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Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

We support the principle of 
intensification however we seek 
for the process to be 
substantially refined to:
- increase the level of
local consultations
- We oppose the crude
planning that has
been applied to the
Nelson area, we seek that
detailed planning
considerations are given to
local neighbourhoods
following consultation.
- develop a strong urban design
policy with strategic and
specific outcomes that would
ensure quality outcomes
- Set up an urban development
agency to oversee and direct
the long and short term
development of the city
- We strongly endorse the
submission provided by

Entire Plan
Change

The Plan
Change 
process

Amend

mailto:rory@rmmla.co.nz


Re. “Plan Change 29”

This is a submission on Plan
Change 29, and providing a
strong endorsement of the
submission made on behalf of the
The Nelson & Marlborough
branch of Te Kāhui Whaihanga
New Zealand Institute of
Architects

In general, as a landscape
architect I am in support of the
need for and intent of the
proposed Plan Change 29 to
intensify housing supply in and
around our primary urban areas
and recognise the limitations that
exist for the Nelson Richmond
area to accommodate an ever-
increasing population.

For too long Nelson has relied
upon a growth strategy that
focuses on the development of
the city fringes and PC29 makes
the right moves towards
rectifying that. Intensifying our
existing urban areas will create
more housing choices, allow
people to live closer to where
they work and socialise, revitalise
the central city, reduce our
reliance on cars and allow for
more efficient infrastructure
investment.

However, we share the concerns
of the Institute of Architects when
they opine that in its current
form, PC29 is considered
inadequate and unable to deliver
the urban design outcomes that
are needed.

Our thoughts are that the
strategy that is put forward is a
particularly blunt approach to
something that requires a far
more detailed and nuanced
approach in order to get buy in
from the community, an essential
component, if it is to survive its
implantation. In our opinion, it is



that bluntness in the approach
that exposes the proposed plan
to much of the criticism that has
been generated and in our
opinion is the cause of much of
the opposition.

It is noted that the Nelson
Tasman FDS2022-52
recommended a far more
detailed and consultative
approach that would require a
neighbourhood by
neighbourhood spatial plan to
identify those specific areas that
would suit intensification and
which may then garner
neighbours support. We
recognise that the scope of such
a study is far greater than what
has been done to date but feel
for a 50 year + plan, both detail
and support are critical to a
successful outcome over the
period of implementation.

The apparent lack of community
and industry engagement within
the preparation of PC29 is a
concern. This has resulted in the
negative reaction to the
suggested changes when they
were presented as what came
across as a fait accompli which
has resulted in the strong
reaction. We strongly recommend
that council commits to direct
engagement with the community
during the development of the
spatial plans and associated plan
changes.

The other aspect of the
architectural submission that we
would like to strongly endorse
are their comments and
observations around the lack or
absence of any qualitative
controls and standards in place to
provide some comfort to current
and future residents that the
resulting outcomes will be of
good quality and result in good
high amenity outcomes.



Currently quality is covered either
through requirement of the plan
or alternatively through the use
of the urban design panel. In my
opinion neither of these has
proved effective todate and is not
considered adequate to ensure
good outcomes.

Again I strongly endorse the
strategy outlined in the NZIA
submission, this reflects
international best practice and
helpfully refers to both local and
international examples that
Nelson can adopt and/or follow
and in particular;

6 story building limit. We do not
support the blanket 6 story
height limit placed within the
high-density zone, from my
observations of Wellington and
other urban areas, my preference
would be a 4 story limit. However,
the economics of the 6 story
height has been explained to me
and for that reason we would
strongly propose that rather than
this be a blanket restriction, it be
considered in far greater detail as
potentially a restricted
discretionary application. We note
the observations made on this
subject by the NZIA and fully
endorse their suggested strategy.

Rory Langbridge
Annie Leather
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Documents included with submission

Entire Plan
Change

The Plan
Change
process

Oppose Plan Change 29 proposes a suite of 
changes that, if approved, will 
arguably comprise the biggest 
alteration to Nelsons planning 
controls in its history. By extension, 
this will also be the largest removal 
of property rights since the NZ 
Company surveyed the region. As a 
consequence, the composition of 
the hearings panel needs to be 
appropriate and robust.

While Councilors can be appointed 
to hearings panels, this is not
always considered good practice in 
the planning profession. Moreover, 
while Councilors Brand and O'Neill-
Stevens may be accredited under 
the ‘Making Good Decisions’ 
programme, Cr O'Neill-Stevens 
holds no other relevant formal 
qualifications and neither parties 
are sufficiently experienced to sit of 
a hearings panel considering a 
matter of this magnitude. Their 
appointment challenges and 
threatens the credibility of the 
process and its outcome.

That the composition of
the hearings panel is
reviewed and Councilors
Trudi Brand and Rohan
O'Neill-Stevens replaced
with independent and
qualified professionals with
an appropriate level of
experience (including at
hearings and Environment
Court).
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RMA Submission  

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29  

to the Nelson Resource Management Plan 

To: 

Name of Submitter:  

Address for Service: 

Trade Competition:  

Council Hearing:  

Nelson City Council 

Gerrard Wilson  

 

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

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.  

