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Nelson City Council 
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GlJ I could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission. 

Gl] 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
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; an�tbaf-N'Otice 
�xtee4irs the=61eoiAt; 9.iteccf�Rs 
I ACKNOWLEDGE that I 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 I 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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Rev 0.2 
MUST be sent or delivered by 31/10/23 4pm to: 

Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

SubmiGer: 

Full Name: Stephen Webster 

Address: 61 Mount Street 

Nelson South 

Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 021 579 577 

Email: stevw.stevw@gmail.com 

Signature of SubmiGer: 

Date: 28th October 2023 

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

I WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

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

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

supporMng documentaMon due to its size and complexity.

b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the SecMon 32 reports has not been made available

for residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer.

c) That I have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consultaMon by Council, with its

severe implicaMons towards the well-being of exisMng rate paying residents enjoyment of

their properMes, extremely stressful, very Mme consuming and unnecessary.

d) That I have been put in a posiMon of hoping more qualified ciMzens 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 meeMngs “This is a ‘Broad Brush

approach’ that requires public submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies PC

29 has been prematurely put out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate

state that requires the public to learn and understand in its enMrety, so they can formulate

and arMculate a suitable response.

f) The severe lack of Trust between residents and Council has become significant given the

following:-

i) The PC29 submission Mmeframe was only extended from 27 to 56 working days because

of public pressure at 7
th

 Sept public meeMng.

ii) PC29 media engagement was only increased because of public pressure at 7
th

 Sept public

meeMng.

iii) InformaMon regarding the negaMve impacts on exisMng residents’ enjoyment of their

properMes is not forthcoming in every interacMon with NCC members and staff. It is
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‘Deceit by Omission’ and has required individuals to research PC 29 to find out these 

aspects and share them with the wider public. Eg. 

(1) Loss of winter sunlight with new recession planes.

(2) Loss of on street car parking with increased intensificaMon due to no requirement for

on-site car parking.

(3) Loss of privacy with bigger buildings that are closer to boundaries.

(4) Loss of property value with loss of views, sunlight, and privacy.

(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residenMal dwellings around a boundary.

(6) ResidenMal unit numbers per building can be increased on a ‘restricted discreMonary’

basis without noMficaMon or wriGen approval.

(7) Exaggerated populaMon forecasts.

(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14
th

 MeeMng.

(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.

(a) I am asking Council to immediately withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning

staff to refine the plan design and then put it back out for public consultaMon.

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

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

September Council meeMng.

i) I ask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14
th

 vote.

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

Commissioners.

3) NCC’s PopulaUon forecasts
a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensificaMon and

growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not StaMsMcs NZ medium projecMons, but are over

inflated ‘home grown’ projecMons that require the scale of intensificaMon to be greater than

those of StaMsMcs NZ. I refer to the submission by Demographer, Dr Geoffrey Hayes.

b) When challenged, NCC staff and the Mayor, always refer to the wider Nelson-Tasman 

regional growth, which is beyond the scope of PC29.

i) I ask the Council to use StaMsMcs NZ medium projecMon forecasts for Nelson, as

recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1

and amend its intensificaMon 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 collecMon of heritage and non-

heritage character buildings that have aGracted people for generaMons and been a cherished

holiday desMnaMon for many New Zealanders.

b) ResidenMal Neighbourhoods should be protected for future generaMons to enjoy and new

developments thoughlully 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 essenMal part of the character of

the Inner City.

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

Homes is completely out of character and lacks a long-term vision for maintaining the

aGracMon of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors. See aGached photo (out of

character 1)

e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essenMal 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 essenMal part of the aGracMon of Nelson, which must all be considered during 

developing the growth of Nelson. 

i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protecMon for neighbourhoods beyond the

heritage buildings and precincts to that of areas of historic character value from the early

seGlement years of Nelson and stop future ‘out of character’ developments.

ii) I ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA), as per the Nelson

Tasman 2050 proposal, (aGached) to carefully guide growth and acMvely 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 hGps://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-

property/building-and-alteraMon/heaMng-and-insulaMon/energy-efficiency-and-heaMng-your-

home/

c) I am unable to find a secMon 32 report regarding the winter sunlight shading effects on

neighbouring properMes. The daylight admission tesMng in the B&A memorandum dated

15/3/23 are only about maximising building bulk and height to enable increased floor plates

at upper levels on a typical size secMon, rather than any loss of sunlight and the shading

effects of a neighbour.

d) Shape Nelson Website provides misleading informaMon on ‘How PC29 could affect you’ with

no menMon of completely losing sunlight amenity with possible total shading over the winter

months. Quote:- “Daylight admission - the maximum allowable building height decreases as

the building gets closer to the side and rear boundaries, so that taller buildings leave space

for daylight to get to the neighbouring properMes”.

e) All exisMng houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be

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

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

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

illnesses.

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

iv) Increased heaMng costs, air polluMon, carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a

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

open fires were legislated out of use many years ago.

v) ReducMon 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 addiMonal new (low rise) infill

improvements on their secMon, with affordable addiMonal units that COULD be over

shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a mulM-

storey development next door at any Mme in the future.

viii) NCC & TDC ‘Housing We’d Choose’ report dated June 2021 by M.e ConsulMng ranks

‘Sunny’ as the highest preference for housing choice in Nelson and yet PC29 will remove

that amenity from its exiMng residents, without warning or compensaMon.

(1) I ask the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protecMon rules to all pre-

exisMng properMes, unless the owner gives wriGen approval to the contrary.



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

RE2.3.i: The recepMon of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a criMcal

component of residenMal amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is

vital for outdoor acMviMes such as gardening and recreaMon. 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-residenMal buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the

daylight and sunlight received on a residenMal site should be no different whether or

not the neighbour is residenMal. This philosophy applies whether the building is on

an adjoining site or across a street.

6) Privacy and Outlook
a) Privacy is a criMcal part of enjoying a property.

i) I support the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed]

words. ‘The building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries

and the outlook rules ensure that residenMal units [and their neighbours] have a

reasonable degree of privacy as well as encourage residenMal units to be orientated

towards the street or public open space’.

