential apartments. Such mixed-use buildings result in people living in the centre of
town;

Existing vacant central city sites should either be designated for mixed use or for residential
only;

A yet-to-be-seen Plan Change that creates an obligation to redevelop central city
substandard buildings into mixed use buildings with a marked increase in central city
apartment numbers would lead us towards some globally respected examples of ‘attractive,
vibrant cities’. Cities such as Barcelona have thriving retail and hospitality in the city centre
simply because that’s where the general population live;

Increased numbers of residents in the central city area is environmentally superior to
increased numbers in the suburbs for such obvious reasons as access to work places, services
and amenities. Transport is by foot or bike compared to additional motorised transport
required from urban areas on already clogged roadways;

There will be impediments to the development of Inner City Centre and Inner City Fringe, not
least of all being the concentration of ownership of the central city property stock. It is
overcoming the intransigence of these significant owners that should be the focus of the NCC
District Plan change. Innovative thinking should be deployed to generate a carrot and stick
approach where there are incentives for the redevelopment of Inner City Centre and Inner
City Fringe properties that provide at least two storeys of apartment dwellings. But
incentives need to be complimented with a timeframe such as 10 years by which existing
central properties need to be redeveloped. Existing owners then have a choice as to invest in
modern, mixed use central city properties that offer at least two floors of apartments, or sell
to a party that will.







Submission to Nelson City Council on Plan Change 29 Proposal

From Romneya Gammie,

I reject Plan Change 29 in its entirety, because:

a. Rezoning and Rule changing is an overly simplistic broad-brush approach to urban
intensification. This latter is a task that requires principled area-by-area designing and case-
by-case fine tuning. The Plan Change 29 proposal lays the city open to developer led
expediency that lacks the coherence and elegance of a well-planned city.

b. | want to see a Governance led model for Intensification which ensures a principled
approach to the task, and includes well researched and imaginative city design.

C. | want the council to accept responsibility for principled city governance - that is why
you were elected - | fully support you to do so.

What | would like you to do

Firstly
Establish a Statement of Principles that must be adhered to for all intensification activity.

For example,
Nelson City’s Intensification plan is committed to the following principles
1) Localization, which recognizes that:
¢ Intensification must not degrade the surroundings and living conditions of existing
residents
¢ Plans for any neighbourhood must be locally agreed to by that neighbourhood.
e Short distances from amenities, including urban gardens, doctors, dentists,
markets, cafes etc is desirable
e Assessment will be needed of the capacity of essential amenities in existing
commercial centres. Many are already stretched to meet demand or closed to
new clients (for example Stoke Medical Centre)

2) Liveability, which recognizes that:

e Community wellbeing is greatly enhanced by a variety of ages, genders,
ethnicities

e Green space (which may involve rooftops!) and attractive local gathering
places for people are as important to human health as indoor space

e Inner city high rise must create new greenspace when it does not already
exist

e Permeability (both horizontal, for pedestrians and vertical for rainfall and
sunlight) is essential



3) Sensitivity, which recognizes that:

e Attractive character building enhances human wellbeing

e Beauty and elegance enhance human happiness

e Concentration of a single demographic brings social problems
e Preservation of historic areas and buildings enhances the city

4) Environmental integrity, which recognizes that:

e Minimal use of concrete construction will lower building carbon emissions
profiles maximal use of wooden construction will provide a little carbon
sequestration for the city

e The topography of the land is one of Nelson’s assets (hilltop removal must be
avoided)

e Climate change is likely to bring ongoing extreme weather events so ‘sponge
city’ principles will be necessary

e Planning by landscape architects will be needed

5) Social Equity, which recognizes that:

e Lower income neighbourhoods are often viewed as less deserving than
higher income neighbourhoods

e Intensification in lower income areas must be done with as much sensitivity,
care and expense as it is high income areas

¢ Intensification should help eliminate ‘lower income areas' by mixing the
population more evenly

Secondly

Research attractive city intensification design elsewhere in the world. Find examples that are
responsive to the relationship between human wellbeing, the built environment, and nature.

Thirdly

Workshop the Statement of Principles with property developers and other stakeholders and
be clear about what is expected of them.

