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

Submitter No. S251

Submitter Name Susan Corry

Submitter first name Susan

Submitter surname Corry

Submitter is contact Yes

Email susanc@actrix.co.nz

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

Trade competition I 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

Inner City
and City
Fringe
Zones

Inner City
Zone

Support I support the plan change to allow higher
density and higher height buildings in the
city centre areas. This is appropriate that the
tallest buildings should be clustered and built
in the city centre and city fringe.

Grant as proposed

Inner City
and City
Fringe
Zones

City Fringe
Zone

Support I support the plan change to allow higher
density and higher height buildings in the
city centre areas. This is appropriate that the
tallest buildings should be clustered and built
in the city centre and city fringe.

Grant as proposed

Residential
Zones

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Support in part I think it is good to encourage denser
development, to create a medium density
zone and encourage up to three dwellings
per site, either as a complete new
development, or just allowing a family to add
an extra dwelling for a family member etc.

I support rules
REr.18A to
RER.18J - That the
maximum is three
residential units
with height of
three stories (11m)

mailto:susanc@actrix.co.nz


Residential
Zones

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose I oppose Rule
REr.18K Daylight
Admission 60
degree recession
angle.

I would like
council to delete
the recession
angle and replace
this rule with a
new outcome
based rule which
protects
neighbours
existing sunlight
(eg shall not
reduce an existing
properties sunlight
to less than than
2-5 hours of direct
sunlight between
the hours of 9-3
during worst
winter months, as
proven by shadow
diagrams. (see
explanation below
and in
attachment)

Reason:
development is
still allowed and
encouraged, but
not to the
disadvantage or
the ‘daylight
robbery’ of
existing
surrounding
properties/houses.

I oppose rule REr.18K MRZ Daylight 
Admission 60 Deg recession angle.
I believe a 60 degree recession angle plan as 
a permitted angle is too steep an angle, and 
does not adequately protect existing 
properties sunlight and will create too much 
shade on neighbouring properties.
Applying the rule to a local example:
I live at 47a Brook Street which is in the new 
Medium Density Zone, 3 units, 3 storeys 
11m. Our property is 800m2 so has enough 
land area that a good design could build 3 
units 3 storeys and meet the site coverage, 
yard setback, permeable landscape, outlook 
space rules etc. Assessing the 60 degree 
recession angle the 11m buildings would 
need to be set back about 4m from the 
southern boundary. Our southern boundary 
neighbours are a private residence and the 
Brook St Kindergarten. If 3x3 storey 
buildings were built as a permitted activity 
on our property or at 47b, with this 60deg 
recession angle, those buildings would cast 
a very large shadow effect on the 
kindergarten’s outside play area and 
building. To do that as a permitted activity 
without recourse seems neither fair nor 
healthy for the children.
I’m not an expert in this but have done 
some homework to try and work it out. 
From what I can find off Goggle, NZ sunlight 
reaches approximate maximum of 29 
degrees above horizon in winter, and 75 
degrees above horizon in summer. Thus, in 
winter the shade shadow generated by an 
11m high building, with sun at 29-30 
degrees, extends to 18-19 metres behind it 
(assuming assuming north facing flat section 
and sun due north midday, neighbours due 
south). With a 60deg recession angle an 
11m building would only need a 4-5m 
distance set back from southern boundary. 
But any existing neighbouring southern 
property or building located closer than 
18m behind that building, would likely sit 
within its shade shadow and be significantly 
shaded. Not good. (see my diagram - 
attached separately as cannot add into this 
box!! :()
Studies have shown that people need 
natural light, natural sunlight, and if a new 
development comes along and blocks that it 
is: 

a) not fair on existing homeowner property
rights;
b) not good for our houses and physical
wellbeing - cold houses create
damp, create extra health issues, create
extra heating costs etc;
c) not good for our mental wellbeing.



Thus I conclude that the idea of a single 
recession angle is inadequate. You could 
lower the angle to say 45 degrees (like the 
GRZ) which would result in the development 
building being built further away from the 
boundary (eg 8m compared to 4m), but the 
actual shade shadow from the sun in winter 
will still be longer than that (18m), so 
lowering the angle doesn’t fix the issue, as the 
building still creates a potential shade 
problem for neighbours.