7) IntensificaUon

a) I strongly oppose the High-Density ResidenMal Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping

with any exisMng ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residenMal suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.

i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) I ask Council to apply no greater than new General ResidenMal Zone equally across the

enMre Nelson district on the introducMon of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight

Admission protecMon rules will apply to all pre-exisMng properMes, unless the owner

gives wriGen approval to the contrary.

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

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

intensificaMon.

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

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

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

intensificaMon, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up a valuable housing

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

i) I ask Council to consider soluMons to miMgate against new-build empty holiday

apartments.

d) I oppose the increase of residenMal units beyond 4, as a restricted discreUonary acMvity that

does NOT require noMficaMon and wriGen approval from neighbours.

i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires noMficaMon, to restrict large ‘out

of character’ accommodaMon blocks spanning mulMple secMons, and taking up lots of on

street car parking spaces, popping up in a residenMal street, without warning.

e) Bigger older properMes, could be beGer uMlised and help with our growth if they were more

easily allowed to be divided into mulM-dwellings.

f) Building inner city apartments that offer an alternaMve soluMon to ‘reMrement villages’, can

free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘reMred’ occupants may also be less

likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.



g) Designing Inner-City roof gardens and balconies with green spaces for commercial hospitality

use or places for apartment living residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun.

h) IncenMvise rate paying residents to demolish or relocate their house in favour of replacing

more units on the same secMon providing they comply with the suitable character or

heritage of the neighbourhood.

8) Progressively Phased IntensificaUon

a) Firstly, Inner City should be the starMng place to have the most significant intensificaMon,

before forcing it onto the residenMal neighbourhoods, this can give more Mme to complete a

beGer design vision for our residenMal neighbourhoods.

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

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

as Car only spaces. See aGached (city area taken up by cars).

ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the

density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residenMal

acMvity above ground floor level. It is expected that over Mme, more people will choose

to live in the City Centre because of its easy access to offices, shops, entertainment and

varied open spaces and experiences’.

b) Secondly, City Fringe would be the next zone to phase in for intensificaMon.

i) I ask Council to negoMate and/or incenMvise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less

essenMal land that can be beGer used for accommodaMon.

c) Finally, the ResidenMal Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working out from the

City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).

i) I would support Medium Density ResidenMal Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over 7me, providing AP15

Daylight Admission ProtecMon rules remain in force for exisMng properMes.

9) IntensificaUon in hazard zones
a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General ResidenMal 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, affecMng increasing areas of Nelson in

ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated with cauMon.

10) On-street carparking
a) Increased intensificaMon without providing off street carparking will result in significant

hazards to pedestrians and road users in some areas of Nelson where roads are extremely

narrow, with liGle or no footpaths, no berms, high retaining walls, steep drop offs and no

turning spaces. Some of these roads are all much narrower than would be expected under

modern standards with some being barely a single vehicle wide.

b) On street parked cars, have also narrowed two-way roads down to single lane for two-way

access and forced parking on footpaths to become the ‘norm’.

c) Drivers must carefully share the roads with each other, cyclists and pedestrians, frequently

having to pause where there is available space to allow vehicles to pass. SomeMmes this

requires driving over the kerb and onto footpaths.

d) In places trucks, including the weekly waste collecMon vehicles have to reverse quite long

stretches because of the lack of anywhere to turn.

e) In places, visibility of oncoming vehicles is also very poor and dangerous.

f) Driving up and reversing out of very steep driveways is challenging at best and potenMally

unsafe.



g) Access for pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collecMon and Emergency Service

vehicles is difficult and unsafe.

h) IntensificaMon, without providing on-site car-parking in these narrow road access areas will

cause fracturing of neighbourly relaMons and communiMes who live in these areas.

i) See aGached photos (Mt St 1-6 and Konini St 1 & 2)

i) I strongly recommend that the Hearings Panel conduct a thorough site inspecMon of the

narrow streets of Nelson including, (but not limited to) Locking St, Mount St & Konini St,

including on foot.

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

encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to miMgate against the issues of on-street

parking.

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

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

iv) I ask council to restrict more intensificaMon in the neighbourhoods with narrow and

hazardous road access to Standard ResidenMal zoning for road user safety reasons.  Eg

(But not limited to:-) Mount St, Konini St, Locking St, Locking Tce, Northesk St (East) and

Renwick Place.

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

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

communiMes.

b) High density living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy outcomes for all

concerned.

c) Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run,

with less support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police and Social

Services.

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

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

vision of Nelson.

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

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

12) Infrastructure

a) I ask the Council to include a plan to miMgate against future drought situaMons with a greater

demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater populaMon.

b) I ask the Council to include a plan to miMgate against the increased capacity requirements for

our waste water systems.

c) I ask the Council to include a plan to miMgate against the increased capacity requirements for

storm water.



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

Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 
Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Submiter (Complete details below): 

Full Name: Jenny Meadows 

Address: 31 Rainbow Dr, Atawhai, Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 021 028 43899 

Email: meadowsjen@gmail.com  

Signature of Submiter: 

Date: 27 Oct 23 

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

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

I reject PC 29 in its en�rety, and here is why … 

I’m from Texas originally. Fi�een years ago I came to New Zealand on a visitor’s visa and met 
a Kiwi. He showed me around the North Island, where he’d grown up, and introduced me to 
his rela�ves. All of them lived in rainy valleys or flat places with no view of the sea/ocean. He 
followed me back to Texas. We married and lived there for 6 years, but I refused to move to 
NZ with him un�l he could find a home partway up a hill with a view of a bay big enough for 
ships to come in, snow-capped mountains in the distance, more sunshine than rain, and a 
small popula�on that was highly invested in the arts and culture. He found Nelson 8 years 
ago, and we rented here un�l 3 months ago when we bought a home on Rainbow Drive in 
Atawhai. In both the rentals and our home I got everything on my wish list.  