Demonstrate leadership. Allocate ratepayer funding to the acquisition or rental of land for the
building of a small number of model intensification areas with well-planned green space,
ground floor malls and amenities, children’s spaces and so on. Do this in partnership with



Nelson Pine Industries, Whakatu Corporation and other industries to achieve broader
community benefits.

Engage with property owners in the city with a view to building model developments that
may span several properties.

Fourthly

Think ‘economies of scale’.

For example:

St.Vincent Street between the Gloucester Street roundabout and Northesk Street.

This whole strip could be redeveloped into three or perhaps four story blocked high rises
with green space.

The existing businesses (compensated for while construction was in progress) would then
occupy ground floor space integrated with amenities, where appropriate, or be re-allocated
space elsewhere in the city. This would cater for many more people than pepper potted
multiple new buildings as infill housing in residential suburbs whilst providing an excellent
economic return for both the city and the landowners.

What not to do

Allow unprincipled developer led intensification.
Allow low-vision expedient intensification.
Try to retrofit multi story buildings into existing suburbs.









Submission to Nelson City Council on Plan Change 29 Proposal

From Darren Gammie,

Ireject Plan Change 29 in its entirety, because:

a. Rezoning and Rule changing is an overly simplistic broad-brush approach to urban
intensification. This latter is a task that requires principled area-by-area designing and case-
by-case fine tuning. The Plan Change 29 proposal lays the city open to developer led
expediency that lacks the coherence and elegance of a well-planned city.

b. | want to see a Governance led model for Intensification which ensures a principled
approach to the task, and includes well researched and imaginative city design.

C. | want the council to accept responsibility for principled city governance - that is why
you were elected - | fully support you to do so.

What | would like you to do

Firstly
Establish a Statement of Principles that must be adhered to for all intensification activity.

For example,
Nelson City’s Intensification plan is committed to the following principles
1) Localization, which recognizes that:
¢ Intensification must not degrade the surroundings and living conditions of existing
residents
e Plans for any neighbourhood must be locally agreed to by that neighbourhood.
e Short distances from amenities, including urban gardens, doctors, dentists,
markets, cafes etc is desirable
o Assessment will be needed of the capacity of essential amenities in existing
commercial centres. Many are already stretched to meet demand or closed to
new clients (for example Stoke Medical Centre)

2) Liveability, which recognizes that:

e Community wellbeing is greatly enhanced by a variety of ages, genders,
ethnicities

e Green space (which may involve rooftops!) and attractive local gathering
places for people are as important to human health as indoor space

e [nner city high rise must create new greenspace when it does not already
exist

e Permeability (both horizontal, for pedestrians and vertical for rainfall and
sunlight) is essential




3) Sensitivity, which recognizes that:

e Attractive character building enhances human wellbeing

e Beauty and elegance enhance human happiness

e Concentration of a single demographic brings social problems
e Preservation of historic areas and buildings enhances the city

4) Environmental integrity, which recognizes that:

e Minimal use of concrete construction will lower building carbon emissions
profiles maximal use of wooden construction will provide a little carbon
sequestration for the city

e The topography of the land is one of Nelson’s assets (hilltop removal must be
avoided)

o Climate change is likely to bring ongoing extreme weather events so ‘sponge
city’ principles will be necessary

e Planning by landscape architects will be needed

5) Social Equity, which recognizes that:

e | ower income neighbourhoods are often viewed as less deserving than
higher income neighbourhoods

¢ Intensification in lower income areas must be done with as much sensitivity,
care and expense as it is high income areas

¢ Intensification should help eliminate ‘lower income areas' by mixing the
population more evenly

Secondly

Research attractive city intensification design elsewhere in the world. Find examples that are
responsive to the relationship between human wellbeing, the built environment, and nature.

Thirdly

Workshop the Statement of Principles with property developers and other stakeholders and
be clear about what is expected of them.

Demonstrate leadership. Allocate ratepayer funding to the acquisition or rental of land for the
building of a small number of model intensification areas with well-planned green space,
ground floor malls and amenities, children’s spaces and so on. Do this in partnership with



Nelson Pine Industries, Whakatu Corporation and other industries to achieve broader
community benefits,

Engage with property owners in the city with a view to building model developments that
may span several properties.

Fourthly

Think ‘economies of scale’.

For example:

St.Vincent Street between the Gloucester Street roundabout and Northesk Street.