ALTERNATIVE RULE: Why not make a rule that 
is based on the desired outcome rather than a 
mathematical equation. For example, in NSW 
and Vic Australia (courtesy of Google) instead 
of having a single recession angle they 
instead have rules about overshadowing 
which are designed “to ensure new 
developments do not take away the rights of 
neighbouring properties to enjoy their 
existing natural sunlight”. In Vic and NSW new 
developments have to assess overshadowing 
and provide shadow diagrams with their 
applications showing the extent of shade 
created at 9am 12pm 3pm in winter 
conditions, and they are not allowed to 
overshadow a neighbours “windows of 
habitable rooms” or “private open space” or 
their solar panels, by set amounts. In NSW it 
shall not be reduced to less than 2 hours of 
direct sunlight between 9-3 as at June 21st. In 
Victoria any new developments need to 
design so that the developments new 
residents and the existing neighbours will 
have at least 5 hours daylight between 9-3 on 
22 September, the equinox.

Thus, the focus of these overshadowing rules 
is directly on the desired outcome, and the 
onus is on the developer to design the 
development to ensure the development 
does not significantly reduce sunlight to 
neighbours, and it is up to them to take into 
account site characteristics, site aspect, 
neighbours locations, boundaries etc, maybe 
make it higher in one part, lower in another 
etc when doing that. This seems a much 
better rule and outcome than just a single 
recession line angle. (ref: 
Littlefishproperties.com.au/ blog/overshadow 
neighbours. ref: Victorian building regulations 
2018 – Reg 83 – overshadowing of 
recreational private open space).



Thus I seek an amendment to RER.18K recession 
angle.

I suggest that instead of a 60 degrees recession 
angle, council develop an outcome based rule 
which protects neighbours existing sunlight (eg 
shall not reduce existing properties sunlight to 
less than 2-5 hours direct sunlight between the 
hours of 9-3 during worst winter months, as 
proven by shadow diagrams).

Reason: development is still allowed and 
encouraged, but not to the disadvantage or the 
'daylight robbery' of existing surrounding 
properties/houses.



Residential
Zones

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose in part Nelson is predominantly 1 or 2 

storey residential houses, with some 
4 storey commercial buildings (eg 
around NMIT) and only a few 
buildings of 6 storey height (eg NCC, 
Rutherford Hotel). It is 
predominantly lower height and that 
is the character of Nelson's 
residential areas. While we do need 
higher density I think the tallest 
buildings should be contained to the 
City or City fringe zones, not in the 
predominantly suburban/residential 
areas currently proposed as HRZ. eg 
not in Victory Square, Dodson Valley 
Road, Stoke centre, Manuka or 
Bronte, etc.

As the plan notes say it won’t all 
happen at once, so one or two six 
storey buildings sticking out like a 
sore thumb in amongst 
predominantly lower height 
residential areas will look weird, 
negatively visual effects, negatively 
affect the residential character, and 
have negative daylight effects/
shading on surrounding houses if it 
sticks up higher than everything else 
in a predominately lower height 
residential area.

I oppose rule REr.19J –building 
Height –maximum 19.5m.
I believe the HRZ, as marked on 
the new zone map, with the 
permitted category of buildings 
up to 6 storeys, 19.5m is too high 
and will negatively detract from 
the lower height character of the 
Nelson residential environment, 
will look odd, and will have 
negative effects on neighbouring 
properties visual enjoyment and 
sunlight.

I request Council to amend rule 
HRZ REr.19J permitted category, 
such that it be changed to either:
a) maximum permitted
height of 4 storeys (4 is a
compromise that is more in
keeping with the surroundings
than 6 storeys, we have existing 4
storeys in places and they look
okay); or
b) maximum permitted
height of 3 storeys (11m), ie.
amalgamating the HRZ zone with
the MRZ so it is all one MRZ with
no HRZ (6 storeys)
Reason: with this change there 
will still be an increase in density 
overall to 3 or 4 storeys, but not 
to 6 storeys as a permitted 
activity. This will reduce the 
negative effects on surrounding 
residential areas in terms of 
character, visual and daylight 
effects.
Note: If someone wants to go 
higher then they can apply for 
resource consent and be 
assessed, if say their property has
a hill behind it so being taller 
won’t be a lone tower sticking 
out on the flat surrounded by 
lower height housing.