I am prepared to consider presenting my submission in a joint case with others 
making a similar submission at any hearing. 

Introduction 

1. This submission is on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson Resource Management Plan and relates to

the entire Plan Change.

2. I oppose in part and request amendments to the Plan Change.

3. I am a qualified property professional (B.Prop, B.Com) and former registered valuer with specialist

expertise, inter alia, in development feasibility. I have represented various Territorial Authorities

specifically in relation to understanding development feasibility and the impact of zoning regulations on

value, and have acted as an expert witness in Environment Court on the matter of development feasibility.

4. I am a Nelson City resident and rate payer and reside at 239 Rutherford Street and whakapapa to Ngāti Apa

ki te Rā Tō, one of the eight Te Tauihu iwi.

Background 

5. The objective of Plan Change 29 as set out in the Section 32 report is to implement the National Policy

Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) by supporting housing delivery and the provision of well-

functioning urban environments within Nelson while ensuring that natural hazard risks are appropriately

managed and historic heritage is protected. This is proposed to be achieved through enabling

intensification of development in the urban areas of Nelson where not affected by significant natural

hazards. Residential intensification is proposed to be enabled through the introduction of three new

residential zone areas: General Residential zone, Medium Density Residential zone and High Density

Residential zone.

6. Under the National Planning Standards the General Residential zone, Medium Density Residential zone and

High Density Residential zone are described as follows:

“General Residential zone - Areas used predominantly for residential activities with a mix of building types,

and other compatible activities.

Medium Density Residential zone - Areas used predominantly for residential activities with moderate

concentration and bulk of buildings, such as detached, semi-detached and terraced housing, low-rise

apartments, and other compatible activities.

High Density Residential zone - Areas used predominantly for residential activities with high concentration

and bulk of buildings, such as apartments, and other compatible activities.”



District Plans are required to give effect to the National Planning Standards under Section 75(3)(ba) of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).  

7. The Government introduced the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) in

August 2020 (updated 2022) which sets out the objectives and policies for planning for well-functioning

urban environments that enable all people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and

cultural wellbeing, and for their health and safety, now and into the future and to ensure sufficient

development capacity is provided to meet the different needs of people and communities.

8. Under the NPS-UD a well-functioning urban environment is defined as urban environments that, as a

minimum:

a) have or enable a variety of homes that:

i. meet the needs, in terms of type, price, and location, of different households; and

ii. enable Māori to express their cultural traditions and norms; and

b) have or enable a variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors in terms of location

and site size; and

c) have good accessibility for all people between housing, jobs, community services, natural spaces,

and open spaces, including by way of public or active transport; and

d) support, and limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the competitive operation of land and

development markets; and

e) support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions; and

f) are resilient to the likely current and future effects of climate change.

9. The NPS-UD sets out clear requirements for what a Future Development Strategy (FDS) must show and be

informed by, and how it is given effect. It states that the purpose of the FDS is to promote Long Term

strategic planning by setting out how the Councils intend to achieve well-functioning urban environments

in their existing and future urban areas and provide at least sufficient development capacity over the next

30 years to meet expected demand. Further, that every tier 1 and 2 local authority must have regard to the

relevant FDS when preparing or changing RMA planning documents.

10. The Nelson Tasman FDS 2022 – 2053 was updated and adopted in September 2022 to plan for housing and

business growth over the next 30 years.

11. The NPS-UD further requires every tier 1 and 2 local authority to prepare and implement an

implementation plan for its FDS. Every implementation plan must be updated annually. Nelson City Council

produced an Intensification Action Plan in September 2020 (before the latest version of the FDS was issued)

to implement the FDS. I am not aware of any updated version of the Intensification Action Plan.

Reasons for Submission 

12. I oppose, in part, Plan Change 29 and seek amendments to the Plan Change to the extent that:

a. implementation of the Future Development Strategy’s 30-year strategic plan for development

capacity through one blanket rezoning of all residential areas will lead to ad hoc development

throughout the city that in the long term will result in poor planning and social outcomes;

b. the Plan Change does nothing to revive a dying CBD and instead gives priority to attempting to fix

housing affordability, which cannot not be solely achieved through a plan change, let alone without

the economic support of a functional CBD;

c. an extensive high-density residential zone, for the most part, is not appropriate, necessary or fitting

in the Nelson context, with the potential for greater adverse effects resulting as opposed to benefits; 



d. the impact on essential residential amenity (sunlight and daylight access) of some rezonings has been

given insufficient weight through the Plan Change;

e. as a result of the package of bulk and location standards for the residential zones, in reality it will limit

opportunities for residential growth and housing choice in Nelson and not achieve the objectives of

the Plan Change; and

f. the section 32 analysis, and supporting documentation, contains flawed assumptions and incomplete

assessment, questioning the integrity of the Plan Change.

