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I ask the Nelson City Council to reject PC29 as 

it currently stands. 

I support the general idea of intensification to reduce car emissions and urban 

sprawl. However I find the proposals put forth in PC29 will have too many 

foreseeable and unintended consequences to be acceptable in its current form. 

I have a general concern that the planned intensification of Nelson is being 

rushed without prior spatial planning and design considerations. 

I have three particular concerns. [1] I am deeply concerned that no 

consideration has been given to reduction in the property values of adjacent and 

nearby homes and property. [2] I am equally concerned at the lack of 

consideration for allowing tall building to obstruct the views of nearby homes. 

[3] I am concerned that both permitted and discretionary/non-complying

activities are allowed to proceed without reference to the views of those living 

nearby. 

Thus I ask council to reject PC29 in its current form. 

I HAVE NUMEROUS OTHER CONCERNS. 

As stated, I oppose the idea of allowing random construction of high buildings without prior spatial 
planning and full community consultation on options around where high and dense development might 
be most appropriate. We need extended and open design considerations which can maximise aesthetics 
and sustainability, and minimize oppositional activity from other residents adjacent and nearby. This

discussion needs to be led by architects and not planners and engineers and council consent officers. 

PC29 has had no such discussion around design considerations and despite some consultation around 
the FDS, there has been no discussion about how to design lovely 2-4 buildings and integrated LIVING

neighborhoods. I am opposed to six storey buildings anywhere outside the CBD. 









Senior Planning Administrator 
RMA Plan Submission 
Nelson City Council 
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Submiter: Stephanie Gray 
Full Name: Stephanie Anne Gray 

Address: 

Telephone: 

Email: stephontherun@yahoo.com 

Date: 30 October 2023 

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

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

This is my second submission. 

The first submission was made passionately, my reac�on to what I had learned about the plan. I 
stand by my first submission en�rely. This second submission is more specific, now that I have 
atended a council mee�ng, talked with neighbours and had the chance to read some (not all of) 
council-supplied informa�on. 

This second submission is to firmly communicate my main points that I see warrant a complete re-do 
of an intensifica�on plan, and the cancella�on of PC 29. 

1) The Plan Change 29 process. I want to acknowledge:
a) That I have not been able to adequately read all of proposed PC 29 documenta�on due to its

size and complexity.
b) While the Trafalgar Centre mee�ng was useful, a second mee�ng that a friend atended (to

gather informa�on for several people) at Victory Community Centre was less than useful.
Specific ques�ons about Nelson South could not be answered, which I consider
unreasonable for a targeted Nelson South community engagement mee�ng.

c) That the council’s insistence, in communica�ons such as Our Nelson, that submiters ‘provide
a solu�on’ or take a solu�ons-based approach, to be unfair and insul�ng. Also passive
aggressive in its tone, off-pu�ng to those who can only see the problems and not a solu�on.
To iden�fy a problem, and validate it in a submission, is enough. It’s then to council to find
solu�ons.

d) That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous mee�ngs “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 en�rety, so they can re-design it.

This is unreasonable and just plain wrong.
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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

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

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

3) NCC’s popula�on forecasts
a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensifica�on and

growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�ons, but are over-
inflated projec�ons that require the scale of intensifica�on to be greater than those of
Sta�s�cs NZ.
i) I ask the Council to use Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�on forecasts, as recommended by

the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend its
intensifica�on requirements accordingly.

4) Design-led and not developer-led 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 collec�on of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have atracted people for genera�ons and been a cherished
holiday des�na�on for many New Zealanders and visitors to the country.

b) Residen�al neighbourhoods should be protected for future genera�ons to enjoy and new
developments though�ully designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood
basis to maintain the essence of their character.

c) We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essen�al part of the character of
the inner city.

d) Green spaces, green belts and landscaping are essen�al for the look and feel of some of our
older neighbourhoods. They are just as important to plan for in greenfield development also.
They help considerably with the wellbeing of the residents and help to provide an essen�al
part of the atrac�on of Nelson, which must all be considered during developing the growth
of Nelson. They are cri�cal to a well-func�oning ecosystem of birds and insects as
pollinators.
i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protec�on for neighbourhoods beyond the

heritage buildings and precincts that s�ll have historic character value from the early
setlement years of Nelson.

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



5) Sunlight recession planes and shading effects 
a) Sunlight is an essen�al part of human wellbeing, and living in Nelson. It is not called the 

‘Sunshine Capital of NZ’ for no reason. It is well documented that people relocate to Nelson 
because of the sun and accept reduced wages called ‘sunshine wages’ for that privilege. 

b) Sunshine and warmth is the saving grace for families in older homes and lower-quality 
housing stock.   

c) TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your home’. See htps://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-altera�on/hea�ng-and-insula�on/energy-efficiency-and-hea�ng-your-
home/ 

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

illnesses. 
iii) Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy Hea�ng. 
iv) Increased hea�ng costs, air pollu�on, carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a 

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

v) Reduc�on 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 addi�onal new (low rise) infill 

improvements on their sec�on, with affordable addi�onal units that COULD be over 
shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a mul�-
storey development next door at any �me in the future. 
(1) I ask the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protec�on rules to all pre-

exis�ng proper�es, unless the owner gives writen approval to the contrary. 
(2) I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para 

RE2.3.i: The recep�on of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a cri�cal 
component of residen�al amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is 
vital for outdoor ac�vi�es such as gardening and recrea�on. 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-residen�al buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the 
daylight and sunlight received on a residen�al site should be no different whether or 
not the neighbour is residen�al. This philosophy applies whether the building is on 
an adjoining site or across a street. 

 
6) Privacy and Outlook 

a) Privacy is a cri�cal part of enjoying a property. 
i) I support the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed] 

words. ‘The building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries 
and the outlook rules ensure that residen�al units [and their neighbours] have a 



reasonable degree of privacy as well as encourage residen�al units to be orientated 
towards the street or public open space’. 
 

7) Intensifica�on 
a) I strongly oppose all High-Density Residen�al Zones in exis�ng, established neighbourhoods 

comprised of single-level residen�al homes.  
b) It is by no way in character or in keeping with any exis�ng ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residen�al 

suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate. 
i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely. There might be places to allow 

for high-density zones in an alterna�ve plan, in a greenfield area, that would not 
nega�vely affect the exis�ng community. But for now, remove HDRZs from the plan.  

ii) I ask Council to apply the new General Residen�al Zone equally across the en�re Nelson 
district on the introduc�on of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission 
protec�on rules will apply to all pre-exis�ng proper�es, unless the owner gives writen 
approval to the contrary. 

c) I am strongly opposed to all new ‘Green Field’ developments being used for only single 
storey dwellings as it is a complete underu�lisa�on of land that can accommodate increased 
intensifica�on. Of all places, this is where any medium or high-density zoning should go – 
people then choose to purchase, rent and live in high-density areas, rather than having it 
forced upon them where they already live.  
i) I ask Council to ensure a minimum of two storey dwellings be built on all new green field 

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

intensifica�on, growth and affordability dilemma, and yet it locks up our valuable housing 
resource. Eg Rocks Road & Haven Road has many empty apartments. 
i) I ask Council to consider solu�ons to mi�gate against new-build empty holiday 

apartments. 
e) I oppose the increase of residen�al units beyond 4, as a restricted discre�onary ac�vity that 

does NOT require no�fica�on and writen approval from neighbours. 
i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires no�fica�on, to restrict large ‘out 

of character’ accommoda�on blocks spanning mul�ple sec�ons, and taking up lots of on 
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residen�al street, without warning. 
 

f) Bigger older proper�es, could be beter u�lised and help with our growth if they were more 
easily allowed to be divided into mul�-dwellings. 

g) Building inner city apartments that offer an alterna�ve solu�on to ‘re�rement villages’, can 
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘re�red’ occupants may also be less 
likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired. 

h) 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. 

i) Incen�vise rate paying residents to demolish or relocate their house in favour of replacing 
more units on the same sec�on providing they comply with the suitable character or 
heritage of the neighbourhood. 
 