Residential
Zones

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose
From what I can discover off Goggle, NZ
sunlight reaches approximate maximum of 29 
degrees above horizon in winter, and 75 degrees 
above horizon in summer.
Thus, in winter the shade generated by an 19m 
high building, with sun at 29 degrees highest, 
extends to aprox 30-34 metres (due south, 
assuming flat section and sun due north 
midday). With a 60deg recession a 19m building 
would need to be 8-9m from southern 
boundary. So any existing building on the 
southern boundary sitting closer than 30-34m 
would be significantly shaded. Thus this 
recession angle rule does not protect existing 
properties from the negative effects of shading/
overshadowing.
Studies have shown that people need natural 
light, natural sunlight, and if a new development 
comes along and blocks that is: a) not fair on 
existing homeowner property rights; b) not 
good for our houses and physical wellbeing - 
cold houses create damp, create extra health 
issues, create extra heating costs; c) not good for 
our mental wellbeing.
The idea of a single recession angle is 
inadequate. You could lower the angle to say 45 
degrees which would result in the development 
building being built further away from the 
boundary, but the actual shade from the sun will 
still be 30+ metres so all that means is it might 
become impracticable for the new development 
to fit on their site, while still creating a shade 
problem.
Alternative: Why not make a rule that is based 
on the desired outcome rather than a 
mathematical equation. For example, in NSW 
and Vic Australia (courtesy of Google) instead of 
having a single recession angle they instead 
have rules about Overshadowing which are 
designed to ensure new developments do not 
take away the rights of neighbouring properties 
to enjoy their natural sunlight. In Vic and NSW 
new developments have to provide shadow 
diagrams with their applications showing the 
extent of shade created at 9am 12pm 3pm, and 
they are not allowed to overshadow a 
neighbours “windows of habitable rooms” or 
“private open space” by set a amounts. In NSW 
it shall not be reduced to less than 2 hours of 
direct sunlight between 9-3 as at June 21st. In 
Victoria any new developments need to design 
so residents will have at least 5 hours daylight 
between 9-3 on 22 September equinox . Thus, 
by focusing on a desired outcome the developer 
can design to take into account site 
characteristics, neighbours locations, boundaries 
etc, maybe make it higher in one part, lower in 
another. It becomes up to the developer to 
design so it does not significantly reduce the 
sunlight to neighbouring properties (ref: 
Littlefishproperties.com.au/blog/overshadow 
neighbours. ref: Victorian building regulations 
2018 – Reg 83 – overshadowing of recreational 
private open space)

I oppose rule REr.19K –
Daylight Admission 60 
degrees recession.
I believe a 60 deg 
recession plan is too 
steep an angle and does 
not adequately protect 
existing properties 
sunlight and will create 
too much shade on 
neighbouring properties.

I request Council to 
amend RER.19K so that 
instead of a 60 degrees 
recession angle, the 
Council develop an 
outcome based rule 
which protects 
neighbours existing 
sunlight (eg a rule that 
says development shall 
not reduce an existing 
properties sunlight to less 
than than 2-5 hours of 
direct sunlight between 
the hours of 9-3 during 
worst winter months, as 
proven by shadow 
diagrams) (see 
explanation and attached 
additional pictures doco)

Reason: Development is 
still allowed and 
encouraged but not to 
the disadvantage or the 
‘daylight robbery’ of 
existing surrounding 
properties/houses.



Some submitters might say that people who 
live in houses on the southern slopes of hills or 
similar have houses with no sun and they just 
get used to it and they survive, so because 
density is needed shade is just an effect people 
will have to get used to. I disagree. People 
should not be disadvantaged by other peoples 
development proposals, as a permitted activity 
without any say or comeback. That is not the 
society NZ is.