13. The specific reasons for my submission are:

a. Given how material the proposed changes to development controls are, staging their introduction

more incrementally (over a 30 year horizon but with a 10 year review frequency for example) is likely

to provide a more considered outcome for Nelson City while allowing Council to still respond and

adapt to future demand pressures. In addition:

i. While the FDS contemplates growth out to 30 years, the NRMP is required to be reviewed on a

10-year cycle in any event and it is not mandatory for Council to adopt such material changes (as

in PC29) to respond to the FDS immediately and / or in one attempt. Furthermore, while Council

has considered long-term population growth forecasts and endeavoured propose planning

controls to accommodate that growth; the longer term the forecast the less reliable it is and it

is inevitable that the population growth forecasts will be incorrect, either in terms of timing,

numbers, or both;

ii. PC29 partly proceeds on the basis of future assumptions that are so far in the future that they

are not capable of being validated. For example, the rapidly changing nature of the retail and

the commercial sectors and the workforce that supports them is complex and its future

composition cannot be reliably predicted. This is complicated further by the cyclical nature of

economic and housing markets, which already rendered elements of the supporting work

commissioned by Council (and the underlying assumptions they helped derive) out of date. A

staged implementation timeframe would allow for the forecasts and assumptions to be updated

on an ongoing basis and the planning settings incrementally adjusted as necessary, providing

more appropriate density outcomes as and when needed;

iii. With a built lifecycle of at least 50-60 years (although in practice materially longer), construction

permitted by PC29 will be enduring far beyond the timeframe contemplated by the FDS. Its

effects and impacts will shape Nelson for generations and accelerating the introduction of some

of the inappropriate development controls contained within PC29 risks imposing ongoing

negative externalities for the life of those buildings constructed. Launching an excessively

permissive and large scale density regime heightens this risk when Council has the option to

stage both the scale and timing of the introduction of development controls in a more

considered and incremental manner;

iv. Specifically in relation to fostering high density residential development, the interaction of the

proposed development controls for the CBD in relation to the residential areas has not been

adequately considered. For example, requiring resource consent for residential development in

the central city area will cause private developers to favour high density apartment development

in the residential zones where no resource consent is required. Initially, the CBD is a more

appropriate area to accommodate apartment style high density living in that it can, for example,

displace redundant and secondary retail accommodation and bring people to the central area.

It is people that will foster vibrancy within the central area and stimulate re-vitalisation.

b. The population growth assumptions underpinning PC29, as articulated in the FDS, note a continuing

demographic shift with an increase in the over 65 age category, as well as relative decline in some of

the younger age categories. Multi-level residential is, for obvious reasons, not favoured by an aging



population. Moreover, a larger aged population implies a greater requirement for relatively more 

lowly paid service industry employment which will further impinge on housing affordability (through 

a low wage economy). PC29 does not appear to adequately consider demographic changes as it 

pertains to workforce and commercial sector composition, nor the housing typologies that are likely 

to be demanded in the future.  

c. Council has overestimated and overstated its perceived mandate from public consultation in relation

to the FDS. The proposed changes in PC29 are of a materially larger scale and more permissive (from

a density perspective) than alluded to in the draft FDS documentation. It is disingenuous to suggest,

as the supporting documentation does, that the FDS or its consultation process gives Council any form

of mandate to impose the significant and material changes that it is proposing.

d. Proposed Plan Change 29 will do little, if anything, to make in Nelson housing more “accessible and

affordable"1. It is not axiomatic that housing ‘choice’ provided for by medium and high-density

typologies will equate to relatively more accessible and/or affordable housing. There appears to be

no reference within the supporting reports as to how increasing housing supply to accommodate

future population growth will improve affordability. In addition, ‘housing affordability’ is not

adequately or clearly defined in legislation and affordability as an objective (based on the Section 32

report) appears to have been elevated above the other matters to be given regard within Section 7 of

the RMA.  Moreover, in my opinion affordability is not achievable via the provision of more permissive

density or development controls, all else being held equal. In support of this last point:

i. The HAASHA legislation attempted to achieve affordability by, inter alia, increasing density

above the levels permitted in the underlying zoning controls; i.e. similar means to what Council

is proposing in PC29. Government empirically proved2 that construction of residential

accommodation under the HAASHA legislation not only failed to make housing more affordable,

it made it more expensive, hence the legislations withdrawal. Betts Corner Apartments on Nile

Street are a case study of a HAASHA development that did nothing to achieve housing

affordability but merely facilitated the development of relatively high-end residential

accommodation;

ii. The rate per square metre cost to construct multi-level residential buildings in NZ is almost

always higher than for single level residential construction. Significant trade-offs are therefore

required (reduction in size and amenity for example, quality being appropriately held to a

minimum standard) for higher density accommodation to compete with single level

accommodation on price alone. Those trade-offs are nuanced and buyer specific and not

properly considered in the supporting literature;

iii. Construction costs are a matter of fact and there are few ‘levers’ to control them. The cost of

the structure is broadly consistent between the same typologies with cost differences largely

driven by design features and fitout quality. Scale brings some efficiencies, but these benefits

can go to the developers profit margin as well as benefiting the purchaser. As a result, there is

little that can be done to make construction of new build housing more affordable other than

build to a minimum quality standard, build smaller dwellings, or construct on lower value land;

iv. Construction costs in NZ have increased dramatically in recent years and are at levels that require

even the most basic apartments to be sold at a minimum of $10,000 per square metre of floor

area to be feasible (generally for the first-floor apartments with $/sqm being higher at higher

elevations in the building). Supporting this, the most recent sales of modern central Nelson

apartments, expressed on a gross rate per square metre of floor area basis, can be evidenced

between $9,500 and $16,500psm with variances dependent on factors such as location, quality,

size, bedrooms and views etc. On this basis, a relatively modest 75sqm apartment will need to