Now this Plan Change 29 appears to allow 3- to 5-storey apartment buildings on Rainbow 
Drive and in Atawhai. I love my view of the ocean – I mean, why would I move to an island in 
the South Pacific from flat, hot Texas with a view of my neighbours’ homes if I was going to 
be looking at more walls? I want my uninterrupted view of the sea and the nature reserve 
behind us.  

Forty-five years ago, on my first trip outside the con�nental US, I flew to Kauai, Hawai’i via 
Honolulu. As we approached Honolulu, the pilot proudly announced that he would dip the 
wings slightly so we could see. I had a window seat and was sooo excited … un�l I saw what 
looked like New York City with a �ny sliver of beach in front of it, each building craning to be 
higher than the one in front of it so the high-paying residents on the top floors could see the 

Received: 30/10/2023 
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sea. I wept. I couldn’t get out of there soon enough. Kauai was beau�ful – no high-rises. 
They’d learned their lesson from cyclones and earthquakes, and had an ordinance that 
nothing could be more than 3 storeys tall. I would have been happy to live there if it weren’t 
so isolated. 

If you want to put up high-rises in central Nelson, I’m semi-OK with that. However, I do 
no�ce the plaques in the sidewalks indica�ng where the coastline used to be, so a lot of 
Nelson towards the current coastline is si�ng on infill. My concern is about what the weight 
of mul�-storey buildings (plus the weight of their residents, furniture, and cars) will do to 
the land. Will it start sinking? Flooding? Becoming abandoned? We’re already seeing 
damage to the roads from the new heavy buses.  

Nelson’s current parking situa�on is abysmal. In tourist season, the situa�on is even worse. 
If the high-rises DON’T have internal parking garages, the residents will be taking up the few 
spaces allowed for people coming into town to shop, and the residents will be paying a huge 
premium for their daily parking.  

I am alarmed when I read about the hearings panel. I doubt their ability to be objec�ve and 
circumspect. An independent hearings panel, none of whom are elected councillors, should 
be appointed to read the many submissions about Plan Change 29.  

From what I’ve read about this whole process, it’s been slip-shod from the outset, without 
including from the beginning the residents it proposes to affect, and without research by 
technical experts of the areas proposed to be involved. I also don’t see how the proposed 
intensifica�on mirrors the much-lower forecasted increase in the popula�on of 
Nelson/Tasman in the next 30 years.  

Nelson is a tourist loca�on for a reason – it is quiet, has lovely views and friendly residents, 
has unique features like the Boulder Bank / estuary / Brook Waimarama Sanctuary, a nice 
beach with wind surfing / kayaking / paddle boarding / yoga / drum circles, surfing if you go 
far enough out on Boulder Bank Road on a windy day, good hiking/biking trails, a great 
Saturday market, and excellent year-round fes�vals and arts. It’s also a jumping-off point for 
Abel Tasman and Kahurangi na�onal parks for camping and tramping.  

Nelson is the Sunshine Capital of NZ and is one of the reasons I moved here specifically. I 
love that we have a full veggie garden – we grow about half our food – as well as a lot of 
flowers and a few beau�ful trees. I oppose anything that would block the sun from our 
precious plants. We also rely on the sun to heat the house during the day, and the breeze 
from the nearby bay to cool us when needed. 

Out here in Atawhai, the cars start lining the streets by 4pm and stay that way un�l about 
8am. Drivers do-si-do to get past each other without hi�ng parked cars, cyclists, and 
pedestrians. The neighbourhood is full of children, too, and their parents take them to the 
park and eel-filled creek on Atawhai Crescent. 

Some of the topography is flat or gently rising, but a lot of it is steep, with scars from slips. 
Building below or above those areas would be unwise, and possibly against NCC or 



government regula�ons. If it isn’t, it should be. The area is also full of birds and birdsong – 
likely a spill-over from the Brook Sanctuary – and having mul�-family dwellings and their 
cars would disturb the peace. If PC29 goes ahead in Nelson, please let Atawhai keep its low-
density housing zoning.   





















SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29 
TO: 
Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submissions 
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Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 
NELSON 7040 
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_ 

_ 
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7, do not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission

Vt 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 12m, as it is not

mandated under NPS-UD 2020
2. the loss of the existing protection for sunlight lo all properties, because ·it is a 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 e!lsure 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.

1100% reject Plan change 29 in its entirety- but if it is not rejected then I would like to request the following change 

I ask for the Council to remove the block of Dometl Street/ Hardy Street/ Tasman Street and Nile Street from Plan 29 
High Density Residential Zone (HDZ) and it be given the same classification as the other half of Domett Street/Bridge 
St block or T he Wood area of Residential - Comprehensive Area/Residential Lower Density Area. T his area should be 
removed due to the potential of flooding from the Maitai River and Brook Stream. T his area should also be removed 
because the fault line is going through the middle of the block together with the whole block being in a liquefaction 
zone. 

I ask that the Council complete further investigations into the flood hazard risks as I understand lim Bayley of 52 
Domett Street has shown that there is a large discrepancy in Tonkin and Taylors flood map overlay - Tonkin and 
Taylors report has been used as the basis of plan 29 and could be misleading to Nelson residents if it is found to be 
inaccurate. 

It should be noted that after a report by Tonkin and Taylor, showing possible flooding from the Brook Stream the Kainga 
Ora development at 107 Nile St has been made to lift it's buildings 700 mm above ground. T his flood report was not 
shown on any Plan29 flood overlay maps. 

For further in-depth information please refer to our neighbourhood group submission. 

