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Nelson City Council

RMA Submission Form for o Koo o ckats
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

Return your submission by 4pm on OFFICE USE
Tuestlay 19 September 2023 ta:

Submission No: 552

Senior Planning Administrator
RMA Plan Submissions
Nelson City Council

PO Box 645 1/09/2023
Nelson 7040

(Hand delivery or courier to: Ground Floor, Clvic House, 110 Trofolgar Street,

Nelson 7010 or emoil to: envirenmentglplonnina@ncc.gavt.nz with plon
change n0.29 in the subject line) NDOCs No: 539570224-15812

Date Received Stamp:

*Required
Submitter Details

Full Name* | Gloria Mae Lines

Organisation

Contact Person

Postal address®

| Emall*

Telephone* ¢.lines1@outlook.com

Trade Competition*

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a
submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

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

] I/we could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. if yes, please complete the following:

kA 1/we are directiy affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

] iywe are not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

Council Hearing*

O I/we do not wish to be heard in support of my/our submission.
D 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.

Public information
Please note that your name and address is required to be made publicly available under the Resource Management Act

1991, as any further submission supporting or opposing this submission is required to be forwarded to you as well as
council.

%‘MW 1 September 2023

Signature of Submitter* Date*
{or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter - a signature is
not required if you make your submission by electronic means)
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Nelson City Council

RMA Submission Form for To'Kau Tens TN AEE
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

R/ Entire Plan Change ("] Papakainga
Residential [ ] Transport
& Inner City and City Fringe (] Mapping
[] Industrial [ Infrastructure
[] suburban Commercial [] Area outside of Plan Change
[C] Natural Hazards/Climate Change : Subdivision
[] Heritage (] other
[[1 oppose the Plan Change in part Oppose the Plan Change
I/we*:  [] Support the Plan change in part [] 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)

| oppose Plan Change 29 in its entirety

Please see attached for my written submission
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RMA Submission Form for . e

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).
| have alternative suggestions

Please see attached.

Note:
1)

2)

3)

4)

This form is 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.
It is 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.
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.
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. is frivolous 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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Sub No: S51 Continued

Plan Change 29 submission. 1 September 2023
[ oppose plan change 29 in its entirety.

| am aware my submission may not follow the guidelines in terms of providing references to expert
evidence. | have however, read much on the matter and am basing a lot of my comment on that
. evidence, knowing you will already have ample submissions of that ilk.

Instead, | want you to understand how |, with 45 years’ experience in design, including spatial design
and its impact on well-being, can see this plan change affecting anyone subjected to the results
should any part of this plan go ahead. You see, you hold in your hands the future well-being of tens
of thousands of Nelsonians who elected you to act in our best interests.

General Well-Being

In discussing this plan change with a large number of people from in my neighbourhood from within
Nelson and around the world | have not encountered a single person who does not believe that
everyone deserves a warm comfortable dry home in which to feel safe.

My biggest concern with this proposed plan change is for the physical and mental health of both
those who already live in established, stable, quiet, secure, and generally satisfied neighbourhoods
and for the people the council is intending to be able to house. High rise cheek by jowl apartments is
a proven recipe for poor mental and physical health resulting neighbour to neighbour conflict. There
is already evidence of this from within New Zealand, and buildings like this are being pulled down all
over the world because they simply do not provide a safe living environment. As it is, this plan
change would set neighbour against neighbour. | refer you to the submission of Mary Isobel Hickey,
respected Social Worker, in this regard.

Although | understand your Mayor has stated that sunshine is not a basic human right, sunlight
would be severely compromised, resulting in increased health problems for residents and a
corresponding toll on our nation’s health resources.

Among other things sunlight helps:

¢ Maintain strong bones.

e Strengthen the immune system.

e reduce inflammation.

e lower bload pressure levels

e support better sleep and set people’s circadian rhythms.

e reduce risk of major depression by promoting a sensation of well-being and improving mood
e prevent type 1 diabetes

e prevent muliiple sclerosis (MS)

e prevent several forms of cancer

e helps produce beta-endorphins, which are hormones that reduce pain.
e promote relaxation

Impact on me, my friends, and neighbours

Currently | feel bullied, threatened, disregarded, powerless. Council has not asked me what | think
about this. We as a neighbourhood should have been consulted and included before this process was



even started. Most of us are intelligent, hardworking, skilled and knowledgeable. We like where
we’ve chosen to live. We don't feel the council we elected to act on our behalf is doing that.