This whole strip could be redeveloped into three or perhaps four story blocked high rises
with green space.

The existing businesses (compensated for while construction was in progress) would then
occupy ground floor space integrated with amenities, where appropriate, or be re-allocated
space elsewhere in the city. This would cater for many more pecple than pepper potted
multiple new buildings as infill housing in residential suburbs whilst providing an excellent
economic return for both the city and the landowners.

What not to do

Allow unprincipled developer led intensification.
Allow low-vision expedient intensification.
Try to retrofit multi story buildings into existing suburbs.












Submission to Nelson City Council on the Plan Change 29 Proposal
From Peter Kemp, Nelson.

| reject Plan Change 29 in its entirety, because

a) Re-zoning and Rule-changing is an overly simplistic broad-brush approach to
urban intensification. This latter is a task that requires much area-by-area
designing and case-by-case fine tuning. The Plan Change 29 proposal lays
the city open to Developer led expediency that lacks the coherence and
elegance of a well-planned city.

b) | wantto see a Governance led model for Intensification which ensures a
principled approach to the task, and includes well researched and imaginative
city design.

c) | want council to accept responsibility for principled city governance - that is
why you were elected - | fully support you to do so.

What | would like you to do

Firstly
Establish a Statement of Principles that must be adhered to for all
intensification activity.

For example,

Nelson City’s Intensification plan is committed to the following
principles

1. Localisation, which recognises that

i. intensification must not degrade the surroundings and living conditions
of existing residents.

ii. plans for any neighbourhood must be locally agreed to by that
neighbourhood.

iii. Intensification needs to ensure short distances from amenities, including
urban gardens, doctors, dentists, markets, cafes etc.

iv. many essential amenities in existing commercial centres are already
stretched to meet demand — assessment will be needed of their
capacity to meet new demand

2. Liveability, which recognises that

i. community wellbeing is greatly enhanced by a variety of ages,
genders, ethnicities

ii. green space (which may involve rooftops!) and attractive local
gathering places for people are as important to human health as
indoor space

iii. inner city high rise must create new greenspace when it does not
already exist

iv. permeability (both horizontal, for pedestrians and vertical for rainfall
and sunlight) is essential



3.  Sensitivity, which recognises that

i. attractive character building enhances human wellbeing

ii. beauty and elegance enhances human happiness
iii. concentration of a single demographic brings social problems
iv. preservation of historic areas and buildings enhances the city

4. Environmental integrity, which recognises that

i. minimal use of concrete construction will lower building carbon
emissions profiles
ii. maximal use of wooden construction will provide a little carbon
sequestration for the city
ii. the topography of the land is one of Nelson’s assets (hilltop
removal must be avoided).
iv. climate change is likely to bring ongoing extreme weather events
$0 ‘sponge city’ principles will be necessary
v. planning by landscape architects will be needed
vi. urban sprawl must be avoided. Future subdivisions must
o model intensification, not sprawl
o be integrated with all necessary amenities and green
space

5. Social Equity, which recognises that

i. lower income neighbourhoods are often viewed as less deserving
than higher income neighbourhoods.
ii. Intensification in lower income areas must be done with as much
sensitivity, care and expense as it is high income areas
ii. intensification should help eliminate “lower income areas” by
mixing the population more evenly

Secondly

Research attractive city intensification design elsewhere in the world. Find
examples that are responsive to the relationship between human wellbeing, the
built environment, and nature.

Thirdly

i. Workshop the Statement of Principles with property developers and other
stakeholders and be clear about what is expected of them.

ii. Demonstrate leadership. Allocate ratepayer funding to the acquisition or
rental of land for the building of a small number of model intensification areas
with well-planned green space, ground floor malls and amenities, children’s
spaces and so on. Do this in partnership with Nelson Pine Industries,
Whakatu Corporation and other industries to achieve broader community
benefits.

iii. Engage with property owners in the city with a view to building model
developments that may span a number of properties.




Fourthly
Think “economies of scale”.

For example:

St.Vincent Street between the Gloucester Street roundabout
and Northesk Street.