While assisting development to happen via 
these rules Council should also aim to protect 
existing property rights and the health and 
wellbeing of all in society. Maybe the rule 
cannot protect 100% existing rights, but it can 
aim to protect a reasonable level (ie retaining 
sunlight to other properties during middle of 
day in winter)

I seek an amendment to RER.19K recession 
angle. I suggest that instead of a 60 degrees 
recession angle, the Council develop an 
outcome based rule which protects neighbours 
existing sunlight (eg x amount of hours of sun 
between 9-3 during winter months)

Reason: Development is still allowed and 
encouraged but not to the disadvantage or the 
‘daylight robbery’ of existing surrounding 
properties/houses.
(attachment has diagrams, can't add into this 
box)



Documents included with submission

Document name Plan change 29 submission - supporting pictures regarding recession angles and 

overshadowing

File

planchange29supportingpictures.docx

Description

Pictures / graphs that help demonstrate the shadow caused by 11m high MRZ 
building. and to support developing a new overshadowing rule instead of recession 
angle. (to go with submission but couldn't put in online boxes)



Planchange29supportingpictures 2/10/2023 11:18 am Page 1 of 
2 

Attachments to go with submission by Susan corry 

1. Diagram showing recession angle and mid winter 30 degree maximum
sunlight angle, to demonstrate extent of overshadowing that will occur
with 11m high MRZ building.

2. Some snips taken from websites about the Vic and NSW rules about
overshadowing. Given as examples to assist Council to develop a new
rule to replace the 60-degree recession angle, a new rule that better
focuses on outcomes and mitigating overshadowing effects.



Planchange29supportingpictures 2/10/2023 11:18 am Page 2 of 
2 







































































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

Submitter No. S260

Submitter Name Rikki-Lee Hanna

Submitter first name Rikki-Lee

Submitter surname Hanna

Submitter is contact Yes

Email rikkilee_hanna@xtra.co.nz

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

Trade competition I 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

Received: 31/10/2023 
NDOCS-539570224-18380

Entire Plan
Change

General 
support

Oppose in part Because I was
born in Nelson 
and I’m keen to 
see its natural 
space preserved 
for future
generations.

I am completely in support of housing 
intensification, it’s necessary for sustainable 
development. 
Furthermore nelson comparatively to the rest 
of the world is such a small city, this proves a 
fairly unique opportunity in the 21 century to 
be able to design a beautiful prosperous city. 
Using the Dutch as an example of well done 
intensification, imagine what they could’ve 
done if they were only 200 years into their 
urban development.
To ensure Nelson’s safety in terms of flood risk, 
underground garaging could serve as a 
mitigation tool for new builds I also implore 
you to make it compulsory that new builds for 
intensification purposes are biophilic by design. 
It’s a fact that people suffer when they don’t 
have access to nature, we know that it harms 
indigenous communities and being able to 
allow endemic species to thrive in our city 
would make it magic. (Plus big apartment 
buildings that aren’t designed functionally and 
beautifully are terrible to look at and you’ll 
never get community buy in it they’re sterile 
and hideous).
Peace 

mailto:rikkilee_hanna@xtra.co.nz


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

Submitter No. S261

Submitter Name William Freeman

Submitter first name William

Submitter middle name Francis

Submitter surname Freeman

Submitter is contact Yes

Email freefletch@xtra.co.nz

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

Trade competition I 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

Residential
Zones

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose in part A. Not allow more
than 2 storeys on
Wakefield Quay/SH 6
- and escarpment
overlooking that road.
B. Retain Wakefield
Quay precinct
C. Do not allow on- 
street parking in
Unclassified streets

mailto:freefletch@xtra.co.nz


Documents included with submission

A. Submit Objective D02.2 (natural hazards)
not achieved.

Accept Objective is to recognize and avoid 
significant risks from natural hazards to 
people, property and infrastructure.
"Natural hazard" includes slope instability 
and objective is to ensure 'activities' do not 
occur where there is potential for injury to 
persons or 'significant' damage to property 
and infrastructure when the natural hazard 
could be avoided or mitigated through 
management of the activity.