 



8) Progressively Phased Intensifica�on 
a) Firstly, inner city should be the star�ng place to have the most significant intensifica�on, 

before forcing it onto the residen�al neighbourhoods, this can give more �me to complete a 
beter design vision for our residen�al neighbourhoods. 
i) I ask Council to make beter use of car only spaces, by developing them into shared 

spaces, with accommoda�on overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the inner city as car 
only spaces.  

ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the 
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residen�al 
ac�vity above ground floor level. It is expected that over �me, 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 intensifica�on. 
i) I ask Council to nego�ate and/or incen�vise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less 

essen�al land that can be beter used for accommoda�on. 
ii) I ask Council to consider op�ons for repurposing commercial car yard in the city fringe. 

Why are there kilometres of commercial car yards in our inner city, made of concrete and 
devoid of life, when this space could be higher-density apartment living – the ’15-
minute’ city we aspire to? 

c) Finally, the Residen�al 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 Residen�al Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively 

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over time, providing AP15 
Daylight Admission Protec�on rules remain in force for exis�ng proper�es. 

 
9) Intensifica�on in hazard zones 

a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General Residen�al Zoning rules in all hazard overlays, 
including slope instability, because these areas have been assessed as vulnerable and given 
that we are in a climate crisis, with increasing record-breaking weather events, affec�ng 
increasing areas of Nelson in ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be 
treated with cau�on. 

 
10) On-street carparking 

a) Increased intensifica�on will result in more on-street car parking and the narrow streets of 
Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collec�on and 
Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly rela�ons and 
communi�es. 
i) I ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’ as strongly 

encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mi�gate against these issues. 
ii) I ask Council to use traffic calming solu�ons that do not lose on-street car parking 

spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points. 
 
11) Social Housing 



a) 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 crea�ng new Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design 
vision of Nelson. 

ii) I would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for an�social behaviour 
that affects the exis�ng neighbour’s enjoyment of their property. 

 
12) Infrastructure 

a) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against future drought situa�ons with a greater 
demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater popula�on. 

b) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against the increased capacity requirements for 
our waste water systems. 

c) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against the increased capacity requirements for 
storm water. 
 
 



31 October 2023 

Submission on Plan Change 29 
To:    environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Name: Tord Kjellstrom 
Address: 168 Stafford Drive, Mapua (but I am also a property owner on 7 Titoki 
St. Stoke; a house that is rented out). 
Telephone number: 03-5403347 
Email: kjellstromt@yahoo.com 

This submission concerns Plan Change 29. My focus is on where to start the process of 
intensification of land use and residential areas. 

I support the plan change provisions for providing combined residential and 
commercial use of land close to the CBD of Nelson in current commercial areas. It is 
better to start with the intensification process in these areas, rather than spreading 
multi-story buildings into typical one-story residential areas. This will avoid much of the 
emotional negative reactions to the Plan Change that media has reported. 

My reason for supporting this approach is that the intensification is necessary as a way 
to change our current urban design to a more carbon-limiting future design that 
reduces our influence on climate change. By starting with commercial areas and 
preparing good urban design plans for whole areas, it is likely that NCC can create a 
new vibrant city centre with lots of people living in close connection with businesses, 
schools, hospital, etc. My back of the envelop calculation indicates that with 6-story 
buildings combined with 1-story or 2-story areas, as many as 5,000 people could be 
living in the current commercial area from Victory square to Suter gallery. 

I wish Nelson City Council to decide to start by exploring how a plan change for the 
commercial areas would work out, and to prepare a detailed modern environmentally 
friendly urban design plan for the area mentioned above, including estimates of 
population size in this area. 

I don’t wish to speak at a public hearing, but I would like to be there to hear the 
discussion. I can gain nothing in trade competition from this proposal. 

Tord Kjellstrom, former Professor of Environmental and Public Health 

END 
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s Date 30 October 2023 

Electro • address for service of submitter: fitchett.family@xtra.co.nz 

Telephone 

Postal Address 

Contact person  John Fitchett 

ANNEXURE 

I BRING THE FOLLOWING TO COUNCIL'S ATTENTION (as part of my Submission): 

1 I Request that Council appoints an independent Panel (i.e. not including any present 

Councillor) to hear the Submissions. 

The Deputy Mayor and Councillor Brand should have disqualified themselves from 

voting on the formal Notification (of 10 August), and have already showed pre­

determination in respect of the proposal. 

The Deputy Mayor has been reported in Nelson Mail as saying that the proposal is 

'Just testing the idea" - which shows he misunderstands the statutory relevance of the 

proposal 

2 I do not accept as true many of the statements made by the Mayor and Councillors in 

support of the Plan Change. Some of such statements are 

• citizens do not need to worry as it will take several decades for many of the possible

developments to be built and that it is estimated that it would take 30 years for 15%

intensification to be achieved:

without recognising that individual ratepayers/residents will be detrimentally

affected immediately after adoption of the proposal

• that completed Nelson apartment developments (Bett, Oceanview, Malthouse and

on Ajax Ave being cited) clearly "enhance the city":

without acknowledging that none of those reach a height anywhere near 19.5

metres, nor have 6 floors; nor were erected in an area zoned Residential

• that Nelson's population will increase by nearly 12,000 {6,470 households) by

2051:

even though such figures are open to serious dispute

• by implying (and even saying) that the HDZ is mandated by central government:

even though Nelson is Tier 2 and there has not been any government directive to

impose restrictions/provisions similar to the HDZ Rules

• that Council will work with developers to sequence preferred locations for growth:

i.e. an implied acknowledgement that the installed infrastructure is currently

insufficient to cater for the planned intensification, and that Council would have

little control over where/when development took place

3 I criticise as intentionally misleading many statements made in public by Council 

employees implying that most residents' sunlight is protected; and arguing that there 

is little or nothing to fear from the Proposal. 