I

Othe, rnmmoots o, concern< I ha" abo"' Plan Change 29 

r

ggestlon to, how Nelson co,ld sol,e It's 'so called' ho"'ln c,lsls 

I acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available

Submitter signature �- Date '1{;.JL� 23
to be delivered or emai1E3toenvlronmentanning@ncc.govt.nz b 4p 31/10/2023
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Rev 0.1 

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

Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 
Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Submitter : 

Full Name: Laraine Rothenberg 

Address: 35 Bronte Street, Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 0273526855 

Email:laurie.rothenberg.ny@gmail.com 

Signature of Submitter: 

Date: October 30, 2023 

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

I WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

I reject PC 29 in its entirety, because there does not appear to be consideration to the facts. 

o Above Bronte  Street there are significant earthquake faults near the proposed High Density
Residential and Medium residential areas. To place building of 6 storeys  or even 3 storeys
near earthquake faults is foolish.

o The high density area from the city center should not continue pass  Hardy Street  and
Selwyn Street and certainly not extend beyond Nile street. It should definitely not include
the area between Nile Street and Bronte Street as bounded by Trafalgar and Shelbourne and
Collingwood  Streets where they intersect with Bronte Street  given the elevation of Bronte
Street .A building of 6 storeys would be effectively massively greater then 6 storeys  given
the high elevation of Bronte Street as compared to Nile Street. It is inconceivable to me that
it can be appropriate to install buildings of 6 storeys or 3 storeys on land which is
significantly above sea level.  This should not be replaced by a Medium Density  Residential
Zone but should be limited to General Residential Zone of two storeys.

o it seems like the planner known nothing of the area when it took what is known as the Dress
Circle with scattered heritage homes  and made the area available to six storeys to totally
ruin the neighbourhood and its wonderful homes and ambiance. Why this area was singled
out for 6 storeys is a mystery  to me and others. If Nelson is in need of buildings of 6 storeys,
which I doubt, the buildings of 6 storeys and 3 storeys should not be placed in established
neighbourhoods with heritage homes but in areas that are ripe for reconstruction due to
decay or other reasons or already zoned for commercial buildings.  Thus the Medium
Density or High Density Zones must end at Nile street and not extend to Bronte Street
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Sub No: S457
NDOCS-539570224-16652



2 

between Collingwood   and Trafalgar streets. Bronte Street should be considered and zoned 
similarly to Brougham Street. 

o Whatever land is used for two or more storeys should have a minimum square meter area. It
is not appropriate to have skinny tall buildings.

o I believe that each Council member voting on the proposal should indicate any possible
conflicts of interests and relations with developers and real estate persons.

o In addition, the Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects must be continued. Privacy
and outlook must be preserved for existing homes. Intensification must be considered.

o It is not appropriate  to think that people will not have a car if they can walk to the centre of
town.  People in towns still need cars to go away on weekends or visit friends in other
towns. Thus, parking must be part of any plan with developers asked to include parking
spaces in any new construction and pay for necessary infrastructure.

I am asking Council to withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning staff to refine the plan design and 
then put it back out for public submissions. I have the following additional points. 

1) 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 and other historic homes (that are under 100 years old ) to be torn down and

replaced with buildings of 6 storeys or three storeys is a thoughtless lack of long-term vision

for maintaining the attraction of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors.

e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essential for the look and feel of some of our older

neighbourhoods. They help considerably with the wellbeing of the residents and help to

provide an essential part of the attraction of Nelson, which must all be considered during

developing the growth of Nelson.

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

heritage buildings and precincts that still have historic character value from the early

settlement years of Nelson. This would include the homes between Nile Street and

Bronte Street and between Collingwood Street and Trafalgar Street

ii) I ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA)  with  representatives

from various areas in Nelson, to carefully guide growth and actively facilitate the

emergence of cohesive urban neighbourhoods with a variety of high-quality housing

choices.
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2) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

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

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

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

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

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

home/

c) All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be

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

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

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

illnesses.

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

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

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

open fires were legislated out of use many years ago.

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

less desirable to live in.

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

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

shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a multi-

storey development next door at any time in the future.

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

existing properties.

(2) 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. The basic premise is that the daylight and sunlight

received on a residential site should be no different whether or not the neighbour is

residential. This philosophy applies whether the building is on an adjoining site or

across a street.

3) Privacy and Outlook

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

i) Windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries and the outlook rules should

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. With certain plots these massive building can be oriented towards the side of a

neighbour creating a untenable situation for existing homeowners. In fact, the threat of

orientation or a building may force owners to sell to developers.

4) Intensification
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a) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping

with any existing ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residential suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.

i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) If any plan is adopted it must apply equally in inpact to all property. The new General

Residential Zone if adopted should equally across the entire Nelson district , on the basis

that Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties.

b) I oppose the increase of residential units beyond two in one storey, as a restricted

discretionary activity that does NOT require notification and written approval from

neighbours.

i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 2 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.

c) Building inner city apartments that offer an alternative solution to ‘retirement villages’, can

free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy.

d) 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.

5) Intensification in hazard zones

a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General Residential Zoning rules in all Hazard overlays

as well as throughout, because these areas have been assessed as vulnerable and given that

we are in a climate crisis, with increasing record-breaking weather events, affecting

increasing areas of Nelson in ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be

treated with caution.

6) On-street carparking

a) Increased intensification will result in more on-street car parking and the narrow streets of

Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collection and

Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly relations and

communities.

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

iii) All new buildings should include underground parking for residents.

7) Social Housing

a) Significant care and attention must be considered with all social housing because there are

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

communities.

b) High density living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy outcomes for all

concerned.

c) Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run,

with less support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police and Social

Services.
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d) Appropriate areas should be found for this housing that does not impact existing residential

neighbourhoods.

8) Infrastructure

a) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against future drought situations with a greater

demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater population.

b) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for

our waste water systems.

c) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for

storm water.

d) Developers should contribute towards these infrastructure costs. These cost could be more

easily identified and be placed on the developer if areas outside of the existing

neighbourhoods are found that would actually benefit from development. The idea that the

housing needs to be near the existing city center so less cars are used is an invalid

assumption and should not dictate the planning.

