Accepted the first step, is to identity areas 
susceptible to natural hazards (D02.2.1) by 
way of overlays on planning maps.
But submitted that has not fully occurred.

There is evidence of numerous slips along 
SH 6/Wakefield Quay and the potential for 
slips to occur in the future.
See map attached for details of slips to 
date (slips marked with black dots as seen 
by submitter).

The proposed General Residential zone
(allowing no more than 2 storeys) in the 
Victoria Road/Fifeshire Crescent area along 
the escarpment and back to Britannia 
Heights is acceptable to the submitter. 
But our concern is that if the proposed 
previous change N104 (to allow more than 
2 storeys on the cliff top overlooking 
Wakefield Quay) was to be granted at a 
later date, as indicated by th NCC planner, 
the additional weight of 2+ storeys could 
transfer instability to the land below any 
such building.

It seems that Slope Instability Area 2 
extends along the rear boundaries of 
properties from Harbour Terrace (nearly) to 
Stafford Walk; the rear boundaries of those 
properties appears to end at the top of the 
escarpment overlooking SH 6/Wakefield 
Quay.

Submitted that to allow
intensification/development along the top 
of the escarpment could lead to further 
instability of the escarpment, particularly if 
multiple houses are permitted - and if so, 
the weight of those houses could lead to 
further instability of the escarpment.

Document name Plan 29 maps

File plan291.3.jpg

Description Map 1 of 3

Document name Plan 29 maps

File plan292.3.jpg



Noting that Objective D02.2 is to 'avoid 
significant risks to people, property and 
infrastructure, it is submitted that the 
remedy is to retain the status quo, or 
restrict development to single storey (if at 
all).

B. Reinstate Wakefield Quay precinct.

Submit no valid reason to delete provisions 
for Wakefield Quay Precinct. This area is 
often described as the 'jewel in Nelson's 
crown'.

Probable that the provisions protecting the 
Wakefield Quay precinct do not fit with 
proposals for intensification of Wakefield 
Quay - but information available to Council 
(assuming prior geo tech reports for many 
properties along Wakefield Quay) should 
persuade Council to leave the Wakefield 
Quay Precinct protected under the existing 
Plan.

Submit the special character of the area has 
not changed and no reason to change by 
deleting the current protection.

C. No requirement for off street parking

The Nelson Residential Street Frontage 
guidelines (November 2013) provides that 
"Garages and areas for vehicle 
maneuvering on or off-site should be 
carefully located. Reverse manoeuvring 
onto Unclassified streets is encourage as it 
assists with calming vehicle speeds ...An 
acceptable means of reducing speed is to 
permit on street parking to reduce lane 
widths where adequate sight lines are 
available"
The basic premise of that statement is that 
cars should primarily be parked off street -
and on street parking may assist with 
calming vehicle speeds but only "...where 
adequate sight lines are available".

Further, the Guidelines state that the rules 
are aiming to achieve "...a residential street 
that gives priority to the pedestrian 
experience as it is safe and pleasant to walk 
in".
Allowing vehicles to park on Unclassified 
streets (mostly narrow and only 1.5 lanes 
wide) is dangerous to pedestrians, who 
have been seen dodging in and out 
between parked cars to avoid moving 
vehicles.

Description Map 2 of 3

Document name Plan 29 maps

File plan293.3.jpg

Description Map 3 of 3























SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29

To: 
Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submissions 
Nelson City Council 
PO Box 645 
Nelson 7040 

Submitter: 

Full Name: lvke \ 1e,vu.\<,u--­
Address: 4\0 f"'a,N 1) SIQl<./2 

Telephone: 
Email: luke.slotemaker@gmail.com

B I 
I wish 
could 

to 
not 

be 
obtain 
heard in 

an 
support 
advantage 

of 
in 
my 

trade 
Submission 

competition 
at the 

through 
Council 

this 
Hearing. 

Submission.

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; _ .. ,-,.2.
I REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panel to hear the Submissions; and.gives a furthE;!r Notice 

extending the Closing Date for Submissions 
,. 