As an example I refer to the final page of this Submission: that shows two examples of 

the way Council Officers seem to have approached the Proposal. i.e there is nothing 

for residents in HDZ to fear- as the rules will protect you. (For clarity, I use the 





  

EMAIL OF 3 SEPTEMBER TO ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING OF NCC 

1 195 Rutherford Street 

Below is a screen-shot of a vacant allotment at 195 Rutherford Street - zoned HDZ. It is immediately to the north of 

Century Lodge Motels - developed so that its units face the north 

Would you please give a “yes/no” answer to the following question 

“if the Plan Change be completed in it’s present form, will the owner of the vacant allotment at 195 Rutherford Street 

be entitled as of right (with no NCC or neighbours input) to erect a building which is in the nature of a “block” which 

- has a 1.5 m front yard 

- is 22 metres long (running along the southern boundary) 

- is 1 m inside its boundary; and 

- has a wall 12 metres high 

- with another 7.5 m of height designed to comply with the 60 degree recession Rule 

and a second building 

- 4,1 metres to the east of the first building; and 

- 1 metre side yard to the boundary; and 

- the second building being 15 metres long; and 

- being just 4 metres high - with a vertical wail to that height on the south side; 

and both buildings complying strictly with all other Rules of the proposed Plan Change " 

iDistance:14 OfAjm) 
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lf the answer is “no”, please advise what Rules mean that those buildings can not be built “as of right”: and would be 

the subject of an element of discretion on the Council’s behalf 

The written answer | eventually got completely disregarded the inclusion of the words “and both 

buildings complied strictly with all the other Rules of the proposed Plan Change”, and went on at great 

length to comment on the “other rules”. Subsequently, after further written enquiry, Council Officers 

accepted that the answer was “yes”. 

Precisely the same occurred when | wrote a Letter to Editor of Nelson Mail in effect asking the same 

“simple question”, and asking for a “simple answer’. However the Council Officer initially answered 

“maybe”; and only much later in the written response acknowledged that the answer was “yes” . 
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MUST be sent or delivered by 31/10/23 4pm to: Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Submitter: 

Full Name: Ulf and Eva Kerer 

Address: 66 Renwick Place 

Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 027 839 7888 

Email: ulfkerer@hotmail.com 

Signature of Submitter: 

Date: 29th October 2023 

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

I WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

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

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

a) That I have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its

supporting documentation due to its size and complexity.

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

severe implications towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of

their properties, extremely stressful, very time consuming and unnecessary.

c) 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.

Our Submission concerns primarily the area proposed to be zoned as Residential Medium Density 

(RMD), centred on Mount St, Konini St, Locking St and Wellington Streets, between Kerr St in the 

north, Wellington St and Renwick Place to the east, Locking Tce and the walkway to Vanguard St to 

the south, and extending at several points to Vanguard St in the west. For convenience we will refer 

to this area as the Mount St Hill. 

2) Traffic concerns

a. Increased Congestion: High-intensification plans attract more residents and, consequently, more

vehicles to the neighborhood. This will lead to a significant increase in traffic congestion on the

streets, making it challenging for residents to commute, access their homes, and navigate the area.

The roads in this neighbourhood are too narrow to cope with any more traffic.

Received: 30/10/2023 
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b. Strain on Infrastructure: Existing streets are not designed to handle the surge in vehicular traffic.

This will result in wear and tear on the road infrastructure, increased maintenance costs, and

potential safety hazards due to crowded streets.

c. Parking Issues: The influx of new residents will strain available parking options. It will become

increasingly difficult for existing homeowners to find parking spaces near their homes, leading to

frustration and inconvenience. Moreover, inadequate parking solutions can result in on-street

parking, which may obstruct traffic flow and further exacerbate congestion. That new high-

intensification housing does not require the developer to build adequate parking is beyond belief.

d. Safety Concerns: Increased traffic congestion will also raise safety concerns, especially if the

neighborhood has a high number of pedestrians, including children and the elderly. Narrow streets

and crowded intersections will become more accident-prone, posing risks to both residents and

visitors.

In summary, overcrowding and traffic concerns are issues that can negatively impact the quality of 

life in a neighborhood. As such, these concerns should be carefully considered when evaluating the 

potential consequences of a high-intensification plan, particularly in areas primarily consisting of 

single-level one-family houses. Mitigating these issues is essential to maintaining the safety and well-

being of the community and ensuring that the neighborhood remains a desirable place to live. 

3) Infrastructure Strain:

a. Aging Infrastructure: In many neighborhoods with predominantly single-level one-family houses,

the existing infrastructure, such as water supply, sewage systems, and electrical grids, is designed to

accommodate a lower population density. Introducing high-intensity development without

concurrent infrastructure upgrades will place significant strain on these systems.

b. Service Disruptions: An inadequately upgraded infrastructure will lead to service disruptions and

outages, affecting not only the new developments but also the existing residents.

c. Cost Burden: The cost of infrastructure upgrades to support high-intensity development is borne

by local governments or existing residents through increased rates or fees. This will create financial

burdens for those who may not have directly benefited from the development.

Environmental Concerns:

a. Green Space Reduction: High-intensification plans may require the removal of green spaces and

trees to accommodate new construction. This reduction in greenery can have several adverse

environmental effects, including:

• Increased urban heat island effect, which raises temperatures in the neighborhood.

• Diminished air quality due to fewer trees to absorb pollutants and provide oxygen.

• Loss of habitat for local wildlife, potentially disrupting the ecosystem.

b. Loss of Heritage and Character: In some cases, intensification may lead to the demolition of

historic or culturally significant properties, erasing the neighborhood's heritage and character, which

has its own environmental and cultural implications.

In summary, inadequate consideration of infrastructure and environmental factors can result in 

negative consequences for both the community and the natural environment. To address these 

concerns effectively, any high-intensification plan should incorporate sustainable practices, 

infrastructure improvements, and responsible development strategies to minimize adverse impacts 

on the neighborhood and the environment. 



4) Hearing Panel

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

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

September Council meeting.

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

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

Commissioners.

5) Urban Planning

I also want to emphasize the critical importance of proactively planning urban development

rather than leaving it solely to private developers to build as they see fit. Comprehensive,

community-focused planning is essential to ensure the long-term well-being, sustainability, and

the harmonious growth of our neighborhoods and cities.

The Role of Comprehensive Urban Planning:

1. Balanced and Inclusive Growth: Urban development planning allows for a balanced and

inclusive approach to growth, which takes into account the diverse needs and aspirations of

the community. Without proper planning, private developers may prioritize profit over the

broader social and environmental interests of the area.

2. Preservation of Community Character: A well-thought-out development plan takes into

consideration the unique character, heritage, and identity of a community. Private

developers, driven by their bottom line, may not prioritize these essential elements,

potentially leading to the erasure of historical and cultural significance.

3. Infrastructure and Public Services: Proper planning ensures that infrastructure and public

services, such as transportation, utilities, schools, healthcare facilities, and green spaces, are

developed in tandem with new developments. This approach prevents overburdening

existing resources and infrastructure, as developers may not always invest adequately in such

essential elements.

Environmental Sustainability: 

4. Environmental Protection: Effective urban development planning can incorporate

environmentally sustainable practices. It allows for green and energy-efficient design,

responsible stormwater management, and the preservation of natural habitats. Private

developers may prioritize quick returns over environmental concerns, leading to the

depletion of green spaces and increased pollution.