Solitaire Investments Limited 30th October 

2023 

PO Box 1646 

Nelson 7040 

Nelson City Council 

Civic House 

110 Trafalgar Street 

Nelson 

To whom it may concern 

Solitaire Investments Limited: Submission on 

Plan Change 29 

Solitaire Investments (Solitaire) are a long-term 

property investor and developer in Nelson. This 

includes a significant landholding in Stoke 

which has been held by Solitaire for 

approximately 30 years. In the past 10-15 years, 

approximately 30 hectares of land has been 

subdivided with around 160 lots being brought 

to market. There are another 110 lots currently 

in the pipeline. In total, Solitaire have 

approximately 210 hectares of land in Stoke left 

to develop and this is expected to yield 

upwards of 1300 lots over the next 10-20 years. 

Solitaire is currently working on a 

comprehensive masterplan for their entire 

landholdings and will be looking to engage with 

Council about that masterplan over the coming 

months. The approximate extent of Solitaire's 

landholdings is shown in Figure 1 below: 

Figure 1: Solitaire Investments - Stoke 

Landholdings 

Solitaire's landholdings have a range of 

different zones under the Operative Nelson 

Resource Management Plan including: Open 

Space Recreation; Rural; Rural - Lower Density; 

Rural - Higher Density; Residential; Residential -

Lower Density; and Residential - Higher Density. 

Under Plan Change 29, it is proposed to rezone 

Solitaire's residentially zoned land to General 

Residential. This zone will have a minimum lot 

size of 200m2 for vacant lot subdivision. 

Development standards include an 8m height 

limit and 40% building coverage. No changes 

are proposed under Plan Change 29 to 

Solitaire's landholdings which are currently 

zoned Open Space or Rural. 

Solitaire generally supports the rezoning 

proposed and the introduction of more relaxed 
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SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29 

  

To: Submitter: }ci Sy cy 
Senior Planning Administrator FullNames Teishoa INWowkm aan 
RMA Plan Submissions Address: 2, Derby Ssyee+ 
Nelson City Council Sbke 
PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 
Telephone: O27 244U4)52_ 
Email: OPW «Kb a COMA       
  

Sy | could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission. 

| 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 

| 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; 

| 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 

  

\ oye Ishole “hee tty to PLZ. Seorrereasons below 4 

Sunshmne nous effeching othe, me igneoud ny procerhes 

Prnacy , WatfhY< - lym-ted pe KW 
Infra shucthwe . Socio —demoaie ences of iO Neushng 

and hew res ee ae cou 
ime seoken bb a IAA 30 WW hey BOs 30 bocdas ae Shia 

le 4 eal 1p oe A = a lest hey Masnma Bin pe NIC Co 

bles: => Low Wwarvtal hea ths NOW SEPCAAS Moet hes AAAS 5 A 
Sigcection forhow Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis Wwey CAS 

      
  

Look by moe sudable Gieas - Naimen ReacaA (cePos te 

Caltex) -houseS ALE MD A machin © Slee , ACCESS LO Sovs4 

iS marek . 

AA ust res; mons oF -An Wome ond \evies 

ASss0cccrledA sb Sule Awe ANN Inge PioeBhHES     
  

| acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available 

  

EA: NO23 
ores eeee ee 

Submitter Date 

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

Tuesday 19th September

Received: 30/10/2023 
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Senior Planning Administrator

RMA Plan Submission


Nelson City Council

PO Box 645


Nelson 7040

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz


Submitter:


Full Name: Jontaine White


Address: 3 Renwick Place, Nelson, 7010


Telephone: 0275481618


Email: jt77@me.com


Signature of Submitter: 	


Date: 28th October 2023


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


I WISH to be heard in support of my submission.


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

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

supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not been made available 

for residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer. 

c) That I have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consultation by Council, with its 

severe implications towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of 
their properties, extremely stressful, very time consuming and unnecessary.


d) That I have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than I, will make more 
comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its rate 
paying residents.


e) That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush 
approach’ that requires public submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies PC 
29 has been prematurely put out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate 
state that requires the public to learn and understand in its entirety, so they can formulate 
and articulate a suitable response.


f) The severe lack of Trust between residents and Council has become significant given the 
following:-

i) The PC29 submission timeframe was only extended from 27 to 56 working days because 

of public pressure at 7th Sept public meeting.

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

meeting.

iii) Information regarding the negative impacts on existing residents’ enjoyment of their 

properties is not forthcoming in every interaction with NCC members and staff. It is 
‘Deceit by Omission’ and has required individuals to research PC 29 to find out these 
aspects and share them with the wider public. Eg.

(1) Loss of winter sunlight with new recession planes.

(2) Loss of on street car parking with increased intensification due to no requirement for 

on-site car parking. 

(3) Loss of privacy with bigger buildings that are closer to boundaries.

(4) Loss of property value with loss of views, sunlight, and privacy.
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(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residential dwellings around a boundary.

(6) Residential unit numbers per building can be increased on a ‘restricted discretionary’ 

basis without notification or written approval.

(7) Exaggerated population forecasts.

(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14th Meeting.

(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.


(a) I am asking Council to immediately withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning 
staff to refine the plan design and then put it back out for public consultation.


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

perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th 
September Council meeting.

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

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

Commissioners.


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 ‘home grown’ projections that require the scale of intensification to be greater than 
those of Statistics NZ. I refer to the submission by Demographer, Dr Geoffrey Hayes.


b) When challenged, NCC staff and the Mayor, always refer to the wider Nelson-Tasman 
regional growth, which is beyond the scope of PC29.

i) I ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts for Nelson, 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 completely out of character and lacks a long-term vision for maintaining the 
attraction of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors. See attached photo (out of 
character 1)


e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essential for the look and feel of some of our older 
neighbourhoods. They help considerably with the wellbeing of the residents and help to 
provide an essential part of the attraction of Nelson, which must all be considered during 
developing the growth of Nelson.

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

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


ii) I ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA), as per the Nelson 
Tasman 2050 proposal, (attached) 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) I am unable to find a section 32 report regarding the winter sunlight shading effects on 
neighbouring properties. The daylight admission testing in the B&A memorandum dated 
15/3/23 are only about maximising building bulk and height to enable increased floor plates 
at upper levels on a typical size section, rather than any loss of sunlight and the shading 
effects of a neighbour.


