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Council Hearing*

[4  1/we do not wish to be heard in support of my/our submission.

] I/we wish to be heard in support of my/our submission. If yes:

] 1/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar
submission at any hearings.
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RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan Change that my submission relates to are as follows:

[V] Entire Plan Change [[] papakainga
[] Residential [] Transport
|:| Inner City and City Fringe |:| Mapping
[] Industrial [] infrastructure
[] suburban Commerecial [] Area outside of Plan Change
[ Natural Hazards/Climate Change [] subdivision
[] Heritage [] other
[] oppose the Plan Change in part [] oppose the Plan Change
I/we*: [ ] Support the Plan change in part |Z[ Support the Plan Change
[] Are Neutral about the Plan Change [] Request amendments to the Plan Change

My submission is*:
(Include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your
views)
While | may have a different view on how to achieve intensification | agree with the intention. When | wrote a
housing strategy at the request of Mayor Rachel Reese and her deputy Paul Mattheson during the 2013- 2016
term of council , | pointed out that while Nelson may have had a shortage of houses, there was likely no
shortage of housing or structures capable of reconfiguring to provide dwellings. | recall figures at the time
indicating that the surplus of larger dwellings was roughly half of shortfall in demand for smaller dwellings. It
doesn’t take a genius to work out that reconfiguring even a portion of the surplus into two or more smaller
apartments would make a relatively inexpensive contribution to meeting the housing deficit. At the time |
wrote my strategy the average occupancy of homes in the city was something less than 2.5 people per dwelling
with around 26% of all households being single person households... those figures were arrived at three
censuses ago. If trends have continued as predicted by demographers, single person households will have
almost certainly increased and occupancy levels fallen.
| am aware that conventional wisdom says that we need to build up. There are households and locations where
going up is appropriate but while the saving in land is admirable, multi story apartments are questionable as
affordable or a community building housing options.
Affordability and supply are important issues but as mayor Nick points out housing is a transport issue.
Whatever strategies we adopt they should not be at the expense of housing’s lifestyle, health, energy,
community building, and aesthetic potential. Where and how we build dwellings is also potentially the single
biggest contributor to the city meeting its climate change mitigation responsibilities .
There are numerous niche, hidden infill, low cost contributors to meeting Nelson’s housing needs, from tiny
houses, taking in boarders and enabling more folk to live aboard at the marina,( Imagine having someone else
pay your marina fees and having an on call house sitter or crew should you want to go sailing,) Enabling first
floor tenants in the CBD to occupy or step out onto the space above the inner city verandahs with intermittent
stairways from the pavement below would increase first floor values and attraction as studio/ work from home
options, as well as contributing to the revitalisation of the CBD. Incentivising turning the air Bn B back into
family dwellings may be all it would take to encourage some to make the change if only to house family
members.
Some of these options may require changes in our planning and building rules as well as some really good
design skills to optimise the benefits and address any shortcomings but all have the potential to turn Nelson
into a 1creativity role model and a leader in addressing the housing crisis. It will also require partnership with
the home owners, real estate industry , property developers, architects, planners and central governent. Above
all it requires a substantial culture change and a different kind of leadership from all of us and an appreciably
less risk averse style of government. | suspect folk are already discovering that conveniently located dwellings ,
no bigger than they need, can afford, or have the time or inclination to care for with easily manageable
courtyards offer many benefits over distant houses with rooms they never go into, lawns to mow and hedges
to trim... when they would rather be playing with the kids, honing their culinary skills, riding mountain bikes,
reading or playing violin. We need to tell their stories and do whatever it takes to encourage our team of fifty
plus thousand to realise that meeting current needs and bequeathing to our children, a future they might
thank us for is up to all of us.
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RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

| seek the following decision from the Council*:
(Give precise details, where amendments are sought, provide details below of what changes you would like to see).

Approve the Plan Change

Note:

1) This formis only for the purpose of making a submission on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson Resource
Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support or opposition to an original
submission) or for making a submission on a resource consent or on Council’s Annual Plan.

2) Itis not mandatory to use either the cover or content sheet of this form, however your submission must be in
writing and provide the necessary information as indicated on the form, e.g., what is supported or opposed, the
reason why and the decision sought, full contact details, etc.

3)  Council cannot accept a submission that does not clearly indicate what a submitter wishes Council to do (i.e.,
Council to make a decision to refuse, amend or accept the Plan Change). Please indicate specific
recommendations if amendments are sought. Council also cannot accept a submission that does not relate
specifically to the Plan Change. In these cases, the submission may be considered ‘Out of Scope’ and may not be
considered further.

4) Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that
at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

a. isfrivolous or vexatious.