5. Mitigating Urban Sprawl: Comprehensive planning can help curb urban sprawl by

concentrating development in areas that can support it effectively.

Community Involvement: 

6. Transparency and Community Input: Urban development planning processes are typically

more transparent and inclusive. They provide residents with opportunities to voice their

concerns, ideas, and preferences. Private developers might not engage the community as

comprehensively, potentially causing a lack of trust and understanding between developers

and residents.

Economic and Social Equity: 

7. Affordable Housing: A comprehensive plan can incorporate affordable housing initiatives and

address housing inequality, ensuring that the development benefits a wide range of

socioeconomic groups. Private developers might primarily target higher-income markets,

neglecting the need for affordable housing.

8. Job Creation: Well-planned development can lead to the creation of jobs and economic

opportunities for the local community. It can stimulate economic growth and



entrepreneurship. Without planning, private developments may not prioritize these local 

economic interests. 

Long-Term Vision: 

9. Sustainable Long-Term Vision: Urban development planning takes into account long-term

sustainability and resilience. It considers factors like climate change adaptation, disaster

preparedness, and future growth scenarios. Private developers might focus on short-term

gains without adequately addressing these critical long-term concerns.

In conclusion, it is imperative that we recognize the necessity of comprehensive urban 

development planning. This approach helps us build vibrant, sustainable, and harmonious 

communities that preserve our heritage and cultural identity, protect our environment, and 

promote equitable economic growth. While private development has its role, it should be guided 

by well-conceived and community-oriented plans to ensure that the best interests of our cities 

and neighborhoods are safeguarded. 

I urge our community and local authorities to invest in comprehensive urban planning to create a 

brighter, more sustainable future for all of us. 

6) 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.

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.

7) Intensification

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

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

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

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

intensification.

c) 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.



8) 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.

9) Social Housing

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

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

communities.

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

concerned.

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

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

Services.

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

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

vision of Nelson.

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

that affects the existing neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.
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I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade compe��on through this submission. 

I WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

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

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

suppor�ng documenta�on due to its size and complexity.
b) That access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Sec�on 32 reports has not been made available

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

severe implica�ons towards the well-being of exis�ng rate paying residents enjoyment of
their proper�es, extremely stressful and unnecessary.

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

e) That Council Planning Staff have stated at numerous mee�ngs “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 en�rety, 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.
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2) Hearing Panel
a) I strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of its ‘biased’ public

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

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

3) NCC’s Popula�on forecasts
a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensifica�on and

growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�ons, but are over
inflated projec�ons that require the scale of intensifica�on to be greater than those of
Sta�s�cs NZ.
i) I ask the Council to use Sta�s�cs NZ medium projec�on forecasts, as recommended by

the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend its
intensifica�on 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 collec�on of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have atracted people for genera�ons and been a cherished
holiday des�na�on for many New Zealanders.

b) I strongly believe that Residen�al Neighbourhoods should be protected for future
genera�ons to enjoy and new developments though�ully designed and planned on a
neighbourhood, by neighbourhood basis to maintain the essence of their character.

c) We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essen�al part of the character of
the Inner City.

d) Contemporary Black Iron Clad Boxes, built only a few metres from 120-year-old Historic
Homes is a thoughtless lack of long-term vision for maintaining the atrac�on of Nelson for
all the future residents and visitors.

e) Green Spaces, Trees and Landscaping are essen�al 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 essen�al part of the atrac�on of Nelson, which must all be considered during
developing the growth of Nelson.
i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protec�on for neighbourhoods beyond the

heritage buildings and precincts that s�ll have historic character value from the early
setlement years of Nelson.

ii) I urge the Council to appoint an Urban Development Agency (UDA) to carefully guide
growth and ac�vely facilitate the emergence of cohesive urban neighbourhoods with a
variety of high-quality housing choices, preferably a joint agency with Tasman to ensure
growth con�nues consistently across the Nelson Area.



5) Heritage Residen�al Housing   Nelson has a high propor�on of heritage and character
buildings, clusters of which merit further inves�ga�on for precinct lis�ng and specific
rules and policies e.g. height controls on adjacent buildings.
a) Many of Nelson’s heritage and character buildings contribute to Nelson’s point of

difference. Visitors and residents are drawn to the built character of Nelson. Nelson
has a high propor�on of old buildings both commercial and residen�al that are well
maintained by their owners.

b) PC29 facilitates the loss of the non-renewable heritage resources with economic, social and
environmental consequences to Nelson. A significant number of listed heritage proper�es,
the Inner City Heritage Precinct and the Wakefield Quay Heritage Precinct are deleted from
the current register in the Nelson Resource Management Plan as part of PC29.

c) PC29 does not include all Heritage New Zealand (HNZ) listed , it is not in alignment with Te
Ara Whakatū, Council’s Spa�al Plan, nor does the Plan does reference Māori and
archaeological heritage.

d) There should be an independent updated assessment of Nelson’s heritage resources
by a qualified conserva�on architect following best industry prac�ce.

e) As a ratepayer and resident of the Nelson South area, I believe there should be a
reassessment of the Fairfield/Nelson South area as a character precinct with addi�onal
protec�ons. If an independent assessment concludes that other heritage precincts should be
established revise PC29 to include policies and rules to do so, including height controls in
adjacent buildings to enable Heritage buildings / communi�es to be maintained and
appreciated by the community.

6) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects
a) Sunlight is a CRITICAL part of living in Nelson and ESSENTIAL to the health and wellbeing of

everyone in Nelson, there has been much research on the effects of sunlight and the lack of
it in the mental wellbeing of people. It is not called the ‘Sunshine Capital of NZ’ for no
reason. It is well documented that people relocate to Nelson because of the Sun and accept
reduced wages called ‘Sunshine Wages’ for that privilege.

b) TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your home’. See htps://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-altera�on/hea�ng-and-insula�on/energy-efficiency-and-hea�ng-your-
home/

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

illnesses.
iii) Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy Hea�ng.
iv) Increased hea�ng costs, air pollu�on, carbon foot print, are all exasperated due to a

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



v) Reduc�on 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 addi�onal new (low rise) infill

improvements on their sec�on, with affordable addi�onal units that COULD be over
shadowed and devalued by a wealthier developer who could afford to build a mul�-
storey development next door at any �me in the future.
(1) I URGE the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protec�on rules to all

pre-exis�ng proper�es, unless the owner gives writen approval to the contrary.
(2) I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para

RE2.3.i: The recep�on of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a cri�cal
component of residen�al amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is
vital for outdoor ac�vi�es such as gardening and recrea�on. 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-residen�al buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the
daylight and sunlight received on a residen�al site should be no different whether or
not the neighbour is residen�al. This philosophy applies whether the building is on
an adjoining site or across a street.

7) Privacy and Outlook
a) Privacy is a cri�cal part of enjoying a property.

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

8) Intensifica�on
a) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residen�al Zone. It is by no way in character or in keeping

with any exis�ng ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residen�al suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate.
i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.
ii) I ask Council to apply the new General Residen�al Zone equally across the en�re Nelson

district on the introduc�on of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission
protec�on rules will apply to all pre-exis�ng proper�es, unless the owner gives writen
approval to the contrary.