If you allow Kianga Ora to go ahead and build even a three-storey apartment building on the corner
of our block our lives will be changed forever. In every house in this area live ordinary people who
saved their money, paid their taxes, paid their rates, and improved their properties dreaming of
bringing up their children in a safe sunny residential area, or like me, looking forward to a quiet
comfortable retirement in a safe sunny residential area within walking distance of the town.

At the stroke of a pen this could be snatched away from us. Imagine the effect on us and the effects
of the living environment they're planning on the people Kianga Ora is planning to create it for. We
are the people who live here. We know what it’s like. We know how many more buildings, cars, and
people this area can take. We object to having such enormous decisions being made for us about our
lives in this undemocratic manner.

Please stop reading for a moment and try to imagine how it will feel for you, walking or driving
around this pretty, sunny, friendly little city if this plan goes ahead. Nelson will be ruined, desecrated.
It will be ugly. Our sunny suburbs will be cold sunless tenements and our smart little city will have
become a forbidding platoon of high-rise buildings. Potential visitors, and new residents will run for
the hills, businesses will fail (once the developers have made their money) and the sunless platoons
will slowly be engulfed by weeds and regenerating bush.

Heritage Precinct

| live in a heritage precinct cottage. As such | am charged to be its custodian. In the last few years we
have spent over $200,000 rebuilding the house, strengthening, and retaining original construction
methods and making it warm, dry, and comfortable with a view to seeing out our lives here. We have
to comply with many council and Heritage Places Trust directives, with very little back for our
expense and inconvenience. | see we are exempt from the new rules however, we still could find a
six-storey monolith on our boundary, with windows looking down onto my beautiful private haven of
a garden, and worse, right through the windows into my living room and bedroom.

Car Parking
| don’t want our already limited carparking to be overrun with even more cars.
Property Values

As a former property investor, | fully understand the impact on property values. That at least 25%
and up to 50% of the value of my property will be lost. What could | buy to replace this property with
that amount of money? | don’t want to have to leave here, yet | cannot imagine how | can stay and
live happily with this looming situation. None of this is what | want for my remaining years.

A frightening Critique of your Councils Methodology

“The Nelson City Council's population projection on which the Housing and Business Development
Capacity Assessment (HBA) is based on, is flawed. The "method" that NCC employed is not consistent
with the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development. The NCC did not
employ a qualified demographer to do "bespoke" projections, nor did they use the Statistics NZ's
projections as recommended by the NPSUD. After reviewing the NCC's work, New Zealand's foremost
regional demographer wrote: "There are few words to describe the audacity of this modelling"....NCC
have been recommended to start over and commission a new set of projections to be carried out by
a competent demographer or otherwise employ the projections of Statistics NZ--as recommended by



the NPSUD. So far NCC have made no move to correct this data, it seems like the high population
growth scenario that they have produced, may be more preferable. Demographers refer to this

n

attitude as "pride in numbers".
Alternative Options

Nelson is such a pretty, sunny, easy place to live in. These changes are not mandated for Nelson nor
are they necessary. There are many options available to house those in need.

“The Nelson City Council's population projection on which the Housing and Business Development
Capacity Assessment (HBA) is based on, is flawed. The "method" that NCC employed is not consistent
with the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development. The NCC did not
employ a qualified demographer to do "bespoke” projections, nor did they use the Statistics NZ's
projections as recommended by the NPSUD. After reviewing the NCC's work, New Zealand's foremost
regional demographer wrote: "There are few words to describe the audacity of this modelling"....NCC
have been recommended to start over and commission a new set of projections to be carried out by
a competent demographer or otherwise employ the projections of Statistics NZ--as recommended by
the NPSUD. So far NCC have made no move to correct this data, it seems like the high population
growth scenario that they have produced, may be more preferable. Demographers refer to this
attitude as "pride in numbers".

| understand The Male Room, Ngati Rarua, and te Piki Oranga are currently engaged in a project
asking homeless people what they think they need in term of housing. They are doing this befare any
money is spent on building. Would it not be sensible to do the same here? | understand there are
many empty Kianga Qra properties all over the country sitting untenanted. Would it not be sensible
to tenant them before building more? Given the parlous state of our economy, would it not be
prudent to not enable Kianga Ora to waste millions of our tax payers dollars on buildings that are not
required?