1 To quote Mayor Nick Smith and as referenced in the PC29 supporting documentation such as the section 32 report. 
2 See https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/costs-outweigh-benefits-special-housing-area-extension 



cost $750,000, or higher; when considering the trade-off’s, a stand-alone 200 sqm dwelling can 

be purchased for circa $850,000 making the popularity of a new subdivision unsurprising. Rather 

than providing affordable high density housing options for a range of purchasers, PC29 risks 

simply promoting expensive high-end apartments for a relatively wealthier demographic, at a 

detriment to the amenity of those around them.  

e. There is no evidence, either in the supporting documentation or market derived, that PC29 will

achieve “affordability” or improve housing “accessibility”, particularly as it relates to high density

residential, neither does it enable it on its own. As far as I am aware, almost all attempts to develop

‘affordable’ housing in NZ either rely on some form of subsidy, grant, or wealth transfer. Examples

include Inclusionary Zoning where in simple terms a developer is required to deliver a quantity of

houses at a specified price-point (which is likely below its market value) or funds housing via targeted

development contribution; ‘affordability’ is effectively achieved through foregone profit margin or

increased pricing elsewhere in the development to fund the approach. Such initiatives do not make

housing affordable in and of themselves (as the price of construction is immutable), there is simply

an intervention to achieve affordability for a particular category of purchaser. While land use

liberalisation is small part of a solution in achieving housing affordability, on its own it is incapable of

achieving this outcome; housing affordability is a multi-faceted and complex issue that will require

both supply side (intensification, school zoning changes etc.) and demand side (monetary policy, debt

access, wage growth etc.) solutions to be achieved. These are outside of Local Governments mandate

and control. Focusing on one aspect of the affordability issue, such as intensification, risks further

distorting the outcome.

f. The Tier 1 standards have been prepared for cities with materially higher population densities, more

evenly spread demographics and larger, more developed economies, amongst a host of other factors;

these and other factors drive the requirement to accommodate higher density residential options

within the built environment for those larger cities. The Tier 1 standards are not mandatory for a

relatively smaller city such as Nelson and do not contemplate the more nuanced or specific

requirements of our city as it relates to these and other factors. The Tier 1 standards are inappropriate

and unnecessary for Nelson and risk promoting the adverse outcomes that section 7 of the RMA seeks

to avoid.

g. Specifically in relation to the proposed high density residential zone, the potential adverse effects of

future development in that zone have been understated and underestimated. Consequently, the

assessment of those affects has not been appropriately or adequately considered. For example:

i. A 19.5 metre high or 6-Level structure set back 1m from the boundary imposes significant and

permanent shading and loss of daylight that will impact properties well beyond the adjoining

sites and at a level that is more than minor;

ii. On the face of it, the development controls describe a building envelope that would allow a

significant and imposing single household dwelling of a much larger scale and level of site

coverage than currently provided for; i.e. in theory both reducing amenity for adjoining sites

without providing any of the outcomes targeted by Council;

iii. For those areas of the proposed high-density zone are currently low density zoned, PC29 is

inequitable in that it imposes a relatively higher cost and amenity loss compared with, for

example, general residential zoned areas (i.e. it is a more substantial change from low to high

density zoning than from, say, general residential to high density or general residential to

medium density). Moreover, there will be a relatively higher cost (both economic and non-

economic) to sites in this area from the impact of introducing uncertainty of what future

adjoining development might be and even higher localised cost where an adjoining site is

actually developed for high density residential (again, that cost will also be relatively greater

when comparing low density residential to, say, a general residential site). These costs have not

been adequately considered in the section 32 analysis;



iv. The uptake of future apartment development will be uneven, ad-hoc with the effects potentially

localised and/or concentrated. Not all sites within the proposed high-density zone will be

suitable for high density residential development for various reasons such as size, shape, cost

and scale of existing improvements (which will need to be demolished or re-located) etc. As a

result, the negative effects of high-density development will be more directly borne by those

adjoining or near the relatively fewer sites that will be suitable. Bar some isolated sites, Council

appears to have done little work to consider where (and when) high density apartment

development may occur and how the negative effects will be borne by existing residents;

v. 19.5 metres is a wholly inappropriate and unnecessary height limit for Nelson City. Apart from

the negative externalities imposed, the Christchurch and Kaikoura earthquakes have driven

more conservative occupier behaviour toward favouring lower rise construction. Scientific

evidence3 suggests that there is a 75% probability of an alpine fault event occurring within the

next 50 years (i.e. within the lifespan of a building constructed ‘now’) and that event having a 4

in 5 chance of being magnitude 8 or greater (‘AF8’ event). While structural engineers can design

a 6-level building to an appropriate level of strength, such construction is more expensive (on a

$/sqm basis) than lower rise and in any event occupier demand considerations from the

Christchurch experience justify a more conservative height limit (which would also have the

benefit of imposing a lower cost of uncertainty and lost amenity on Nelsons residents).