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.
would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further.

d. contains offensive language.

e. issupported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared
by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to

give expert advice on the matter.
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Online submission

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

Submitter No. S42

Submitter Name Mary Bronsteter

Submitter first name Mary

Submitter surname Bronsteter

Submitter is contact Yes

Email mary.bronsteter@gmail.com

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

Trade competition | could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points

Plan section  Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought
Entire Plan General Oppose | am a Nelson home owner/resident who would be adversely affected by these changes... “the biggest | reject 100% Plan
Change opposition changes to Nelson'’s planning rules in a generation” (to quote Nick Smith). Change 29.

I'm very concerned about the lack of public (local) awareness on this issue, and the unacceptably short time
frame for submissions.

Again | quote Nick Smith: “We welcome community engagement and feedback so we can refine these
proposals. This is about working together to make Nelson an even better place for future generations”...
However, NCC have done very little to inform the general public, in order to receive the required
"community engagement and feedback".

Therefore, | am requesting that NCC extend the date of closure for submissions by at least two weeks. Also,
please arrange a public meeting asap, with the Mayor and NCC planners available to openly discuss this
matter with residents. The details of this meeting and the relevant plan change, plus it's implications, must
be publicized in a manner that allows all concerned residents to be notified in time to attend... such as front
page advertising in the local paper and public banners on the Nelson town clock tower (I note that this is
utilised for other public events (such as concerts) which are no where near as important as PC 29.

I'm also concerned that the relevant 'hearings panel’ will have NCC Councillors as a majority, and so no
doubt there will be a conflict of interest. This is a unsatisfactory state of affairs, and so | ask that the panel be
changed - to be a majority of independent, unbiased members.

My biggest concern is sunlight hours for all affected, environmental impact, parking, noise, privacy and social
degradation. In particular, | object to Kainga Ora's plan to erect a 6 story building with 71x 1.5 bedroom units
at 4 Examiner Street, Nelson for MSD poor clients with no income right in front of our home and many
others. This is possible because of PC 29. How would you like to have a Franklyn sized apartment in front of
your home? This is a peaceful residential neighbourhood and many of us have been here for more than 20
years. It should be unlawful to put poor people, intellectually disabled vulnerable adults housed together
with other poor individuals and ex-convicts. It is a recipe for disaster. We will have no privacy and potential
fear to walk in the neighbourhood. Nelson College for Girls is on the other side, nearby, so | would be
concerned for my younger children. PLEASE do not allow this to pass. A two story with mixed social classes
and of course a percentage of the poor should be allowed in any and all apartment complexes. | work for
Tautoko Services/Options and we support individuals with intellectual disabilities. Many need proper
housing, but imagine if you had an intellectually disabled daughter who wants to live on her own.

Would you want your daughter to live in a 6 story apartment complex with only the poorest of society living
there and next to ex-convicts?

Also, if you are intent on building 6 story high buildings, please consider the environment and make it a law
that they must have roof top garden area, so the tenants can at least enjoy the sun and have a bit of
greenery. This is all possible if Council takes a strong stand to make Nelson beautiful. If you do not, I'm afraid
our city will go down and become quite unwelcoming to all.

| do believe our goals are the same, we want Nelson to be a beautiful and welcoming attractive home for
everyone. Let's ensure it will be and not make rash decisions that will affect residential neighbourhoods with

6 story buildings.

Thank you for your consideration on these matters and | look forward to your reply

Documents included with submission

None



Sub No: 42 Continued

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: Mary Bronsteter (Inea Yoon)

Address:

Email: ineayoon@gmail.com or rmary.bronsteter@gmail.com

Signature of Submitter:

Date: 21.10.2023

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

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

a) That | have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its
supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.

b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not been made available
for residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer.

c) That | have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consultation by Council, with its
severe implications towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of
their properties, extremely stressful and unnecessary.

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

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

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

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



3) NCC’s Population forecasts

a)

These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensification and

growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics NZ medium projections, but are over

inflated projections that require the scale of intensification to be greater than those of

Statistics NZ.

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

4) Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

5)

a)

b)

d)

e)

Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with care. It is unlike
any other district in NZ. It includes a ‘Low Rise’ City with a collection of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have attracted people for generations and been a cherished
holiday destination for many New Zealanders.

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

developments thoughtfully designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood

basis to maintain the essence of their character.

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

the Inner City.

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

Homes is a thoughtless lack of long-term vision for maintaining the attraction of Nelson for

all the future residents and visitors.

Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essential for the look and 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 askthe Council to create a broader level of protection for neighbourhoods beyond the
heritage buildings and precincts that still have historic character value from the early
settlement years of Nelson.