No one I've spoken to about this has disagreed with me that proportionate numbers of sensitively
designed houses in all residential areas would not be welcome. This way new residents could be
welcomed and assimilated into our communities. | really like the Habitat for Humanity model where
small enclaves of these sympathetically designed homes are built alongside and within existing
communities without the negative effects of intensive developments.

('d really like to see some little terrace houses on the corner of our block. | like the idea of the
residents being able to walk outside and put their toes in the grass, feel the sun on their faces, and
breathe in the fresh morning air.

Keep the high rises where they already are. Keep the smart little city as it is. There are already empty
buildings in the city centre they could be utilised for housing. Online shopping and parking issues
have contributed to the demise of the local retailer. Unfortunately your deputy mayor’s claim that
the land underneath these buildings is too expensive to build houses on cannot apply. Anything for
sale is only worth what the buyer will pay and nobody is going to pay huge amounts of money for
buildings in commercial areas where there is no commercial gain available. | really think Matt Lowry's
idea of building apartments above the parking in the larger car parks and close to your new ebus
network is a great way of creating homes for those who need to be close to essential services.

You are playing with our lives.

| fyou get this wrong, more than anything else in your lives, you will be remembered for this
posterity. A click of your mouse now; a stroke of you pen, wil change for th eworse this smart little
city and its people's lives forever.






Entire Plan
Change

Natural
Hazards/Climate
Change

Entire Plan
Change

General
opposition

General natural
hazards/Climate
change

The Plan Change
process

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

The areas Council have
mapped for the different
housing densities do not
correspond to the types
of residential houses in
each neighbourhood,
and will potentially
destroy that community
feel,

We must take future
climate change into
consideration ; the
effects of climate change
and the need for our
adaptation, are
becoming subjects
needing much more
careful thought and
planning.

Not enough analytical
detail released to the
public. And reference to
OECD analysis is
redundant as 35
countries are members
of OECD, so
generalisations used with
respect to Plan 29 are
useless and are possibly
misinformation.

Documents included with submission

None

Allow more lower-density
housing areas defined by
the typical housing in that
area., with particular respect
to number of storeys
allowed on new builds.

Ensure that a minimum area
of non-residential-building
land (i.e. for parking,
laneways, access) is
protected from
development for buildings,
to allow for climate change
such as water runoff,
shading, sunlight; the
minimum to be agreed on
by Nelson residents
submissions.

Clearly share any analytical
data with residents, on
which both the scope of
Plan 29 and also the
designated areas have been
decided.
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Voided







S58
Voided







Residential
Zones

Residential
Zones

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Amend

Amend

The plan allows for multi-storey buildings in close proximity.
Potential problems with such developments include:

- loss of daylight, views and privacy for people living in their
shadow

- loss of adjacent green space

- increases in residential noise and in traffic

- wind tunnel effects

Such problems would reduce the quality of life for those
affected. Keeping the current daylight angles would reduce
most of these effects by ensuring adequate separation
between multi-storey buildings. It would also allow space for
emergency access, off road parking and adjacent green areas
for children's playgrounds and amenity planting. Allotments
may be appropriate in some situations as will the siting NCC
infrastructure in others. This could include connecting lanes to
encourage foot and cycle traffic.

These safeguards will help ensure high quality residential
blocks are developed. They should not only provide for the
needs of those living there but also enhance the surrounding
area so that all benefit from the development.

Reserve levies paid by developers to NCC can be used to help
purchase the extra land needed.

The situation is similar to that discussed in $59.3 above. Please
see S59.3 for reasons for amendment.

The maximum
number of
storeys be
reduced from 6
to 3 and the
existing dayligh
angles be
preserved.

The maximum
number of
storeys be
reduced from 3
to 2 and the
existing dayligh
angles be
preserved.












Sub No: S60 Continued

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.

b.

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.

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

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

. That I have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than

I, will make more comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to

the future of Nelson and its ratepaying residents.

That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous meetings “This is a

‘Broad Brush approach’ that requires public submissions to refine the

plan”. Such a statement implies PC 29 has been prematurely put out for

public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that requires

the public to learn and understand its entirety, so they can re-design it.

i. I am asking Council to withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning

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

2, Hearing Panel

a.

I strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of its
‘biased’ public perception following the vote on Councillor Courtneys
proposal to withdraw PC29 at the 14t September Council meeting.



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

3. NCC's Population forecasts

a.

These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable
intensification and growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not Statistics
NZ medium projections, but are over inflated projections that require the
scale of intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
i. I 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.

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.

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.

i. I askthe 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.




4. 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.

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.

i. Increased levels of damp homes with associated mould and mildew
and respiratory illnesses.

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

iv. Increased heating costs, air pollution, carbon foot print, are all
exasperated due to a large portion of Nelson housing is old, with
un-insulated walls and single glazing and open fires were legislated
out of use many years ago.

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

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

vii.  Property owners will be reluctant to invest in making additional new
(low rise) infill improvements on their section, with affordable
additional units that COULD be over shadowed and devalued by a
wealthier developer who could afford to build a multi-storey
development next door at any time in the future.

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

4



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
Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.

a.

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
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.

a.

I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

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

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



c. Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not
solve our intensification, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it
locks up our valuable housing resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has
many empty apartments.

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

d. I oppose the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted
discretionary activity that does NOT require notification and written
approval from neighbours.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i. Iask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and
encourages an increase in the density and diversity of quality
housing in the City Centre by enabling residential activity above
ground floor level. It is expected that over time, more people will
choose to live in the City Centre because of its easy access to



offices, shops, entertainment and varied open spaces and
experiences’.
b. Secondly, City Fringe would be the next zone to phase in for
intensification.

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

c. Finally, the Residential Zones would be the last area to be phased in, by
working out from the City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).

i. I would support Medium Density Residential Zones (3 storey 11m
high) progressively expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if
required and over time, providing AP15 Daylight Admission
Protection rules remain in force for existing properties.

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

10. On-street carparking
a. Increased intensification will result in more on-street car parking and the
narrow streets of Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility
scooters, cyclists, refuse collection and Emergency Service vehicles. This
will cause fracturing of neighbourly relations and communities.

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

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

11.Social Housing ‘
a. Significant care and attention must be considered with all social housing

because there are too many examples across the country where this has

resulted in disharmony in communities.
b. High density living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in

healthy outcomes for all concerned.

7



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.

i. 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.



Sub No: S60 Continued






Online submission

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

Submitter No. S62
Submitter Name Beverly Sellers
Submitter first name Beverly

Submitter middle name  Jane

Submitter surname Sellers

Submitter is contact Yes

Email beverlysellers@xtra.co.nz

Wish to be heard No

Joint presentation No

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
Entire Plan General Oppose
Change opposition

Reasons Decision sought

If Plan Change 29 were to go ahead, it would radically alter the character of Whakata Nelson as ‘the best little city in New Zealand". Local families and communities are unsurprisingly | seek the following decision from the Council:
anxious about the prospect of a six-storey building going up next door in proposed high density zones, with no certainty about when that might happen, how it might look and
perform, and how it might impact noise and privacy—let alone the massive loss of daylight, and where all the additional neighbours will park or where their children will play.

rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres

an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided

| see several significant issues with this proposed plan: for each residential unit in the areas presently proposed to be
rezoned

Community o that the Council will prioritise housing growth and
intensification within the inner city before the current

Even with best will in the world, six-storey residential blocks going up around Whakatt Nelson will disconnect people from the community. Studies have shown that people who live residential zones

on the high floors are less likely to leave their houses because it's not as easy as walking out your front door. This separates people from the outdoors, the city and from other people. .

You can end up with a city that is detached from street life. I request that the Council appoints an independent panel to hear the

submissions, and gives a further notice to extend the closing date for
This is exacerbated by a lack of gardens, greenery and private outdoor space. submissions, with far greater open communication to the Nelson public

about the proposed Plan Change.
Transport

There is an assumption that, because the high-density zones are within walking distance of the city centre, those living in up to six-storey blocks will have less need for a vehicle to get

| acknowledge that in the given timeframe | have found it extremel
around—and improved public transport is being promised as demand for these residences grows. g g Y

difficult to digest the whole effect of the proposed PC29 and its

supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages.
The truth i, Aotearoa New Zealand does not have readily accessible rail and bus networks, so local residents will still need a vehicle to drive anywhere outside of the city. Yes, they may - "Po' "9 pag

use the vehicle less if they can walk into town, but they are still likely to own one for trips to the supermarket, larger purchases or when going on holiday or visiting friends and
relations around the country.