This whole strip could be redeveloped into three or perhaps
four story blocked high rise with green space. The existing
businesses (compensated for while construction was in
progress) would then occupy ground floor space integrated
with amenities, where appropriate, or be re-allocated space
elsewhere in the city. This would cater for many more people
than pepper potted multiple new buildings as infill housing in
residential suburbs, whilst providing an excellent economic
return for both the city and the landowners.

Fifthl
Change the epithet “Nelson: A smart little city” to “Nelson, the Very
Pretty City”!

What not to do
Allow unprincipled developer-led intensification.

Allow low-vision expedient intensification.
Try to retrofit existing suburbs with multi-story buildings.































2) Hearing Panel

3)

4)

a)

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

i) Iask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14™ vote.

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) laskthe Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts, as recommended by
the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend its
intensification requirements accordingly.

Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

a)

b)

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.

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

developments thoughtfully designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood

basis to maintain the essence of their character.

We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essential part of the character of

the Inner City.

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.

Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essential for the look and feef 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) 1 askthe 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.

i} 1ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and actively facilitate the emergence of cohesive urban neighbourhoods with a
variety of high-quality housing choices.



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) Allexisting 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 lliness, anxiety and stress.

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

iif) 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 mult-
storey development next door at any time in the future.

(1) lask 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) 1strongly 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) 1support 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)

8)

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) lask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) 1ask Council to apply the new General Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson
district on the introduction of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission
protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives written
approval to the contrary.

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

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

intensification.

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

Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not solve our

intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up our valuable housing

resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.

i} 1ask Council to consider solutions to mitigate against new-build empty holiday
apartments.

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) Task 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.

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

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

Incentivise rate paying residents to demolish or relocate their house in favour of replacing
more units on the same section providing they comply with the suitable character or
heritage of the neighbourhood.

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) 1 ask Council to make better utilization of Car Only spaces, by developing them into
shared spaces, with Accommodation overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Iinner City
as Car only spaces.

ii) 1ask 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



b)

c)

to live in the City Centre because of its easy access to offices, shops, entertainment and
varied open spaces and experiences’.

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

i) 1ask Council to negotiate and/or incentivise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less
essential land that can be better used for accommodation.

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) lwould 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, | 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) lask 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) 1ask 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)

b)

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.

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.

i) I'would like to see Council working closely with Kainga Ora, to provide a ‘transparent’
way of creating new Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design
vision of Nelson.

i) 1would 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) laskthe 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) 1ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
our waste water systems.
¢} laskthe Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
storm water.
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This is part of the submission from Marianne Palmer of 54A Tasman
Street, The Wood, Nelson 7010.

The following places are sites in Nelson that are far more suited to building 2,
3 and 4 story buildings than any of the residential areas NCC wants to build
on. This not an exhaustive list, just a few suggestions.

The large empty section on Bridge Street opposite The Swedish Bakery (54
Bridge Street) and Jewel Beetle (56 Bridge Street).

The old Wakatu Hotel site on the corner of Bridge & Collingwood Streets and
the old hotel right opposite this also — both perfect sites for apartments.

The empty section on Bridge Street next door to the old hotel site mentioned
above — once again an ideal spot for apartments.

The old “Variety Store” site in Wakatu carpark (beside the current Hunting and
Fishing store).

All the awful old buildings between Little Beehive Co-Op (123 Bridge St) and
Brownies Mattress Direct (151 Bridge Street) — they are an absolute eyesore
and an embarrassment to Nelson with no redeeming architectural features
what-so-ever and should all be demolished to make way for smart new
apartments.

The building in Collingwood (opposite 105 Collingwood Street) recently vacated
Master Valet Dry Cleaners —this should be demolished, and apartments built
here, after all there are already other buildings in this very area that are 3 or 4
(or even 5) storeys tall.

Essentially, the boundaries for tall apartments should be Nile Street to Halifax
Street and Collingwood Street to Rutherford Street. Concentrate the tall
buildings there, very handy to buses, Medical Centres, the Library, 2
supermarkets, pharmacies, banks, post office etc. Then there is very little need
to own or drive a car, there are ample suitable sites ripe for development and
no current lovely residential areas will be so horribly, negatively impacted at all
but lots of housing is still able to be provided.

Please see sense and take these suggestions on board.

Kind regards, Marianne Palmer (027 226 4450).
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LEOULD/COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
1 WISH/DO NOT WISH to be heard in support of my submission.