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

developments. Eg Golden Elms in Toi Toi, Ngawhatu Valley and Marsden Valley.
c) I oppose the increase of residen�al units beyond 4, as a restricted discre�onary ac�vity that

does NOT require no�fica�on and writen approval from neighbours.



i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires no�fica�on, to restrict large ‘out
of character’ accommoda�on blocks spanning mul�ple sec�ons, and taking up lots of on
street car parking spaces, popping up in a residen�al street, without warning.

d) Bigger older proper�es, could be beter u�lised and help with our growth if they were more
easily allowed to be divided into mul�-dwellings.

e) Building inner city apartments that offer an alterna�ve solu�on to ‘re�rement villages’, can
free up the bigger homes for new families to occupy. The ‘re�red’ occupants may also be less
likely to be reliant on a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desired.

f) 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.

9) Progressively Phased Intensifica�on
a) Firstly, Inner City should be the star�ng place to have the most significant intensifica�on,

before forcing it onto the residen�al neighbourhoods, this can give more �me to complete a
beter design vision for our residen�al neighbourhoods.
i) I ask Council to make beter u�liza�on of Car Only spaces, by developing them into

shared spaces, with Accommoda�on overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Inner City
as Car only spaces.

ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residen�al
ac�vity above ground floor level. It is expected that over �me, 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 intensifica�on.
i) I ask Council to nego�ate and/or incen�vise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less

essen�al land that can be beter used for accommoda�on.
c) Finally, the Residen�al 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 Residen�al Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over time, providing AP15
Daylight Admission Protec�on rules remain in force for exis�ng proper�es and provided
that it is developed under any Urban Development Plan which has been developed
following appropriate consulta�on with the community.

ii) Pending such progressive expansion all residen�al areas (beyond the CBD) should have
the same rules of maximum building height of 8.5m, with an absolute height of 11m if
resource consent is applied for and AP15 Daylight Admission Protec�on rules remain in
force.

10) Intensifica�on in hazard zones
a) I ask Council to apply no greater than General Residen�al 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, affec�ng increasing areas of Nelson in
ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated with cau�on.



11) On-street carparking
a) Increased intensifica�on will result in more on-street car parking and the narrow streets of

Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collec�on and
Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly rela�ons and
communi�es.
i) I ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’ as strongly

encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mi�gate against these issues.
ii) I ask Council to use traffic calming solu�ons that do not lose on-street car parking

spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.
b) As a resident of Hampden Street, living opposite Nelson College and above Hampden Street

School, I live in fear that a child is going to be injured, especially in the Melee that occurs
around 3pm. As the streets are narrow, par�cularly Nga�ama St, with cars parked on both
sides, the place becomes grid locked. School buses are barely able to nego�a�e the roads,
people in vehicles become impa�ent and children weave in and out of the chaos. If there is
an emergency, delays may be life / property threatening. By allowing addi�onal houses, with
litle or no off street parking, the situa�on will become incredibly dangerous for children and
slow emergency services more. It completely goes against the council policy of ge�ng
children to walk to school safely; it is simply unsafe. As a resident the chaos is incredibly
frustra�ng, and to add more residents and vehicles without consulta�on and planning will
most definitely create neighbourhood tensions.

12) Social Housing
a) Significant care and aten�on must be considered with all social housing because there are

too many examples across the country where this has resulted in disharmony in
communi�es.

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

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

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

ii) I would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for an�social behaviour
that affects the exis�ng neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.

13) Infrastructure
a) I ask the Council to include a plan to mi�gate against future drought situa�ons with a greater

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

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

storm water.



Addi�onal comments: 

As a ratepayer and a long-term resident of Nelson, I feel very stressed and upset that our elected 
officials have presented such a huge plan change, with minimal consulta�on and requiring such a 
short period to consider and provide submissions. It is deeply upse�ng, especially considering all 
else going on in our families, community, New Zealand and the world, which we have to deal with. 

Nelson is very liveable and full of vitality, this is par�ally due to new residents bringing their ideas, 
culture and personali�es to Nelson. It is important to cater for this popula�on increase while 
retaining the character of Nelson. To simply use a blunt tool and broad-brush approach to urban 
development will destroy the inherent character of Nelson.  

Nelson is an amazing city. However, it appears that the Council has not implemented a carefully 
thought-out strategy for necessary future development to keep it an amazing city. I welcome further 
development, and popula�on growth – however careful planning is required to keep the Vibe and 
feel of Nelson.  

Urban development needs to be managed carefully. Plan 29 does not do this. Nelson does not need 
buildings with 6 stories to cater for popula�on growth, it needs a carefully planned strategy. 

I have read and agree with the submission from NelsonTasman2050, and their proposal for a joint 
Nelson-Tasman Urban Development agency.  

My Ul�mate concern is that the Council seems to consider that sunlight in houses is an unnecessary 
luxury in the growth of Nelson. I vehemently disagree with this concept, as do most people in 
Nelson. Sunshine is cri�cal to mental, physical and emo�onal health. It is clearly noted in the Housing 
Demand Preferences report commissioned by Nelson Tasman that “sunny” was ranked as the 
number one preference of housing in Nelson. With “adequate garaging and off-street parking” being 
ranked 6th. I find it hard to understand why the Council has ignored Nelsons preferences in this PC 29. 

Thank you for your considera�on and the opportunity to submit. 



































David Gibson -  Nelson 

SUBMISSION 

Although I do not object to intensification in the inner city to a level not exceeding four levels, I do 

object to the Nelson City Council Plan Change 29 in its entirety with some reasons listed below: 

FLAWED PROCESS 

As with all buildings, a strong foundation and process is required. Due public consultation process 

has not been undertaken under Plan Change 29 by the Nelson City Council and despite a Council 

vote deciding to proceed; this is a fundamental breach of process and is subject to appeal. 

REVIEW PANEL MAKE-UP 

Both Nelson City Councilors' on this review panel are openly in support of Plan Change 29 

proceeding with multi-storey dwellings being placed in current residential areas. This renders the 

panel compromised in relation to impartiality. This has been raised at public meetings with the 

Mayor refusing to change the make-up of the panel. 

EARTHQUAKE RISK 

In my previous role as the Tasman District Police Operations Manager, I along with other Government 

organisations (Nelson City and Tasman District Councils included) were planning for the ALPINE 8 

Fault line to rupture. This will be a significant event with catastrophic consequences. The timings of 

the ruptures have historically been very accurate in spacings. 

75% probability of earthquake occurring in the next 50 years - Over 8000 years Alpine Fault has 

ruptured 27 times (on average every 300 years. Last significant quake on the Alpine Fault Line was in 

1717.)1 

This rupture is now overdue and the city must prepare for this event to mitigate the loss of life, 

human injury and infrastructure damage by building wisely (lower levels), at suitable building sites 

(not in Council identified earthquake and liquefaction zones) and, obviously on solid foundations. 