New Zealanders are being encouraged to buy EVs, but where will they park them under this plan? There certainly won't be room on what are currently lower density residential streets.

Additionally, traffic in and out of Whakata Nelson via Richmond is already at gridlock during peak hours. How will this not become worse with the intensification of the city when we
all know it takes years to get new road networks approved and built?

A strategic approach to infill housing must encompass infrastructure provision, particularly public and private transport systems.

The term ‘critical mass' is often referred to in terms of the necessary population increase to enhance public transport, service and business facilities. Just what level can be considered
critical mass is not defined, however. If population thresholds aren’t reached, the negative impacts of infill housing may be experienced without any positive ones to balance them out.

Design and quality

Much of the appeal of Whakatt Nelson lies in its character. Settled in 1840, it includes a charming mix of Victorian and Edwardian houses, Art Deco homes and 1930s Californian
bungalows alongside newer builds. The vast majority are one or two storey, creating an appealing cityscape of homes, gardens and parkland with plenty of daylight and greenery.

Plan Change 29 would destroy this appeal unless serious consideration is given to the overall vision and design for the city. It will be in the hands of developers to decide what these
new two three, four, five and six storey residential blocks will look like. Will there be any cohesive design?

Sure, they must meet minimum performance standards under the Building Code, but how can Whakata Nelson’s citizens be assured of quality design and performance?

Developers have their own financial interests at heart and little incentive to engage high-quality architects or build using high-quality materials. Minimum standards are likely to be the
goal in order to maximise profit. The result s likely to be buildings that deteriorate quickly to the detriment of the residents themselves and to the local community as a whole.

With intensification plans for all the major towns and cities of Aotearoa New Zealand, calls are being made for a Government Architect, similar to that adopted in the Australian state
of Victoria. Without this, there will be no overall plan or vision for residential intensification—how the city will look. This is an equally important consideration for the community’s
wellbeing as how the city will perform in terms of infrastructure planning.

When people don't know what might at any point go up right next door to them, there will be an understandable level of anxiety and anger. There must be due consideration of the
natural and physical qualities and characteristics of Whakata Nelson that contribute to the community’s appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence and cultural and
recreational attributes.

Expert research, residents’ experiences and public perception all indicate that infill housing—particularly multi-unit housing—is often built and designed poorly. This can have negative
impacts on both its residents, neighbours and the overal area.

The Hunn Report into the leaky building crisis acknowledged that the highly competitive nature of multi-unit development led in some cases to cost cutting that had a severe adverse
effect on builinding quality. This perception is supported by the experiences of some residents of infill in Auckland and Christchurch, as well as the Hunn Report.

Daylight, privacy and noise
Neighbours cannot currently build within 1.5m of the boundary and must comply with daylight regulations, so their plans don't impact on neighbouring properties.

How will this be the case when a three, four, five or six-storey building goes up next door? Particuarly as, under this Plan Change, the building can be 1m from the boundary. Houses
that previously enjoyed natural indoor light will be enveloped in shade, making these homes darker, colde and potentially damper, which as we know can lead to poorer health and
wellbeing on inhabitants.

Protection for sunlight to all properties is a critical component of residential

amenity in a city as it provides warmth and energy efficiency.

Privacy and noise must also be considered as houses would be directly overlooked by multiple residents, and noise levels will increase significantly.
Environment and recreation

The traditional quarter acre section is being pronounced dead under Plan Change 29. With it would go many a garden, with its flowers, greenery and trees. A 2019 Swedish study is
just one example of many to have found that green space can provide mental health benefits. The nationwide study, covering 900,000 people, showed that children who grew up with
the lowest levels of green space had up to 55% higher risk of developing a psychiatric disorder independent form the effects of other known risk factors. The study provides evidence
that prolonged presence of green space is important and that integrating natural environments into urban planning helps reduce the rising global burden of psychiatric disorders.

Whakata Nelson has green spaces, but for young and often working parents, supervised visits to the local park or playground are not always possible or easy. Children in multi-storey
residential units risk not having regular or easy access to the outdoors.