Proportionately higher and increasing insurance premiums will also add the relative occupancy

cost of multi-level accommodation (both residential and commercial) which is more expensive

to insure than single level dwellings and becoming less insurable throughout NZ, due to the

significant number of insurable events we have suffered in recent history.

h. In broad terms, there is inconsistency in the proposed PC29 planning controls in that they are

exceedingly permissive on some aspects (density, height limits and site coverage for example) yet

excessively prescriptive and somewhat contradictory on other controls (front yards and parking

generally but also physical items such as cycle parking, and vehicle charging for example). The

emphasis on certain controls appears to be at the cost protection of amenity and given the extensive

nature of the proposed changes will invariably result in some perverse and / or unexpected outcomes.

Moreover, such an interventionalist approach is not only poor planning practice but is ultra vires in

that it strays beyond resource management into the territory of the Building Act and Building Code.

This aspect of PC29 needs peer review and amendment as it challenges the credibility of the proposed

controls. Moreover, market demand will drive the implementation of most of these initiatives in any

event (which are likely to change in the future anyway), if there is no demand for the initiative, Council

is simply imposing an unnecessary cost on the market.

i. It is questionable whether a 200m2 minimum site size, as proposed through the subdivision provision

of the proposed Plan Change, can practically achieve all of the development controls proposed for the

residential zones through Plan Change 29.  Bulk and location controls within a residential zone should

work together as a bundle. Each standard has multiple areas of control, and therefore overlap in what

they achieve. Not all standards available are necessarily required to achieve the desired level of

amenity. For example, height in relation controls also manage building setbacks. In determining the

correct mix of bulk and location controls, they need to be considered as a package and how they will

practically be achieved.

Relief Sought 

14. I seek the following decision from the Council:

a. That the various elements of PC29 are reviewed and prioritised according to their importance under

the NPS-UD and FDS, and are instead introduced in a staged manner (through the appropriate

method, whether that be multiple plan change’s or other such mechanism) from a timing and location

3 See https://af8.org.nz/ 



perspective to enable the NRMP to respond appropriately and in a considered and balanced manner 

as population demand dictates.  

b. That the proposed changes to the City Centre zone be reviewed and that amendments are made to

the rules to ensure that:

i. reviving the commercial areas is a priority, and is enabled and not restricted by resource consent

processes; and

ii. residential intensification of the commercial areas is incentivised over other residential areas,

through more enabling rules in the central city area.

c. That the proposed rezoning of sites to High Density Residential zone be reviewed and either amended,

or the zone be deleted in its entirety, to ensure that High Density Residential zoning only applies

where it is appropriate for that level of density to be located in the context of the surrounding land

uses, amenity and character, and in relation to the proximity to the City Centre.

d. That the proposed rezoning of the site at 239 Rutherford Street to High Density Residential be

amended to be General Residential zone.

e. That the standards and rules proposed for each residential zone be reviewed and amended to ensure

that they:

i. are more consistent with Nelsons status as a Tier 2 city;

ii. are individually workable and practical;

iii. adequately protect residential amenity, particularly shading and sunlight access;

iv. work as a package of controls for each zone, including deleting unnecessary or excessive rules,

to ensure the methods of the Residential zones achieve the outcomes sought for the zone.

………………………………………………………………………… 

Gerrard Wilson 

Dated this 30th day of October 2023 













The roads serving this part of 
Tahunanui are too narrow and 
have poor sightlines. They are 
unsuitable for the increased 
traffic that will be generated by 
high density housing, especially 
if no onsite parking is required 
for these houses. Sadly there is 
no longer any public transport 
on this part of the hills. The 
local minibus service was 
withdrawn after the August 
2022 landslips and a service no 
longer comes through the 
proposed new zone.

Existing stormwater and 
wastewater systems on the 
Tahunanui Hills are not 
designed for high density 
housing. In recent years we 
have seen stormwater 
overflowing during high 
intensity rainfall events 
into properties along 
Tahunanui Drive and in 
Tosswill Road.

Instability affects a band of land 
that cuts through the High 
Density Residential zone. The 
August 2022 rainfall event 
caused slipping along Tosswill 
Road in several places. The 
slipping was severe enough to 
cause road closure. Denser 
housing development is likely to 
result in more land disturbance 
effects as building platforms are 
cut and retaining walls erected 
to accommodate high rise multi 
unit housing developments.

The proposed new height limit 
(19m 6 storey) and steeper 
daylight angles are too high.
There are limited open space 
requirements and the proposed 
yard rules are too small. These 
new rules are likely to cause 
effects of overlooking, lack of 
privacy and lack of daylight.



The Section 32 report , while 

long and detailed does not 

adequately addr4ess why Hgh 

Density Residential zoning is 

the most effective and efficient 

zoning policy for this part of 

the Tahunanui Hills.

There has been insufficient 

consultation for such a major 

change in housing density in 

this part of Nelson's residential 

area.

Residential
Zones

General
Residential 
Zone

Oppose in part The existing policy RE1.2(c) provides 
for consideration of effects on 
neighbouring properties. Its a 
sound policy and should be 
retained.
New developments with high 
density and particularly greater 
height and small yards should not 
be allowed as of right to affect 
negatively on existing residential 
development.