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


e) All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be 
subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29 with the following effects: -

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

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

illnesses.

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

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

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


v) Reduction in property values and increased financial stress, because the house would be 
less desirable to live in.


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

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

improvements on their section, with affordable additional units that COULD be over 
shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a multi-
storey development next door at any time in the future.


viii) NCC & TDC ‘Housing We’d Choose’ report dated June 2021 by M.e Consulting ranks 
‘Sunny’ as the highest preference for housing choice in Nelson and yet PC29 will remove 
that amenity from its exiting residents, without warning or compensation.

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

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

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

RE2.3.i: The reception of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a critical 
component of residential amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is 
vital for outdoor activities such as gardening and recreation. To ensure 
shading effects are minimised, and to ensure there is sufficient space 
around buildings to allow the admission of daylight to the site, this Plan has provided 
for daylight controls on all side and rear boundaries. The policy also applies to larger 
non-residential buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the 
daylight and sunlight received on a residential site should be no different whether or 
not the neighbour is residential. This philosophy applies whether the building is on 
an adjoining site or across a street.


6) Privacy and Outlook


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


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

i) I support the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed] 

words. ‘The building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries 
and the outlook rules ensure that residential units [and their neighbours] have a 
reasonable degree of privacy as well as encourage residential units to be orientated 
towards the street or public open space’.


7) Intensification

a) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping 

with any existing ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residential suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.

i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) I ask Council to apply no greater than new General Residential Zone equally across the 

entire Nelson district on the introduction of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight 
Admission protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner 
gives written approval to the contrary.


b) I am strongly opposed to all new ‘Green Field’ developments being used for only single 
storey dwellings as it is a complete underutilisation of land that can accommodate increased 
intensification.

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

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

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

intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up a valuable housing 
resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.

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

apartments.

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

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours.

i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires notification, to restrict large ‘out 

of character’ accommodation blocks spanning multiple sections, and taking up lots of on 
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residential street, without warning.


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


f) Building inner city apartments that offer an alternative solution to ‘retirement villages’, can 
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘retired’ occupants may also be less 
likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.


g) Designing Inner-City roof gardens and balconies with green spaces for commercial hospitality 
use or places for apartment living residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun.


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


8) Progressively Phased Intensification

a) Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most significant intensification, 

before forcing it onto the residential neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a 
better design vision for our residential neighbourhoods.

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

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


ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the 
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residential 
activity above ground floor level. It is expected that over time, more people will choose 



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


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

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

essential land that can be better used for accommodation.

c) Finally, the Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working out from the 

City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).

i) I would support Medium Density Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively 

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over time, providing AP15 
Daylight Admission Protection rules remain in force for existing properties.


9) Intensification in hazard zones

a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General Residential Zoning rules in all Hazard overlays, 

because these areas have been assessed as vulnerable and given that we are in a climate 
crisis, with increasing record-breaking weather events, affecting increasing areas of Nelson in 
ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated with caution.


10) On-street car parking

a) Increased intensification without providing off street car parking will result in significant 

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


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


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


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


e) In places, visibility of oncoming vehicles is also very poor and dangerous.

f) Driving up and reversing out of very steep driveways is challenging at best and potentially 

unsafe.

g) Access for pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collection and Emergency Service 

vehicles is difficult and unsafe.

h) Intensification, without providing on-site car-parking in these narrow road access areas will 

cause fracturing of neighbourly relations and communities who live in these areas.

i) See attached photos (Mt St 1-6 and Konini St 1 & 2)


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


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


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


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


11) Social Housing




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


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


c) Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, 
with less support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police and Social 
Services.

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

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


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


12) Infrastructure

a) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against future drought situations with a greater 

demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater population.

b) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for 

our waste water systems.

c) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for 

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


I WISH to be heard in support of my submission.


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

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

supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.
b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not been made available 

for residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer. 

c) That I have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consultation by Council, with its 

severe implications towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of 
their properties, extremely stressful, very time consuming and unnecessary.


d) That I have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than I, will make more 
comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its rate 
paying residents.


e) That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush 
approach’ that requires public submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies PC 
29 has been prematurely put out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate 
state that requires the public to learn and understand in its entirety, so they can formulate 
and articulate a suitable response.


f) The severe lack of Trust between residents and Council has become significant given the 
following:-

i) The PC29 submission timeframe was only extended from 27 to 56 working days because 

of public pressure at 7th Sept public meeting.

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

meeting.

iii) Information regarding the negative impacts on existing residents’ enjoyment of their 

properties is not forthcoming in every interaction with NCC members and staff. It is 
‘Deceit by Omission’ and has required individuals to research PC 29 to find out these 
aspects and share them with the wider public. Eg.

(1) Loss of winter sunlight with new recession planes.

(2) Loss of on street car parking with increased intensification due to no requirement for 

on-site car parking. 

(3) Loss of privacy with bigger buildings that are closer to boundaries.

(4) Loss of property value with loss of views, sunlight, and privacy.
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(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residential dwellings around a boundary.

(6) Residential unit numbers per building can be increased on a ‘restricted discretionary’ 

basis without notification or written approval.

(7) Exaggerated population forecasts.

(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14th Meeting.

(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.


(a) I am asking Council to immediately withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning 
staff to refine the plan design and then put it back out for public consultation.


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

perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14th 
September Council meeting.

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

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

Commissioners.


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 ‘home grown’ projections that require the scale of intensification to be greater than 
those of Statistics NZ. I refer to the submission by Demographer, Dr Geoffrey Hayes.


b) When challenged, NCC staff and the Mayor, always refer to the wider Nelson-Tasman 
regional growth, which is beyond the scope of PC29.

i) I ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts for Nelson, 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 completely out of character and lacks a long-term vision for maintaining the 
attraction of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors. See attached photo (out of 
character 1)


e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essential for the look and feel of some of our older 
neighbourhoods. They help considerably with the wellbeing of the residents and help to 
provide an essential part of the attraction of Nelson, which must all be considered during 
developing the growth of Nelson.