Water infrastructure

Housing intensification inevitably leads to vegetation loss and an increase in hard surfaces. With this comes greater run off, and more risk of surface flooding and erosion. The Council
admits that under Plan Change 29, the theoretical section yield cannot be supported by current or planned infrastructure provision in parts of the city. Whilst it promises to work with
developers to ‘sequence preferred locations’ and to be responsive to any infrastructure deficits, surely infrastructure should be considered before buildings are built. This is where an
overall vision and plan for the city is essential before any developers get underway with their own individual plans. Whakata Nelson must be equipped with the necessary water,
stormwater and wastewater infrastructure ahead of demand.

Heritage

Plan Change 29 change allows for a new heritage precinct in Richmond Avenue but removes the inner city heritage precinct. The character and charm of Whakata Nelson is interwined
with its heritage, which includes its many heritage buildings and facades.

If these can be so easily lost to demolition and redevelopment, the character of Whakata Nelson will be lost along with them. Is there a vision to retain any of the traditional designs
and materials in any redevelopment of the CBD? It will be a soulless, characterless place without this.

Similarly, whilst it is great to preserve heritage pockets, such as Elliott Street and Richmond Avenue, how many individual heritage residences will be lost under the Plan Change?
Beautiful, irreplaceable heritage homes and gardens dotted around the city have no protection against demolition and redevelopment under this Plan. With them will go the proud
history of Whakatti Nelson, never to be replaced

Documents included with submission

None
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Submitter No. S63
Submitter Name Vivian Sellers
Submitter first name Vivian

Submitter middle name George

Submitter surname Sellers

Submitter is contact Yes

Email viv.creation@xtra.co.nz

Wish to be heard No

Joint presentation No

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
Entire Plan General Oppose
Change opposition

Reasons

If Plan Change 29 were to go ahead, it would radically alter the character of Whakata Nelson as ‘the best little city in New Zealand'. Local families and communities are
unsurprisingly anxious about the prospect of a six-storey building going up next door in proposed high density zones, with no certainty about when that might happen, how it
might look and perform, and how it might impact noise and privacy—let alone the massive loss of daylight, and where all the additional neighbours will park or where their children
will play.

I see several significant issues with this proposed plan:

Community

Even with best will in the world, six-storey residential blocks going up around Whakata Nelson will disconnect people from the community. Studies have shown that people who live
on the high floors are less likely to leave their houses because it's not as easy as walking out your front door. This separates people from the outdoors, the city and from other
people. You can end up with a city that is detached from street life.

This is exacerbated by a lack of gardens, greenery and private outdoor space.
Transport

There is an assumption that, because the high-density zones are within walking distance of the city centre, those living in up to six-storey blocks will have less need for a vehicle to
get around—and improved public transport is being promised as demand for these residences grows.

The truth is, Aotearoa New Zealand does not have readily accessible rail and bus networks, so local residents will still need a vehicle to drive anywhere outside of the city. Yes, they
may use the vehicle less if they can walk into town, but they are still likely to own one for trips to the supermarket, larger purchases or when going on holiday or visiting friends and
relations around the country.

New Zealanders are being encouraged to buy EVs, but where will they park them under this plan? There certainly won't be room on what are currently lower density residential
streets.

Additionally, traffic in and out of Whakatd Nelson via Richmond is already at gridlock during peak hours. How will this not become worse with the intensification of the city when we
all know it takes years to get new road networks approved and built?

A strategic approach to infill housing must encompass infrastructure provision, particularly public and private transport systems.

The term ‘critical mass' is often referred to in terms of the necessary population increase to enhance public transport, service and business facilities. Just what level can be
considered critical mass is not defined, however. If population thresholds aren't reached, the negative impacts of infill housing may be experienced without any positive ones to
balance them out.

Design and quality

Much of the appeal of Whakati Nelson lies in its character. Settled in 1840, it includes a charming mix of Victorian and Edwardian houses, Art Deco homes and 1930s Californian
bungalows alongside newer builds. The vast majority are one or two storey, creating an appealing cityscape of homes, gardens and parkland with plenty of daylight and greenery.

Plan Change 29 would destroy this appeal unless serious consideration is given to the overall vision and design for the city. It will be in the hands of developers to decide what these
new two three, four, five and six storey residential blocks will look like. Will there be any cohesive design?