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 

Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it's "so called" housing crisis 

/ 

1 acknowl
:�

at my name and address are required to be made publicly available

- �...... q!to/,< 
S bmitter Date 

NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO envlronmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.oo pm

Tuesday 19th September 

Received: 9/10/2023
Sub No: S266
NDocs: 539570224-16368
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PC29 submission – Lew Metcalfe 

My submission is: 

1. I accept there is a need for more intensive residential housing development in central Nelson

in order to provide for long term population growth but more importantly to help create a

vibrant and more sustainable inner-city population.  Appropriate planning policies and rules

are necessary to achieve these aims.  The Nelson Tasman Future Development Strategy

2022–2052 (FDS) provides a sound basis from which to develop suitable Policies and Rules.

2. As a result of attendance at some of the PC29 public meetings, it is clear that many residents,

particularly near the Inner-city zone, are very concerned about PC29.  This is indicative of the

public fear PC29 has generated because:

• It is a large and complex Plan Change that requires a high level of knowledge to

understanding and to interpret what the implications are for individuals and Nelson

city as a whole.

• The meetings are well attended because a large number of residents, who currently

enjoy the close proximity to the city centre, are ‘captured’ by the proposed High

Density Residential Zone (HRZ).

• Residents sense that the value of their homes and life savings is potentially at risk

and their overall social well-being such as their loss of privacy, loss of sunlight, loss

of community, loss of mental well-being, loss of parking and the like are at risk.  For

existing residents near the city centre, in the proposed HRZ, these values are

extremely important and reasonable expectations to retain.

• Residents believe that these closely held social and amenity values are at risk of

being lost.  This is based on an overall understanding that the proposed PC29

Policies and the Permitted and Restricted Discretionary rules are designed to

encourage the construction of multi-storey residential buildings in an un-planned,

un-disciplined and random manner within the HRZ.

• The Policies and Rules allow limited opportunity for the community to be consulted.

Consents might be “notified” but because the rules ‘allow’ many issues associated

with development of a multi-storey building (ie: they are Permitted or Restricted

Discretionary) the scope of the matters that could be reasonably challenged or

considered by submissions or in Court is constrained and is often beyond what

individuals can afford.  In addition, many issues that trigger notification or non-

compliance can often be negotiated or resolved resulting in the development still

going ahead.

• there is virtually no neighbourhood or community planning (a tool that the FDS

identifies as a primary means to ensure good urban design occurs) about where to

best locate such developments (ie; it appears they could be randomly located within

the HRZ and determined by where developers acquire sufficient land).  Once the

Policies and Rules are operative, any input from “neighbourhood planning” is

superficial rather expressly mitigating or avoiding the effects on individuals or the

community.  Planning needs to occur before the rules become operative.

Received: 9/10/2023 
Sub No: S269 
NDocs: 539570224-16394
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3. I am strongly opposed to all of the proposed policies and rules in PC29 for the following

reasons:

a) the s32 report (section 1.3) states that PC29 is an “interim response while the Draft

Nelson Plan is on hold, in recognition that housing supply and affordability is a critical

issue within Nelson. A full plan review will be progressed once the new legislation, the

Natural and Built Environment Act (NBEA) and Spatial Planning Act (SPA) are in place.”

PC29 proposes a significant change to the existing policies and rules in the NRMP that 

has the potential to affect the largest investment many residents in the Medium Density 

residential Zone (MRZ) have, being their home.  The changes are designed to enable 

housing intensification for the long term (at least until 2051) which does not reflect an 

“interim response”.  Nor is it appropriate that the policies and rules should be so 

substantial in the knowledge that “a full review” will be necessary in the near future.  