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

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


ii) I ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA), as per the Nelson 
Tasman 2050 proposal, (attached) 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) I am unable to find a section 32 report regarding the winter sunlight shading effects on 
neighbouring properties. The daylight admission testing in the B&A memorandum dated 
15/3/23 are only about maximising building bulk and height to enable increased floor plates 
at upper levels on a typical size section, rather than any loss of sunlight and the shading 
effects of a neighbour.


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


e) All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be 
subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29 with the following effects: -

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

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

illnesses.

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

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

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


v) Reduction in property values and increased financial stress, because the house would be 
less desirable to live in.


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

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

improvements on their section, with affordable additional units that COULD be over 
shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a multi-
storey development next door at any time in the future.


viii) NCC & TDC ‘Housing We’d Choose’ report dated June 2021 by M.e Consulting ranks 
‘Sunny’ as the highest preference for housing choice in Nelson and yet PC29 will remove 
that amenity from its exiting residents, without warning or compensation.

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

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

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

RE2.3.i: The reception of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a critical 
component of residential amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is 
vital for outdoor activities such as gardening and recreation. To ensure 
shading effects are minimised, and to ensure there is sufficient space 
around buildings to allow the admission of daylight to the site, this Plan has provided 
for daylight controls on all side and rear boundaries. The policy also applies to larger 
non-residential buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the 
daylight and sunlight received on a residential site should be no different whether or 
not the neighbour is residential. This philosophy applies whether the building is on 
an adjoining site or across a street.


6) Privacy and Outlook


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


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

i) I support the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed] 

words. ‘The building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries 
and the outlook rules ensure that residential units [and their neighbours] have a 
reasonable degree of privacy as well as encourage residential units to be orientated 
towards the street or public open space’.


7) Intensification

a) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping 

with any existing ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residential suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.

i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) I ask Council to apply no greater than new General Residential Zone equally across the 

entire Nelson district on the introduction of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight 
Admission protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner 
gives written approval to the contrary.


b) I am strongly opposed to all new ‘Green Field’ developments being used for only single 
storey dwellings as it is a complete underutilisation of land that can accommodate increased 
intensification.

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

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

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

intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up a valuable housing 
resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.

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

apartments.

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

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours.

i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires notification, to restrict large ‘out 

of character’ accommodation blocks spanning multiple sections, and taking up lots of on 
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residential street, without warning.


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


f) Building inner city apartments that offer an alternative solution to ‘retirement villages’, can 
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘retired’ occupants may also be less 
likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.


g) Designing Inner-City roof gardens and balconies with green spaces for commercial hospitality 
use or places for apartment living residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun.


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


8) Progressively Phased Intensification

a) Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most significant intensification, 

before forcing it onto the residential neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a 
better design vision for our residential neighbourhoods.

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

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


ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the 
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residential 
activity above ground floor level. It is expected that over time, more people will choose 



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


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

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

essential land that can be better used for accommodation.

c) Finally, the Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working out from the 

City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).

i) I would support Medium Density Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively 

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over time, providing AP15 
Daylight Admission Protection rules remain in force for existing properties.


9) Intensification in hazard zones

a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General Residential Zoning rules in all Hazard overlays, 

because these areas have been assessed as vulnerable and given that we are in a climate 
crisis, with increasing record-breaking weather events, affecting increasing areas of Nelson in 
ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated with caution.


10) On-street car parking

a) Increased intensification without providing off street car parking will result in significant 

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


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


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


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


e) In places, visibility of oncoming vehicles is also very poor and dangerous.

f) Driving up and reversing out of very steep driveways is challenging at best and potentially 

unsafe.

g) Access for pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collection and Emergency Service 

vehicles is difficult and unsafe.

h) Intensification, without providing on-site car-parking in these narrow road access areas will 

cause fracturing of neighbourly relations and communities who live in these areas.

i) See attached photos (Mt St 1-6 and Konini St 1 & 2)


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


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


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


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


11) Social Housing




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


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


c) Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run, 
with less support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police and Social 
Services.

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

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


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


12) Infrastructure

a) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against future drought situations with a greater 

demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater population.

b) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for 

our waste water systems.

c) I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for 

storm water.
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I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade compeQQon through this submission. 

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

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

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

supporQng documentaQon due to its size and complexity.
b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the SecQon 32 reports has not been made available

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

severe implicaQons towards the well-being of exisQng rate paying residents enjoyment of
their properQes, extremely stressful, very Qme consuming and unnecessary.

d) That I have been put in a posiQon of hoping more qualified ciQzens than I, will make more
comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its rate
paying residents.

e) That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous meeQngs “This is a ‘Broad Brush
approach’ that requires public submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies PC
29 has been prematurely put out for public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate
state that requires the public to learn and understand in its enQrety, so they can formulate
and arQculate a suitable response.

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

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

meeQng.
iii) InformaQon regarding the negaQve impacts on exisQng residents’ enjoyment of their

properQes is not forthcoming in every interacQon with NCC members and staff. It is
‘Deceit by Omission’ and has required individuals to research PC 29 to find out these
aspects and share them with the wider public. Eg.
(1) Loss of winter sunlight with new recession planes.
(2) Loss of on street car parking with increased intensificaQon due to no requirement for

on-site car parking.
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(3) Loss of privacy with bigger buildings that are closer to boundaries.
(4) Loss of property value with loss of views, sunlight, and privacy.
(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residenQal dwellings around a boundary.
(6) ResidenQal unit numbers per building can be increased on a ‘restricted discreQonary’

basis without noQficaQon or wriHen approval.
(7) Exaggerated populaQon forecasts.
(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14th MeeQng.
(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.

(a) I am asking Council to immediately withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning
staff to refine the plan design and then put it back out for public consultaQon.

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

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

September Council meeQng.
i) I ask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14th vote.
ii) If i) is not followed then I ask that all Councillors are replaced with independent

Commissioners.