Sure, they must meet minimum performance standards under the Building Code, but how can Whakatt Nelson'’s citizens be assured of quality design and performance?

Developers have their own financial interests at heart and litle incentive to engage high-quality architects o build using high-quality materials. Minimum standards are likely to be
the goal in order to maximise profit. The result is likely to be buildings that deteriorate quickly to the detriment of the residents themselves and to the local community as a whole.

With intensification plans for all the major towns and cities of Aotearoa New Zealand, calls are being made for a Government Architect, similar to that adopted in the Australian
state of Victoria. Without this, there will be no overall plan or vision for residential intensification—how the city will look. This is an equally important consideration for the
community’s wellbeing as how the city will perform in terms of infrastructure planning.

When people don't know what might at any point go up right next door to them, there will be an understandable level of anxiety and anger. There must be due consideration of the
natural and physical qualities and characteristics of Whakata Nelson that contribute to the community’s appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence and cultural and
recreational attributes.

Expert research, residents’ experiences and public perception all indicate that infill housing—particularly multi-unit housing—is often built and designed poorly. This can have
negative impacts on both its residents, neighbours and the overal area.

The Hunn Report into the leaky building crisis acknowledged that the highly competitive nature of multi-unit development led in some cases to cost cutting that had a severe
adverse effect on builinding quality. This perception is supported by the experiences of some residents of infill in Auckland and Christchurch, as well as the Hunn Report.

Daylight, privacy and noise
Neighbours cannot currently build within 1.5m of the boundary and must comply with daylight regulations, so their plans don’t impact on neighbouring properties.

How will this be the case when a three, four, five or six-storey building goes up next door? Particuarly as, under this Plan Change, the building can be m from the boundary. Houses
that previously enjoyed natural indoor light will be enveloped in shade, making these homes darker, colde and potentially damper, which as we know can lead to poorer health and
wellbeing on inhabitants.

Protection for sunlight to all properties is a critical component of residential

amenity in a city as it provides warmth and energy efficiency.

Privacy and noise must also be considered as houses would be directly overlooked by multiple residents, and noise levels will increase significantly.
Environment and recreation

The traditional quarter acre section is being pronounced dead under Plan Change 29. With it would go many a garden, with its flowers, greenery and trees. A 2019 Swedish study is
Jjust one example of many to have found that green space can provide mental health benefits. The nationwide study, covering 900,000 people, showed that children who grew up
with the lowest levels of green space had up to 55% higher risk of developing a psychiatric disorder independent form the effects of other known risk factors. The study provides
evidence that prolonged presence of green space is important and that integrating natural environments into urban planning helps reduce the rising global burden of psychiatric
disorders.

Whakat Nelson has green spaces, but for young and often working parents, supervised visits to the local park or playground are not always possible or easy. Children in multi-
storey residential units risk not having regular or easy access to the outdoors.

Water infrastructure

Housing intensification inevitably leads to vegetation loss and an increase in hard surfaces. With this comes greater run off, and more risk of surface flooding and erosion. The
Council admits that under Plan Change 29, the theoretical section yield cannot be supported by current or planned infrastructure provision in parts of the city. Whilst it promises to
work with developers to ‘sequence preferred locations’ and to be responsive to any infrastructure deficits, surely infrastructure should be considered before buildings are built. This
is where an overall vision and plan for the city is essential before any developers get underway with their own individual plans. Whakatd Nelson must be equipped with the
necessary water, stormwater and wastewater infrastructure ahead of demand.

Heritage
Plan Change 29 change allows for a new heritage precinct in Richmond Avenue but removes the inner city heritage precinct. The character and charm of Whakata Nelson is
interwined with its heritage, which includes its many heritage buildings and facades.

If these can be so easily lost to demolition and redevelopment, the character of Whakata Nelson will be lost along with them. Is there a vision to retain any of the traditional designs
and materials in any redevelopment of the CBD? It will be a soulless, characterless place without this.

Similarly, whilst it is great to preserve heritage pockets, such as Elliott Street and Richmond Avenue, how many individual heritage residences will be lost under the Plan Change?
Beautiful, irreplaceable heritage homes and gardens dotted around the city have no protection against demolition and redevelopment under this Plan. With them will go the proud
history of Whakatt Nelson, never to be replaced.