The Nelson City Council has identified and published a 'Fault Awareness Overlay' (for their 

jurisdiction) travelling along The Ridgeway, Enner Glynn, Bishopdale, through to Nelson East, The 

Wood to Atawhai via the Brooklands to Tui Glynn.2 A significant proportion of this identified area is 

densely populated with people living in residential properties. There is an identified clear threat to 

those living within the area, along with those neighbouring the fault line should Nelson suffer a 

significant earthquake. To disproportionally increase the number of people living within this area 

would be unwise by the Council - to build multi-storey structures to house people is simply 

ludicrous. 

1 Government. (n.d.). AFB Alpine Fault Magnitude 8. Retrieved October 18, 2023, from AF8 Alpine Fault 

Magnitude 8: https://af8.org.nz/what-is-af8 

2 Nelson City Council. (n.d.). Nelson's Resource Management Planning Maps. Retrieved October 24, 2023, from 

Nelson's Resource Management Planning Maps: 

htt ps ://nelson city.maps .a rcgis. com/ a pps/M a p Tools/index. htm I ?a ppid= 7 3144 79a 0d054a ee b3 2ee 1 b0ccb 7 d459 
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New Zealand's precarious location at the edge of two converging tectonic plates means we are 

subject to natural hazards like earthquake shaking, earthquake fault rupture, and land deformation. 

As these tectonic plates continue to move, New Zealand will continue to be subject to earthquake­

related hazards. In March 2001, the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment released the 

report Building on the Edge - The Use and Development of Land On or Close to Fault Lines. The 

Commissioner's investigation arose following public concern that local authorities were not able to 

adequately manage the use and development of land on or close to active faults. The PCE report 

focused on the Building Act 1991 and the Resource Management Act 1991 {RMA}. It reached a 

number of key conclusions. 

• There is no technology to prevent earthquake damage to buildings built across faults.

• Few territorial authorities identify and plan for seismic hazards, despite their responsibilities for

subdivision and land use.

• Practical guidelines are urgently needed to reduce the risks associated with fault rupture. (Ministry

for the Environment, 2003}'

The Japanese are world leaders in building high rise buildings and skyscrapers factoring potential 

earthquakes. Despite this, and building in a manner to mitigate collapse, they acknowledge that no 

one can predict the intensity of future earthquakes. Due to the unpredictable nature of natural 

disasters, it is impossible to know whether a design can withstand the next large earthquake until 

after it happens. It is only in hindsight that engineers and architects can be certain about the 

resilience of their designs.• 

I would argue that you don't need to be an expert to say building on a fault line is unwise, yet Nelson 

City Council wish to build on a recognised fault line. Are the council prepared to 'bet on their lives' 

that in the event of a major earthquake we as residents won't be harmed by falling debris from 

3 Ministry for the Environment. (2003, July). Planning for Development of Land on or Close to Active Faults. 

Retrieved October 23, 2023, from Planning for Development of Land on or Close to Active Faults: 

https ://environment.govt. nz/assets/Pu blications/Fil es/planning-development-faults-graph ics-dec04-1. pdf 

4 BBC. (2023). How Japan's skyscrapers are built to survive earthquakes. Retrieved October 18, 2023, from How 

Japan's skyscrapers are built to survive earthquakes: https:/ /www.bbc.com/future/article/20190508-why-

fu ku oka-is-ja pans-most-innovative-city 
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multi-storey neighbouring buildings? Because they seem comfortable to bet 'our' lives on it. 

POPULATION GROWTH 

FLAWED DATA - The Nelson City Council have predicted a population growth that is in direct contrast 

to that predicted by Statistics New Zealand which is the recognised Government agency required to 

provide projections. Therefore, the city is intensifying to a higher level than required. The city should 

focus intensification to the inner city and revisit expansion to the city fringes and residential zones in 

future as required. This projection should be evidence based and not subject to 'guess work'. 

FLOODING 

Global Climate Change - As Earth's climate changes, it is impacting extreme weather across the 

planet. Record-breaking heat waves on land and in the ocean, drenching rains, severe floods, years­

long droughts, extreme wildfires, and widespread flooding during hurricanes are all becoming more 

frequent and more intense.s Based on worldwide events, it can be expected that Nelson will be 

subject to more severe flooding, directly impacting on those areas neighbouring rivers and streams. 

On the televisions channel Three 'The Project' on the 18th of October 2023, NIWA warned of 

increased cyclone activity and associated severe weather being likely in New Zealand due to climate 

change and the effects in other areas worldwide. 

Risk of foundation erosion and damage caused by flooding coupelled with multi storey buildings 

placing increased pressure on the footprint of the property, then add into the equation a minimum 

green zone as specified in Plan Change 29 of only 20% which severely impacts the absorbent ground 

available to assist drainage of flooding water - makes no sense builing muliti-storey dwellings near 

rivers and streams. 

BUILDING HEIGHT 

Nelson City is NOT a Tier One city and therefore not required by government to build to Tier One 

expectations. The Council has not only sought to be Tier One, but is intending to build higher level 

buildings than that required (Six storey instead of Four in residential zones and Eight level in the 

inner-city instead of Six). 

Daylight angels - No algorithms have been applied to set the daylight angels, instead, the angels were 

determined by Council Planners 'just deciding'. The impact on neighbouring property owners and 

renters being deprived of direct sunlight is unfathomable. Aside from the mental and physical effects, 

there will be an escalation in poor heath through mold and dampness. 

Community Mental Health - Building layout and organization may have a big influence on our mental 

health. Open and wide designs not only provide a sense of freedom and comfort but also aid in the 

5 NASA. (2023, September 27). Global Climate Change. Retrieved October 18, 2023, from Global Climate 

Change: https ://climate. n a sa .gov/ extreme-weather/#:~ :text=As%20Ea rth' s%20cl i m ate%20cha nges%2 C 

%20it,more%20frequent%20and%20more%20intense 
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reduction of feelings of confinement and claustrophobia.' 

The use of the abundance of natural light in architectural design has been scientifically demonstrated 

to provide a slew of psychological advantages. Sunlight does more than only brighten our 

surroundings; it also helps to regulate our circadian cycles. As a result, a normal circadian cycle 

enhances sleep habits and general mood, lowering stress and increasing positivity. The availability of 

natural light in our living and working settings is critical to creating conditions that promote mental 

wellness. (How Architecture Can Positively Impact Mental Health.' 

Solar City - we recently, at great cost, put solar panels on our roof. These will be of no use should the 

property be shaded by multi storey structures. It is well documented that people relocate to Nelson 

because of the Sun and accept reduced wages called 'Sunshine Wages' for that privilege. 

2011 Christchurch Earthquake - As a Police Officer, I led teams recovering multiple bodies from a six­

storey building collapse. Others were crushed by debris falling from buildings. The lower the building 

mitigates the potential harm. Sadly, Christchurch clearly hasn't learnt from this disaster, with its 

recent plans of building new multi-storey buildings. Nelson has an opportunity to be future focused, 

risk adverse and build more wisely. 