Retain Residential Policy 
RE1.2(c) for Tahunanui Hills
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General
opposition

Oppose -The proposed High 
Density Zone not to be 
applied to any Residential 
Property
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Density Zone only to be 
applied to any Residential 
Property after further 
consultation increasing 
yard set backs; decreasing 
maximum building height 
or increasing daylight
admission angles
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1. Too much:
The scope of what Council is looking
to by intensification under PC29 is to
broad, without enough controls
balancing current resident enjoyment
with future resident enjoyment/
housing needs. Council is moving too
far, too fast without proposer
consideration. The results of 6 story
buildings pepper-potted into existing
low-rise residential suburbs will blight
Nelson's urban development visually
and spatially for generations. I
support intensification but not like
this.

2.. Intensification deals with supply
not affordability:
In its FDS, Council acknowledges it
cannot overly influence affordability.
Yet the Introduction to PC39 indicates
that this has perhaps significantly
influenced Council’s decision making
(I refer to the Context section 4.1 at
page 21)
The supporting evidence around PC29
conflates affordability and supply.
Nelson may have an affordability issue
but at least in the short- medium term
Council’s own reports do not show a
shortage of capacity near to the
extent PC29 enables.
Council’s consultation to date has
been almost exclusively with
government agencies and developers.
So the Council has put forward a
planning solution which aims at new
buildings on land – as opposed to
repurposing of existing buildings in
city and city fringe, or developments
of those sites. It should consider
alternative methods of intensification
appropriate to our region before
instituting planning rules which
significantly change amenity values
for many residents.
If Council wishes to deal with housing
affordability, and it wishes to use
planning tools to do so, I suggest it
would be better to require developers
to say, include “inclusionary zones” in
all larger developments, where the
developer is required to include a
certain number of affordable homes.



3. Not "efficient and effective"- no
information available to the public on
this
PC29 does not adequately provide for
what a Nelson “well functioning urban
environment” ( in implementing the
Urban Development NPS) would be.
The section 32 report justifies that
PC29 is the “efficient and effective”
option (eg p 132, table 25 and
following) but with no rationale as to
why that conclusion has been
reached. In particular, options that are
not PC29 are just stated as “less
efficient and effective” seemingly
because they do not reach the highest
rate of housing supply analysed by
Council. I can see that, given proper
consideration, these other options are
at least as efficient and probably more
effective- when the scale of growth
and preference in our regional town is
taken account of.
However it is not possible to fully
understand the other options Council
has considered and their effect given
the way that Council has described
them in the PC29 and associated
reports.
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Submission on Plan Change 29 to Nelson Resource Management Plan 

Authors:  Ian and Tracey McComb, Small Time Developments. 

Ian owns Small Time Developments Ltd, a company which aims to provide high quality small and affordable 

dwellings for individual households and communities.  His background includes 10+ years as a council Development 

Engineer and Infrastructure Planner, including at Tasman District and Hamilton City.  

Tracey is part of Small Time Developments Ltd and her background includes 8 years as a Council resource consent 

and policy planner. 

Introduction: 

Overall, we strongly support the intent of Plan Change 29 and congratulate the Council for its intent to enable the 

intensification of housing in the residential areas of the city.   

Specific areas of support include: 

• New Medium Density Residential and High Density Residential zoning

• Recognises diversity of housing as an objective

• Acknowledging micromobility as a transport mode

• 3 dwellings per site

• 200m2 lot size

Specific areas of concern, which need to be addressed to support sustainable intensification, are: 

• Continuing to require resource consent (REr.33) for new off-site relocatable buildings over 30m2 (as is

currently being interpreted by resource consent planners).

• 35m2 minimum size residential unit restriction in the Medium and High Density Residential zones.

• Permeable landscaped areas

Maps  
SUPPORT the new General Residential, Medium Density Residential and High Density Residential Zones. 
SUPPORT the need for updated Natural Hazard overlays to incorporate updated information. 

Chapter 2 Meanings of words  
OPPOSE the omission of a specific definition for Relocated Buildings. The current rules appear to exclude new off-
site builds greater than 30m2. If the Council is serious about facilitating infill housing and intensification then 
removing the restrictions on new off-site builds would be a step in the right direction. 

SUPPORT the inclusion of definitions for cycleparking and micromobility which recognise transport modes other 
than cars and reflect the move from central government to remove car parking requirements. 

OPPOSE the definition of permeable landscaped area. The definition of permeable landscape is problematic as it 

does not adequately define what is permeable and how it will be protected in the longer term. The issues are: 

“sealed does not equal impermeable” as there are many products already on the market that would fulfil both 

definitions in the common understanding. A “permeable” surface should have an initial constructed flow rate of 

greater than 500mm/hr or 5L/m2/hr. As a comparison, lawn surfaces are reported to have an average permeability 

of around 100mm/hr.    