Intensification in the city centre will be a ‘slow burning’ incremental change.  PC29 is a 

long term response rather than a short term one and in its current form is not supported 

by the analysis of the demand for such housing.  There are better options available to 

achieve the FDS aims and to meet government legislation requirements while also 

hearing and integrating community feedback. 

b) PC29 lacks the necessary evidence that PC29 will adequately address the most critical

issue for Nelson being “housing … affordability” as identified by the Nelson Tasman

Future Development Strategy 2022-2052 (FDS). Intensification is more likely to provide a

greater range of housing options but the Plan Change s32 report fails to support the

other principal aim of PC29 that by providing greater housing supply via increased

housing intensification will result in greater “affordability”.  Affordability (ie: home

ownership) is definitely less likely to be achieved especially in the current times of high

costs of construction, high interest rates and overall high costs of living.

c) The High Density Residential Zone (HRZ) is too large and extends unduly beyond the

Inner City Zone.  It is well understood that housing intensification in Nelson city will be

incremental rather than something that will occur overnight.  Therefore, it is suggested

that PC29 should strongly reflect the ‘slow moving’ future demand and capacity

requirements of housing construction, especially as PC29 is intended to be an “interim

response” and lack of neighbourhood planning.

The large and extensive area within HRZ zone allows for developers to cherry-pick sites 

as they become available or as they purchase them.  This will result in up to six storey 

housing developments to be located randomly within the zone rather than focusing HRZ 

intensification policies and rules on the inner city where potential adverse impacts can 

be minimised or contained across a smaller area and therefore affecting fewer people 

but still achieving the desired outcomes and advantages of inner-city growth.  If we 

observe cities around the world the tall buildings are clustered in one area.  The policies 

and rules for housing intensification will always be subject to review and in the future 

this can happen to accommodate changing needs but the proposed HRZ is significantly 

too extensive for the demands and capacity requirements of the next 30 years.  

The report by Market Economics, May 2023, Appendix 1G states, p71 “we consider that 

in some locations the spatial extent of the HDR zone is large relative to the local market 
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size and may result in development that is less integrated with the central node of 

amenity in the short to medium-term. This relates to the southern extension of the zone 

from the Inner-City node.”  

App 1G also states, p68 “It is important to consider the spatial extent of any 

intensification provisions as this is likely to affect the type of urban form outcomes that 

are achieved, and the costs and benefits that flow from these development patterns. The 

spatial extent of the provisions determines whether there is likely to be sufficient 

differentiation of development intensities across the urban area. The benefits of 

intensification rely on a level of concentration of growth around key nodes of accessibility 

and sufficient differentiation of these patterns within the urban area…. 

The spatial extent of provisions that apply to the highest density development (e.g. 

vertically attached apartments) is also important to appropriately encourage growth that 

functions together with the centre and encourage development patterns that are 

appropriate for the surrounding urban environment. If the spatial extent of higher density 

development provisions are too large, then this may result in higher density 

developments occurring opportunistically within parts of the area that are less likely to 

function together with the centre. Moreover, these developments could potentially 

absorb a high share of the total higher density market demand. This may therefore 

reduce the likelihood of this development occurring elsewhere in locations that are more 

likely to function together with the centre and achieve the intensified urban form 

concentrated around centres. The concentration of growth into the core parts of 

accessible areas enables more efficient infrastructure provision. This occurs through the 

higher density of demand as well as the timing and sequencing of growth. If 

intensification provisions are too widespread, then this reduces the ability to achieve 

infrastructure efficiencies and may increase infrastructure costs through the requirement 

to supply increased infrastructure across larger areas due to the possibility of 

intensification.”   

App 1G, p5 “at the total level, the capacity enabled under the proposed planning 

provisions is large relative to the projected long-term demand, including when assessed 

specifically within the existing urban area. Under the proposed provisions, the total 

capacity amounts to around five to nine times the level of long-term demand.” 

My view is that the HRZ is too extensive, especially as an interim response, is also 

supported by the App 1G report when considering demand and capacity, certainly in the 

short term but even in the long term (next 30 years) .   

d) There is a lack of neighbourhood planning being applied as part of, or required by PC29

rules and policies, and I am unable to locate an annual FDS implementation plan which

would guide a more incremental and effects-based approach.  I understand that

neighbourhood planning is intended to occur after PC29 is operative.  Surely, once the

rules and policies are established it seems difficult for neighbourhood planning to be of

much value when the location of multi-storey buildings is entirely determined by a

developer / applicant acquiring the land.