PRIVACY 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights - No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with his 

privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor to attacks upon his honour and reputation. Everyone 

has the right to the protection of the law against such interference or attacks.' By unnecessarily 

erecting multi-storey buildings that encroach on the privacy of individuals as detailed in Plan Change 

29 is a direct breach of these rights. To be surrounded by high rise buildings/ apartments would be 

comparable to living like a goldfish in a bowl. 

COST OF APARTMENTS AND LIVING 

The recent estimated cost (to build) ONE apartment (Waimea Road old Whakatu House site 

purchased by Kainga Ora) is $600,000. Based on this value, for a citizen to buy an apartment clearly 

will be in excess of this value. Even with a decent deposit, once you factor the average salary, add on 

body co-operate fees and insurances, it could be expected that the individual will have less than 

$5,000 to live on per year. 

An apartment is not suitable for people with pets, nor those with children and it is unlikely that 

single people will be able to afford them. So the question begs .. Who are they being built for? 

6 Tummalapalli, S. (2023, July 30). How Architecture Can Positively Impact Mental Health. Retrieved October 

18, 2023, from How Architecture Can Positively Impact Mental Health: https://in.linkedin.com/in/sruthi-

tu m ma la pal li-598a82194 ?trk=a rticl e-ssr-fro ntend-pulse _publisher-author-card 

7 Tummalapalli, S. (2023, July 30). How Architecture Can Positively Impact Mental Health. Retrieved October 

18, 2023, from How Architecture Can Positively Impact Mental Health: https://in.linkedin.com/in/sruthi-

tu mmalapa lli-598a82194 ?trk=articl e-ssr -frontend-pu lse _publish er-author-ca rd 

8 United Nations. (1948, December 10). Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Retrieved October 18, 2023, 

from Universal Declaration of Human Rights: https://www.un .org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of­

human-rights 
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Three local apartment builds have occupancy rates of 30%, 34% and 50% respectively, with the 

vacant apartments being Air B&B's and Holiday Homes. Nelson is 'currently' sought after as a holiday 

destination and holiday makers maybe the only people to purchase them, defeating the whole 

reason for building them. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INTENISIFCATION BUILDING LOCATIONS 

Relocate the Nelson Polytechnic from its current prime inner-city real estate to Kaka Valley (despite 

public protest against - the Nelson Mayor has indicated that this will be approved for building}. 

Replace the Polytechnic with inner-city intensified housing with green space in the middle of the 

block. 

Intensify housing around Haven Road and Wakefield Quay as there will be minimal impact on others 

due to a hill on the Southern and Eastern sides of the structure. 

Build over the Buxton Car-park. Future proof - First two levels - car-parking and the remaining -

apartments. 

Build over the Montgomery Car-park. Future proof - First two levels - car-parking and the remaining -

apartments. Saturday Markets - Move to Rutherford Park or block off Trafalgar Street on Saturday 

mornings. 

Mall in the Whakatu Car-Park- shops on the ground floor- parking and apartments above. 

Delay further intensified buildings in residential zones until the occurrence of the Alpine Fault 8 

rupture - there should be no shortages of 'freed up' sections in Nelson, Tahunanui, Stoke and 

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

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

Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its enƟrety, in its present form, but if it is not rejected then these 
are my points: 

1) The Plan Change 29 PresentaƟon Processes.
a) I have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its supporƟng

documentaƟon due to its size and complexity.
b) Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the SecƟon 32 reports has not been made available for

residents who do not have access to, or the ability to use a computer.
c) I have found PC 29 lacking in early public engagement and consultaƟon by Council.
d) Council Planning Staff at numerous meeƟngs, have stated “This is a Broad Brush approach

that will require 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 enƟrety, and for them to then 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.
ii) I have been put in a posiƟon of hoping more qualified ciƟzens than I will make more

comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its
rate paying residents.
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2) NCC’s PopulaƟon forecasts 

a) These are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable intensificaƟon and 
growth. The forecasts used by NCC are not StaƟsƟcs NZ medium projecƟons, but are over 
inflated projecƟons that require the scale of intensificaƟon to be greater than those of 
StaƟsƟcs NZ. 
i) I ask the Council to use StaƟsƟcs NZ medium projecƟon forecasts, as recommended by 

the NPS UD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend its 
intensificaƟon requirements accordingly. 

 
3) Design Led and Not Developer Led 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 collecƟon of heritage and non-
heritage character buildings that have aƩracted people for generaƟons and been a cherished 
holiday desƟnaƟon for many New Zealanders. 

b) ResidenƟal Neighbourhoods should be protected for future generaƟons to enjoy and new 
developments thoughƞully designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood 
basis to maintain the essence of their character. 

c) We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essenƟal part of the character of 
the Inner City. 

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

the heritage buildings and precincts that sƟll have historic character value from the 
early seƩlement years of Nelson. 

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

iii) I ask the Council to Retain the Church Hill View ShaŌ. 

iv) I ask the Council to Retain the Inner-City Heritage Precinct, update the design guide. 

 
 

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. 

b) TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your home’. See hƩps://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-alteraƟon/heaƟng-and-insulaƟon/energy-efficiency-and-heaƟng-
your-home/ 

c) All exisƟng 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: 
o Increased levels of mental health Illness, anxiety and stress. 



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

o Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy HeaƟng. 
o Increased heaƟng costs. 
o ReducƟon in property values and increased financial stress, because the house would be 

less desirable to live in. 
o Property owners will be reluctant to invest in making addiƟonal new (low rise) infill 

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

i. I ask the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protecƟon rules to all 
pre-exisƟng properƟes, unless the owner gives wriƩen approval to the contrary. 

ii. I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para 
RE2.3.i: The recepƟon of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a criƟcal 
component of residenƟal amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and 
is vital for outdoor acƟviƟes such as gardening and recreaƟon. 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-residenƟal buildings such as schools or halls. The basic 
premise is that the daylight and sunlight received on a residenƟal site should be no 
different whether or not the neighbour is residenƟal. This philosophy applies 
whether the building is on an adjoining site or across a street. 

 
5) Privacy and Outlook 

a) Privacy is a criƟcal part of enjoying a property. 
i) I support the inclusion of RE2.4.iii, but ask Council to add the following [bracketed] 

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

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

with any exisƟng ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residenƟal suburb and beyond the MDS legal mandate. 
i) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely. 
ii) I ask Council to apply the new General ResidenƟal Zone equally across the enƟre 

Nelson district on the introducƟon of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight Admission 
protecƟon rules will apply to all pre-exisƟng properƟes, unless the owner gives wriƩen 
approval to the contrary. 

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

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



c) I oppose the increase of residenƟal units beyond 4, as a restricted discreƟonary acƟvity that 
does NOT require noƟficaƟon and wriƩen approval from neighbours. 
i) I ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires noƟficaƟon, to restrict large 

‘out of character’ accommodaƟon blocks spanning mulƟple secƟons, and taking up lots 
of on street car parking spaces, popping up in a residenƟal street, without warning. 

d) Bigger older properƟes, could be beƩer uƟlised and help with our growth if they were more 
easily allowed to be divided into mulƟ-dwellings. 

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

f) 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. 