Protecting landscaped areas. To maintain permeability, these landscaped areas need to be protected from vehicle 

traffic that kills vegetation, and/or compacts soil reducing permeability. Also, over time, non-consented 

developments can eat into the landscaped areas. Therefore, to practically achieve long term protection, a Consent 

Notice is proposed to show the permeable landscaped area(s) on title.    
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If the intent is extended to require 20% garden areas to support biodiversity, reduction in heat island effect, visual 

amenity etc then stricter/clearer requirements are required. Practically speaking NCC would need a GIS layer that 

included the protected vegetative areas, regular image capture and comparison of current surfaces. I believe that 

this can mostly be automated these days. This is the recommended path that NCC pursues. 

Chapter 5 – District Wide Objectives and Policies 
DO1A Papakainga 
SUPPORT the intention of DO1A to provide clearer pathways for Maori to develop papakainga on their ancestral 
land. However, while we acknowledge the importance of specifically recognising and providing for the needs of 
Maori, the concept of papakainga is similar to that of collective housing, and in times of housing crisis, as we are 
currently experiencing, we believe that the NRMP should be providing similar objectives, policies and rules that 
encourage collective housing in all residential zones. There are many people in the Nelson/Tasman area with 
experience to assist in the writing of such objectives, policies and rules to facilitate smaller, quick-build, off-site 
affordable housing that will reduce the number of homeless in our region and meet the need for alternative living 
and housing styles that are not currently being catered for. 

DO10 Land Transport 

SUPPORT amendment of DO10.1.5 access to sites to include pedestrian and micromobility users in addition to 
vehicles. 
SUPPORT amendment of DO10.1.7 pedestrian and bicycle traffic to include pedestrian and micromobility users. 

DO13A Urban design 

SUPPORT in part. We support the addition of DO13A.4.1.e but believe that this policy should go further to include 
recognition of collective housing as a viable development option. Based on the intention of the previous two 
statements (DO13A.4.1.d and c), collective housing is still restricted by some of the rules in residential zones. 

DO14 Subdivision and development 

SUPPORT the amendment of DO14.1 city layout and design to recognise an increase in housing choice as part of a 
well-functioning urban environment. However, we believe there are rules that are still inconsistent with the 
provision of collective housing. These are commented on further in the relevant rule sections. 

SUPPORT the amendment of DO14.2 amenity values to include a recognition that amenity is more than just 
attractiveness, and includes diversity of housing, so that more people can live in safe, warm houses of a size and 
design that meets their needs, rather than the expectations of others. While this objective attempts to address the 
changes that will occur to streetscapes with increased building height and density, there are other rules that still 
limit the provision of housing choice, due to restrictions on building sizes, addressed further in the submission. 

SUPPORT DO14.3.1 Roading to include the addition of pedestrian and micromobility provisions as an alternative to 
only vehicle access and encourage a transport mode shift, in objectives and policies. 

DO15 Peripheral urban expansion 

SUPPORT the rewording of policy DO15.1.1 that supports increase in density and recognises that diversity of housing 
contributes to a well-functioning urban environment. 

DO16 Zones 

SUPPORT the introduction of General Residential, Medium Density Residential and High Density Residential zones. 
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SUPPORT the wording of the zone statements in DO161.1.iii and DO161.1.iv to describe the general planned built 
character of the zones and a recognition that the addition of these zones will result in a moderate to high degree of 
visual change to neighbourhoods. We agree that this change in the “look” of neighbourhoods is necessary in order to 
meet the diverse and pressing housing needs of our city and reflect the fact that there is a demand for smaller house 
sizes and a variety of on and off-site designs and materials that may look different to existing, established areas. 
Amenity means more than just visually pleasing, which is a subjective in nature. 

Chapter 7 Residential Zone – Objectives and Policies 

SUPPORT the addition of REd.9 and REd.10 introducing the new residential zones and acknowledging that the 
appearance and character of neighbourhoods will change as a result of these new zones, in order to meet the needs 
of residents for housing choice and diversity. We recognise that some areas of the city are less suited to more 
intensive development due to natural hazard risks and sea level rise. 

SUPPORT in part RE1.7, RE1.8, RE2.9. We support the intent of these new policies but suggest that they could be 
extended to include specific reference to collective housing as an intensive and diverse form of housing 
development. 

Chapter 7 Residential Zone – Rules 

General Residential Zone 
SUPPORT up to 3 residential units per site being a permitted activity in all new residential zones (REr.17B) 

OPPOSE reference to “the attractiveness of the street” as being a matter that discretion is restricted to in REr.17B.3 
and REr.17B.4 

OPPOSE REr.17H permeable landscaped area and Site Coverage 

The definition of permeable landscape is problematic as it does not adequately define what is permeable and how it 

will be protected in the longer term.   The issues are: 

“sealed does not equal impermeable” as there are many products already on the market that would fulfil both 

definitions in the common understanding.   A “permeable” surface should have an initial constructed flow rate of 

greater than 500mm/hr or 5L/m2/hr.   As a comparison, lawn surfaces are reported to have an average permeability 

of around 100mm/hr.    

Protecting landscaped areas.  To maintain permeability, these landscaped areas need to be protected from vehicle 

traffic that kills vegetation, and/or compacts soil reducing permeability.   Also, over time, non-consented 

developments can eat into the landscaped areas.  Therefore, to practically achieve long term protection, a Consent 

Notice is proposed to show the permeable landscaped area(s) on title.    