Documents included with submission

None

Decision sought

| 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:
o rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres

0 an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each
residential unit in the areas presently proposed to be rezoned

o that the Council will prioritise housing growth and intensification within
the inner city before the current residential zones

| request that the Council appoints an independent panel to
hear the submissions, and gives a further notice to extend the
closing date for submissions, with far greater open
communication to the Nelson public about the proposed Plan
Change.

 acknowledge that in the given timeframe | have found it extremely
difficult to digest the whole effect of the proposed PC29 and its
supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages.


mailto:viv.creation@xtra.co.nz

Sub No: S63 Continued
























Residential General Oppose | believe that allowing two Leave the plan as it is.
Zones Residential story buildings in a residential
Zone area should be rigorously
tested to make sure
neighbours are not adversely
affected full stop. Don't have
a problem with multiple
buildings but not towering
over the neighbours.
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Submitter No. S71

Submitter Name Julie Gibbs
Submitter first name Julie

Submitter middle name Anne

Submitter surname Gibbs
Submitter is contact Yes

Email scarz@xtra.co.nz
Wish to be heard No

Joint presentation No

Trade competition

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points

Plan section

Residential
Zones

Provision Support/oppose
Medium Oppose

Density

Residential

Zone

Reasons

We bought our house, primarily because
of the views we have. Proceeding with this
plan could mean we would lose those
views and devalue our property. It could
also mean we would lose access to the
same amount of sun we have.

| would prefer to see new land developed
with purpose-built 'villages' that don't
impact current property holders and
people are buying those properties
knowing that is what they get ie some of
the Bishopdale land being developed or
further out in Atawhai/Wakapuaka/Hira
areas.

The same type of concept as a lot of rest
home complexes these days.

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

Decision sought

To not proceed in
the Atawhai Dodson
Valleycurrent
residential areas.
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Residential Medium
Zones Density
Residential
Zone
Residential General
Zones Residential
Zone

Oppose

Oppose

The outlook rules assume there is space in
a development that can create an
unbroken view over the outdoor living
court from a dwelling's living area and
bedrooms. In addition, the outdoor living
court’s minimum dimensions and the
setbacks to the boundary do not facilitate
the outlook space required and
complicates what is meant to be an
enabling plan change for increasing
dwellings. This rule will be difficult to
comply with in existing residential zones
for infill type developments.

The outlook rules assume there is space in
a development that can create an
unbroken view over the outdoor living
court from a dwelling’s living area and
bedrooms. In addition, the outdoor living
court's minimum dimensions and the
setbacks to the boundary do not facilitate
the outlook space required and
complicates what is meant to be an
enabling plan change for increasing
dwellings. This rule will be difficult to
comply with in existing residential zones
for infill type developments.

Delete rule REr.18L

Delete rule REr.17L






Mapping

Natural
hazards

mapping

Amend

Opposes the map layer extents for the
slope hazard layers. The current hazard
layers are only viewable on the scale
1:5000, which means you cannot zoom in
on a property of interest to see where that
hazard is on the lot. Therefore, when
building a dwelling or shed, naturally, the
owner will try to build outside the hazard.
Please amend the slope hazard map
extent to a smaller scale.

Change map extents
for the hazard layers
so you can actually
see where they lie on
the property you
have queried







































Residential
Zones

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Support in part

1, Medium density along the main
arterials will support viability and
improvement of public transport. It
appears the zone has been applied
on the basis of walking distance
only and does not factor in public
transport at all (present day or
future improvements).

2. Hillsides should be Medium
Density by default. | see no reason
other than stability (which can be
managed through engineering) as
to why you would differentiate
between the easier contour areas.

This is a massive missed opportunity

for more density in central Nelson,
probably at the expense of
developing sensitive greenfield
areas and a loss in population to
Tasman District. Look to Asia if you
think it can't be done.

3. | only support well designed

intensification. As such, there should

be design standards/covenants for

Medium Density developments but

with cost and productivity in mind.

The standards need to be very clear,
certain and not onerous, otherwise,

no one will want to take on the risk
(costs) of getting rejected.

Increase Medium Density
Residential Zone areas by
applying to main arterial
routes such as Waimea
Road, Main Road Stoke,
Tahunanui Road etc and to
all hillsides (apart from Tier
1 slope instability areas).
Require design/aesthetic
standards/covenants but
with cost and producitvity
in mind.
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