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

Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

a)

b)

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.

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/

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 Iliness, anxiety and stress.



6)

7)

i)
iv)
v)

vi)
vii)

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

illnesses.

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

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.

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

less desirable to live in.

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

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

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

Privacy and Outlook

a)

Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.

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’.

Intensification

a)

| 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.

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



8)

b)

d)

f)

g)

h)

| 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.

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

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

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

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

| 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.

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

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

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

Progressively Phased Intensification

a)

b)

Firstly, Inner City should be the starting place to have the most significant intensification,
before forcing it onto the residential neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a
better design vision for our residential neighbourhoods.

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

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

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

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

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

City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).



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

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

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

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

communities.

i) lask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’ as strongly
encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mitigate against these issues.

ii) 1ask Council to use traffic calming solutions that do not lose on-street car parking
spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.

11) Social Housing

a) 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) | 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) |askthe 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) Iask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
our waste water systems.
c) 1askthe Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
storm water.

13) Heritage Key Points
e Many of Nelson’s heritage and character buildings contribute to Nelson’s point of difference.



Visitors and residents are drawn to the built character of Nelson. Nelson has a high proportion of old

buildings both commercial and residential that are well maintained by their owners.

e PPC29 facilitates the loss of the non-renewable heritage resources with economic, social and

environmental consequences to Nelson.

e Asignificant number of listed heritage properties, the Inner City Heritage Precinct and the

Wakefield Quay Heritage Precinct are deleted from the current register in the Nelson. My home at 50

Wellington Street was built in 1910 — 113 years ago and has retained much of the original character

look but is not on the register at all. Resource Management Plan as part of PPC29.

e Listings assessment has been inadequate. The analysis (2015 methodology) that informs this

does not meet professional best practice, and in some cases information is incorrect.

e PPC29 does not address thematic gaps in the historic built environment that should be identified

and be part of any heritage assessment, see Thematic Historic Overview of Nelson City 2011 — Dr.

John Wilson: Draft-Nelson-Plan-Technical-Report-FINAL-DRAFT-thematic-historical-overview-of-

nelson-city-OCT2011.pdf

e Nelson has a high proportion of heritage and character buildings, clusters of which merit further

investigation for precinct listing and specific rules and policies e.g. height controls on adjacent

buildings.

e PPC29 does not include all Heritage New Zealand (HNZ) listed places.

e PPC29is not in alignment with Te Ara Whakatt, Council’s Spatial Plan.

e The Plan does not reference Maori and archaeological heritage.

e There is no justification for the removal of the Church Hill view shaft.

e Currently only the heritage listings are made public, not the assessment information and
inventory.

e Support removal of category C and proposal to have a two tier ranking system.

e Support the proposed Richmond heritage precinct.

Request:
Before any Plan Change is finalised:

e Anindependent updated assessment of Nelson’s heritage resources by a qualified conservation
architect following best industry practice including:

o Replacing the term significance with a list of individual heritage values.
o Ensuring all inventory information is correct to support listings, and errors corrected
o Including information on how values relate to historic themes

e Anindependent review of all listings proposed to be deleted.

e Anindependent study of the effects of this proposal on the character and heritage buildings of
Nelson that informs changes to proposed rules and policies (on and off site height,boundary set
back, daylight angles).

e List all Heritage New Zealand properties.

e Retain the Inner-City Heritage Precinct, update the design guide. Retain the Wakefield Quay
Heritage Precinct, update design guide. Retain the Church Hill View Shaft.

e Publish the heritage assessment information to allow owners to review, corrections to be made.

e Reassess the Fairfield/Nelson South area as a character precinct with additional protections

(addressing requests in submissions to the Draft Nelson Plan 2020)

e If an independent assessment concludes that other heritage precincts should be established

revise PPC29 to include policies and rules to do so.



e Ensure policies and rules protect heritage values by seeking independent advice from a qualified
and experienced conservation architect as well as a social impact professional.

e Appoint a qualified and experienced conservation architect to review consent applications for
heritage listed buildings/a qualified and experienced archaeologist to evaluate consent applications
relating to protected sites, as this expertise is not available in-house.

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

15) Objections to the medium density zoning of the area surrounding our home on Wellington
Street, Mount Street, Konini Streeet etc. This should remain low density housing for the steep
terrain and dangerous outcomes should PC 29 come through. Plesae see Alison and David
Mountfort’s submission which we completely agree with as it is thorough and professionally
written. | do not need to repeat it here.

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

William Samual (at 56mins) had an interesting take on ‘designing’ the City, and not leaving it up to
developers, which is what PC29 will do. This was very informative and | agree with William.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HJxk1AE LTs













