3) NCC’s PopulaTon forecasts
a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensificaQon and

growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not StaQsQcs NZ medium projecQons, but are over
inflated ‘home grown’ projecQons that require the scale of intensificaQon to be greater than
those of StaQsQcs NZ. I refer to the submission by Demographer, Dr Geoffrey Hayes.

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

recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1
and amend its intensificaQon 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 collecQon of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have aHracted people for generaQons and been a cherished
holiday desQnaQon for many New Zealanders.

b) ResidenQal Neighbourhoods should be protected for future generaQons to enjoy and new
developments thoughlully 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 essenQal part of the character of
the Inner City.

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

e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essenQal 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 essenQal part of the aHracQon of Nelson, which must all be considered during
developing the growth of Nelson.
i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protecQon for neighbourhoods beyond the

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

ii) I ask the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA), as per the Nelson
Tasman 2050 proposal, (aHached) to carefully guide growth and acQvely 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 hHps://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-alteraQon/heaQng-and-insulaQon/energy-efficiency-and-heaQng-your-
home/

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

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

e) All exisQng houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be
subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29 with the following effects: -
i) Increased levels of mental health Illness, anxiety and stress.
ii) Increased levels of damp homes with associated mould and mildew and respiratory

illnesses.
iii) Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy HeaQng.
iv) Increased heaQng costs, air polluQon, carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a

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

v) ReducQon 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 addiQonal new (low rise) infill

improvements on their secQon, with affordable addiQonal units that COULD be over
shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a mulQ-
storey development next door at any Qme in the future.

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

exisQng properQes, unless the owner gives wriHen approval to the contrary.
(2) I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para

RE2.3.i: The recepQon of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a criQcal
component of residenQal amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is
vital for outdoor acQviQes such as gardening and recreaQon. 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-residenQal buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the
daylight and sunlight received on a residenQal site should be no different whether or
not the neighbour is residenQal. This philosophy applies whether the building is on
an adjoining site or across a street.

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


6) Privacy and Outlook
a) Privacy is a criQcal part of enjoying a property.

i) I support the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed]
words. ‘The building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries
and the outlook rules ensure that residenQal units [and their neighbours] have a
reasonable degree of privacy as well as encourage residenQal units to be orientated
towards the street or public open space’.

7) IntensificaTon
a) I strongly oppose the High-Density ResidenQal Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping

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

enQre Nelson district on the introducQon of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight
Admission protecQon rules will apply to all pre-exisQng properQes, unless the owner
gives wriHen approval to the contrary.

b) I am strongly opposed to all new ‘Green Field’ developments being used for only single
storey dwellings as it is a complete underuQlisaQon of land that can accommodate increased
intensificaQon.
i) I ask Council to ensure a minimum of two storey dwellings be built on all new green field

developments. Eg Golden Elms in Toi Toi, Ngawhatu Valley and Marsden Valley.
c) Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not solve our

intensificaQon, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up a valuable housing
resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty apartments.
i) I ask Council to consider soluQons to miQgate against new-build empty holiday

apartments.
d) I oppose the increase of residenQal units beyond 4, as a restricted discreTonary acQvity that

does NOT require noQficaQon and wriHen approval from neighbours.
i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires noQficaQon, to restrict large ‘out

of character’ accommodaQon blocks spanning mulQple secQons, and taking up lots of on
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residenQal street, without warning.

e) Bigger older properQes, could be beHer uQlised and help with our growth if they were more
easily allowed to be divided into mulQ-dwellings.

f) Building inner city apartments that offer an alternaQve soluQon to ‘reQrement villages’, can
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘reQred’ occupants may also be less
likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.

g) Designing Inner-City roof gardens and balconies with green spaces for commercial hospitality
use or places for apartment living residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun.

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

8) Progressively Phased IntensificaTon
a) Firstly, Inner City should be the starQng place to have the most significant intensificaQon,

before forcing it onto the residenQal neighbourhoods, this can give more Qme to complete a
beHer design vision for our residenQal neighbourhoods.
i) I ask Council to make beHer uQlizaQon of Car Only spaces, by developing them into

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



ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residenQal
acQvity above ground floor level. It is expected that over Qme, more people will choose
to live in the City Centre because of its easy access to offices, shops, entertainment and
varied open spaces and experiences’.

b) Secondly, City Fringe would be the next zone to phase in for intensificaQon.
i) I ask Council to negoQate and/or incenQvise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less

essenQal land that can be beHer used for accommodaQon.
c) Finally, the ResidenQal Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by working out from the

City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).
i) I would support Medium Density ResidenQal Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over 7me, providing AP15
Daylight Admission ProtecQon rules remain in force for exisQng properQes.

9) IntensificaTon in hazard zones
a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General ResidenQal 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, affecQng increasing areas of Nelson in
ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated with cauQon.

10) On-street carparking
a) Increased intensificaQon without providing off street carparking will result in significant

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

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

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

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

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

unsafe.
g) Access for pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collecQon and Emergency Service

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

cause fracturing of neighbourly relaQons and communiQes who live in these areas.
i) See aHached photos (Mt St 1-6 and Konini St 1 & 2)

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

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

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

iv) I ask council to restrict more intensificaQon in the neighbourhoods with narrow and
hazardous road access to Standard ResidenQal zoning for road user safety reasons.  Eg



(But not limited to:-) Mount St, Konini St, Locking St, Locking Tce, Northesk St (East) and 
Renwick Place. 

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

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

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

c) Careful design controls from the concept stage onwards, will be rewarded in the long run,
with less support required by Mental Health Services, Charity Services, Police and Social
Services.
i) I would like to see Council working closely with Kainga Ora, to provide a ‘transparent’

way of creaQng new Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design
vision of Nelson.

ii) I would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for anQsocial behaviour
that affects the exisQng neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.

12) Infrastructure
a) I ask the Council to include a plan to miQgate against future drought situaQons with a greater

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

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

storm water.
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