Firstly, | reject PC 29 in its entirety, but if it is not rejected then these are my points...

1) The Plan Change 29 Process. | want to acknowledge...

a) That | 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.

¢) That | 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 | 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 pubilic to learn and understand its entirety, so they can re-design it.

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




2) Hearing Panel
a) Istrongly 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 14+
September Council meeting.
i) laskthe Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14+ 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) 1ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts, as recommended by
the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend its
intensification requirements accordingly.

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) |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 llness, 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 wealithier developer who could afford to build a multi-
storey development next door at any time in the future.

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

(2) Istrongly 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) 1support 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)

8)

Intensification

a)

b)

d)

f)

g)

h)

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} 1ask 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.

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

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

intensification.

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

Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not solve our

intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up our valuable housing

resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.

i) 1ask Council to consider solutions to mitigate against new-build empty holiday
apartments.

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

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours.

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

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

Building inner city apartments that offer an alternative solution to ‘retirement villages’, can
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘retired’ occupants may also be
less likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.
Designing Inner-City roof gardens and balconies with green spaces for commercial
hospitality use or places for apartment living residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun.
Incentivise rate paying residents to demolish or relocate their house in favour of replacing
more units on the same section providing they comply with the suitable character or
heritage of the neighbourhood.

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} lask 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) 1ask 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



b)

c)

activity above ground floor level. it is expected that over time, more people will choose
to live in the City Centre because of its easy access to offices, shops, entertainment and
varied open spaces and experiences’.

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

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

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) 1 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)

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

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) 1ask 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)

b)

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.

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.

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




12) Infrastructure

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

¢} 1ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements
for storm water.
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Keeeloe!: 201023
SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29 Sub No: 8677 continued

To: Submitter: .
Senior Planning Administrator Full Name: _Yastii FQII{’/\
RMA Plan Submissions Address: (Sa willow K¥Ve Sloke
Nelson City Council
PO Box 645
Nelson 7040
Telephone: @272 &40 65/
Email:  Jos+he (fen@ l\oﬂfha‘ ) Co VL2,

I could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission.
I wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing.

I OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following

1. the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max height greater than 12 m, as it is not
mandated under NPS-UD 2020

2. the loss of the existing protection for sunlight to all properties, because it is critical component of residential
amenity in a City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency. '

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

| SEEK the following decision from the Council

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

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

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

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

extending the Closing Date for Submissions
| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its

supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages,
Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29
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‘Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis
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I acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available

Sl Ao .33

Submitter ’ Date
NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm

Tuesday 19th September
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SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29 Sub No: 8677 continued

To: Submitter:
Senijor Planning Administrator Full Name: ‘T‘J&Lﬂ Q({(E’V\
Submissi L ‘
Neleon ¢y Counel st | Co willow e Sike,
PO Box 645
Nelson 7040 |
Telephone: 027 246654 |
Email: Josthallea@ hodmed | 1o w2

? ‘ I could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission.
I wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing.

I OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following

1. the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max height greater than 12 m, as it is not
mandated under NPS-UD 2020

2. theloss of the existing protection for sunlight to all properties, because it is critical component of residential
amenity in a City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency. ’

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

I SEEK the following decision from the Council

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

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

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

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

extending the Closing Date for Submissions
| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its

supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages,
Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29
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Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis
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I acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available
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Submitter ’ Date
NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm

Tuesday 19th September
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Sub No: S677 continued
SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29

To: Submittef'
Senior Planning Administrator Full Name:
RMA Plan Submissions Address: ‘j’u)‘l’\ A //exq
Nelson City Council "L 2
oo o e 152 willbw Kue Stoke_
Nelson 7040 -
Telephone: 02 7240 6C4 /
e Email: Jus‘{/ha//@\ e hmz//ha. /rco:ﬂ/;?—mﬁ

e
L

% I could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission.
I wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing.

| OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following

1. the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max height greater than 12 m, as it is not
mandated under NPS-UD 2020

2. the loss of the existing protection for sunlight to all properties, because it is critical component of residential
amenity in a City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency.

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

I SEEK the following decision from the Council

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

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

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

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

extending the Closing Date for Submissions

1 ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its

supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages,

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

Submitter Date
NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm
Tuesday 19th September










