Page 4 of 5 

The FDS section 15.3 states that: 

“Within intensification areas, neighbourhood planning is primarily a tool for refining the 

land use and density patterns and determining the infrastructure needed to support the 

increased housing and commercial densities proposed. It will explore whether existing 

open spaces, transport connections, amenities and other infrastructure are fit for purpose, 

and evaluate whether improvements are needed. Because intensification within existing 

urban areas occurs slowly over time, neighbourhood planning can happen at the same 

time, or after, land is zoned for intensification. 

The FDS does not include detailed timing for when growth areas will be rolled out over the 

next 30 years, given the need to be responsive to changing market dynamics. The FDS 

implementation plan, which is updated annually, will identify and update the staging and 

roll out of growth areas, in response to market information and feedback, and annual 

monitoring results. This will inform the Councils’ Long Term Planning processes. 

It is suggested that undertaking neighbourhood planning first should be a requirement of 

PC29 as it is likely to provide greater guidance for developers, involve the community as 

demand increases for intensification and will help minimise adverse impacts. 

e) While legislation requires Council to include certain Permitted Activities and possibly some

Restricted Activities (Medium Density Residential Standards & RMA Enabling Housing Supply

Act 2021) in the Rules, there is opportunity to ensure a full assessment of the effects of

intensification are considered and subject to community scrutiny.

One of primary community fears is that PC29 unduly constrains or possibly negates public 

input to multi-storey development under PC29 in a residential zone and that Council doesn’t 

have the ability to manage potential effects on behalf of the community either.  This leaves 

individual residents and the community vulnerable to the wishes and needs of a developer.  

Making as many rules as possible with a Discretionary or Non-Complying status is necessary 

to even the playing field and to ensure all relevant matters are thoroughly considered before 

a consent is issued for new residential intensification.   That PC29 is an “interim” response, 

that demand is considered low and that there has been no neighbourhood planning (ie; very 

little engaged community input to date) strengthens the need for rules and policies that 

require all new residential housing developments to be rigorously considered by Council and 

the community through the “Notified” consent process.  

f) PC29 analysis (s32 report) has failed to consider any of the social aspects of the new zones.

The possibility, either real or potential, of a multi-storey residential building being 

constructed and occupied immediately adjacent to or in the nearby vicinity of other 

residential homes will have multiple and often substantial social impacts on those people 

and communities.  The proposed HRZ extends across many existing residential properties 

and those homeowners have very valid and realistic concerns that they could lose important 

mental health, amenity and well-being values, such as sunshine, outlook, privacy and the 

like, if a high-rise residential building was constructed next to them or nearby.  The risk of 

this can be minimised by well-considered zone boundaries and neighbourhood planning 

occurring before the policies and rules are operative. 



Page 5 of 5 

Remedies sought: 

1. PC29 should be withdrawn and good community engagement and neighbourhood planning

completed before it is re-notified in the future.

2. If substantial changes occur to PC29 as a result of the submission / hearing / decision process

then PC29 should be withdrawn and re-drafted.

3. Alternatively, if PC29 is retained, the Policies and Rules must reflect the interim and short

term (10 year) position and demand / capacity analysis rather than a 30 year long term time-

frame.  If PC29 is retained:

a. The HRZ must be reduced. High Density Residential policies and rules allowing up to six

storey residential building developments must apply only to the Inner City and Inner-City

Fringe Zones.

b. The General Residential Zone (GRZ) Policies and Rules to apply beyond the Inner City and

Inner-City Fringe Zones (ie: delete the MRZ zone).

c. Only rules and their status that are required by government legislation are to be retained

in PC29 with all other rules for the construction of multi-storey residential developments

within all Residential Zones to be Discretionary Activities or Non- Complying status and

that the application be Notified.

d. Include a rule for multi-storey residential applications in the HRZ & GRZ requiring

applicants to provide an analysis of the social and amenity well-being impacts of the

development.

e. Neighbourhood planning, as referred to in the FDS, to be undertaken prior to PC29

becoming operative.

I wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

Lew Metcalfe 

64 Bronte Street East, Nelson 7010 

lewmetcalfe@gmail.com 

027 2300 110 

8 October 2023 
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