If the intent is extended to require 20% garden areas to support biodiversity, reduction in heat island effect, visual 

amenity etc then stricter/clearer requirements are required.  Practically speaking NCC would need a GIS layer that 

included the protected vegetative areas, regular image capture and comparison of current surfaces.  I believe that 

this can mostly be automated these days.    This is the recommended path that NCC pursues. 

Medium Density Residential Zone 
SUPPORT up to 3 residential units per site being a permitted activity in all new residential zones (REr.18B) 

OPPOSE reference to “the attractiveness of the street” as being a matter that discretion is restricted to in REr.18B.3 
and REr.18B.4 

OPPOSE permeable landscaped area REr.18H for reasons outlined for REr.17H 
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OPPOSE minimum size REr.18U 
The Draft MRZ and HRZ rules require a higher minimum floor areas for 1 bed units than is required to achieve 

compliance with the Housing Improvement Regulations 1947 (15 Nov 2021 version).  Thus the Draft District Plan 

oversteps its mandate and whilst the aim (in the S32 Report) of having an indication of the number of 

dwellings/persons to be erected on any site is worthy, there are many factors associated with slope, hazards, 

construction timing, building form, common areas etc that mean that efficient Council facilities and infrastructure 

planning will not be usefully served by just assuming a maximum number of dwellings/infrastructure demands per 

site based upon minimum house sizes.   

Apart from the Housing Regulations, there are examples of high-quality architect designed medium and high density 

apartments that are smaller that 35m2 such as the Nightingale projects in Melbourne 

(https://www.nightingalehousing.org/).  These developments include larger common spaces and have facilities for 

shared recreation, laundry etc and have single bedroom apartments down to 19m2.    

As most developments will be subject to Resource Consent requirements because of the more that 3 dwelling 

trigger, minimum house size should not be an additional trigger or assessment criteria as the Building Act and 

Housing Regulations previously cited adequately deal with this matter. Hence the lack of such a criterion in the 

MDRS.  

Of particular interest to the submitter is the interaction of this proposed minimum house size rule and the existing 

30m2 rules that does not require a resource consent (RC) for a transportable house (REr.33). 

By forcing a minimum 1 bedroom unit size of 35m2 it therefore makes it impossible to avoid a RC.  Thus currently a 

29.5m2 1 bedroom unit could be placed on an existing title without a RC but that would not be possible under the 

new rules in the MRZ or HRZ.    

Our particular interest in placing smaller transportable units within the medium and high-density zones is for the 

time between the rules becoming Operative and the economic feasibility of new apartment buildings being erected. 

This will be decades in some cases as few developers have the financial capacity to undertake apartment building 

development and sufficient re-development sites and final customers need to be available in the market to allow 

progress.    

Hence the current drafting of the new plan rules could facilitate a situation where the average density in the GRZ 

increases at a faster rate and remains higher than the average density of the MRZ and HRZ for decades, thereby 

undermining the intention of increasing housing density close to the CBD and associated services.  Conversely, 

facilitating transportable units into MRZ and HRZ sites until a full apartment redevelopment is feasible would 

encourage housing more people in the inner-city environment from the early days of the new rules being Operative. 

This would support the objectives of reducing transport emissions, and efficient use of community facilities, 

infrastructure and businesses.  

High Density Residential Zone 
SUPPORT up to 3 residential units per site being a permitted activity in all new residential zones (REr.19B) 

OPPOSE reference to “the attractiveness of the street” as being a matter that discretion is restricted to in REr.19B.3 
and REr.19B.4 

OPPOSE permeable landscaped area REr.19H for reasons outlined for REr.17H 

OPPOSE minimum size REr.19U, as per comments above for REr.18U 

Other rules 

OPPOSE REr.33 Relocated Buildings. The explanation for requiring a resource consent for a controlled activity clearly 
uses words to describe the “re-use” of a resource. However, new off-site builds are being subject to this rule which is 
restrictive for infill housing. 

https://www.nightingalehousing.org/
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Building near or over pipes 

SUPPORT in part REr.36A Building over or alongside drains.  Whilst the reasons for and objectives of the change are 

supported, the proposed wording would result in unnecessary consenting effort. 

Rather than a simplistic change from 3m to 5m for the permitted status, the rules should follow a proportional 

approach as is already used for easements in the NTLDM. i.e. if the gap between the pipe centreline and structures 

can comply with a distance of 1.5m (each side) plus the diameter of the pipe plus the depth of the excavation to lay 

then it should remain a permitted activity.  

SUPPORT Sch.AA Papakainga development. While we support the intention to provide clearer pathways for Maori 
to develop papakainga on their ancestral land. However, while we acknowledge the importance of specifically 
recognising and providing for the needs of Maori, the concept of papakainga is similar to that of collective housing, 
and in times of housing crisis, as we are currently experiencing, we believe that the NRMP should be providing 
similar objectives, policies and rules that encourage collective housing in all residential zones. There are many 
people in the Nelson/Tasman area with experience to assist in the writing of such objectives, policies and rules to 
facilitate smaller, quick-build, off-site affordable housing that will reduce the number of homeless in our region and 
meet the need for alternative living and housing styles that are not currently being catered for. 




































