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

7) Progressively Phased IntensificaƟon 
a) Firstly, Inner City should be the starƟng place to have the most significant intensificaƟon, 

before forcing it onto the residenƟal neighbourhoods; this can give more Ɵme to complete a 
beƩer design vision for our residenƟal neighbourhoods. 
i) I ask Council to make beƩer uƟlizaƟon of Car Only spaces, by developing them into 

shared spaces, with AccommodaƟon overhead. ‘Nelsust’ highlights 44% of the Inner 
City as Car only spaces. 

ii) I ask Council to retain para ICd.11 ‘The zone enables and encourages an increase in the 
density and diversity of quality housing in the City Centre by enabling residenƟal 
acƟvity above ground floor level. It is expected that over Ɵme, 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 intensificaƟon. 
i) I ask Council to negoƟate and/or incenƟvise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less 

essenƟal land that can be beƩer used for accommodaƟon. 
c) Finally, the ResidenƟal 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 ResidenƟal Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively 

expanding from the CBD (and Central Stoke) if required and over Ɵme, providing AP15 
Daylight Admission ProtecƟon rules remain in force for exisƟng properƟes. 

 
8) IntensificaƟon in hazard zones 

i) I ask Council to apply no greater than General ResidenƟal 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, affecƟng increasing 
areas of Nelson in ways not seen before then, I believe those areas should be treated 
with cauƟon. 

 
 



 
 
9) On-street car parking 

a) Increased intensificaƟon will result in more on-street car parking and the narrow streets of 
Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse collecƟon and 
Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly relaƟons and 
communiƟes. 
i) I ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’ as strongly 

encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to miƟgate these issues. 
ii) I ask Council to use traffic calming soluƟons that do not remove on-street car parking 

spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points. 
 
10) Social Housing 

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

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

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

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

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

iii) I would like to see more “push back” (not law breaking) on maƩers that local 
Nelsonian residents seek for their City. 

 
11) Infrastructure 

i) I ask the Council to include a plan to miƟgate future drought situaƟons with a greater 
demand on the same amount of water from the Maitai Dam, for a greater populaƟon. 

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

iii) I ask the Council to include a plan to miƟgate against the increased capacity 
requirements for storm water. 
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I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

I WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

I reject PC 29 in its entirety, but if it is not rejected then I would like to raise the following: 

1) The Plan Change 29 Process

a) There seems to be a lack of a cohesive roll-out of Plan Change 29 – raising awareness in the
community, consultation with residents, and the availability of documentation so that people
understand the proposed changes, that may directly affect them.

b) The ad-hoc planning of Kainga Ora builds in many suburbs at a maximum height of 19.5 m
seems aesthetically illiterate because of the impacts on existing residents.  The NCC has
created a win-lose scenario, where some people get housing, but existing residents get
shade, decreased property value, and an absence of protection.

c) In relation to 59 Wellington Street, the road is narrow and one-way at the southern end.  As
there is no provision for parking this will result in an overcrowded area with cars that will be
a hazard for police, fire fighters, and ambulances, and make it less safe for children walking
and biking to school.

d) In terms of educational facilities there are plenty in this area, Nelson Girls College,
preparatory intermediate school, Hampden Street School, and a pre-school just across the
road.  Yet the plan for the tower blocks is for 77 1- and 1.5-bedroom units – not places for
families.

e) The pensioner flats built adjacent to 59 Wellington Street were built for the elderly and
pensioners. However, now there are empty pensioner flats and an empty 3-bedroomed
Kainga Ora house due for demolition.  Why are these places not being used for housing?
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2) Wellington Street

a) We have added a sunroom to 59 Wellington Street with tiles on the floor and glass walls, so
that the sun can enter and be absorbed by the tiles.  It is a delightful space to be in.  But by
building tower blocks next to us, this sunroom will no longer exist.

b) It is interesting to hear accusations of Nimbyism.  Everybody realises that people need
houses to live in.  NCC has put people in a defensive position by deciding that their sun,
privacy, gardens, and amenity values will be taken away. The Council should understand that
their approach to Plan Change 29 that lacks expertise, planning and design, and a lack of
awareness of residents’ rights and needs is causal.  I refer to those people who have worked
for much of their lives to buy and pay off their residential accommodation.

c) 59 Wellington Street has also had numerous issues with storm water running into the
property, being a low-level section, and sewerage bubbling up through the storm water trap.
My mother happened to be overseas the last time this occurred, so it was the
neighbourhood’s waste flooding on to the section.  This has happened on more than one
occasion, which the Council is aware of.  If this happens in high rainfall events, how will 77
units next door affect the already outdated and struggling infrastructure.

3) Hearing Panel

a) I disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, due to the conflict of interest.  Both

Councillors on the panel have already voted in favour of Plan Change 29 following the vote

on Councillor Courtney’s proposal to withdraw PC29 on the 14th  of September. With this very

clear conflict of interest these Councillors should be replaced with independent

commissioners.

4) Nelson’s Population forecasts

a) In his submission for Plan Change 29, Dr Geoffrey Hayes states that ‘The analysis of past and

projected population growth in Nelson undertaken by NCC is seriously flawed’.

As the Council have already said, ‘Plan Change 29 is the biggest plan change that we have

done as a Council in a generation’. (Our Nelson, Issue 176. P6). Surely this means that we

should be informed of the correct information and not something that is seriously flawed.

Why has the Council not adhered to the highest scientific standards, when significant

changes will affect our city and our lives?

b) Clearly, overstating our population increase and inflating the need for Plan Change 29 will

impact the planning, decision making and extra housing to be built. Exaggerated and flawed

projections are not good enough in this context.



5) Design Lead and not Developer Lead Growth.

a) Nelson is a wonderful place to live with sun, beaches, rivers, and lakes.  It is a special part of

New Zealand with generally low-rise buildings that enable outlooks and views.  There are

also many character buildings that add to the uniqueness that is Nelson.  We need to protect

this character from Kainga Ora tower blocks, and modern builds next historic homes.

b) In his Stuff article published on the 23rd of October, Timo Neubauer (an Urban Designer) asks

‘Can we intensify Nelson without a design?’ Without a design for our city, what will be the

future look and feel of our town?

c) It is not acceptable that NCC has missed the design stage altogether to allow any building

development without much in the way of criteria. Our Future Development Strategy outlines

the need for open spaces, outlook, privacy, private green spaces, and play areas already. We

need a shared vision for Nelson, not a Council vision. Well-designed towns and cities that are

great to live in don’t happen by chance.

d) What expertise does the Council have in-house?  For the sake of our city, Council should

appoint a conservation architect, because many of Nelson’s heritage and character buildings

contribute to Nelson’s point of difference. Plan Change 29 also facilitates the loss of non-

renewable heritage resources with economic, social, and environmental consequences. In

addition, do we also need the expertise of urban designers, landscape architects and

architects to avoid an unplanned, poorly designed outcome? Is there a plan in our climate

crisis environment for flood protection and water courses amongst this proposed

intensfication?

6) Intensification

a) I strongly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone as it is not in keeping with Nelson’s

character, single storey dwellings, views, and outlooks.

b) I am also opposed to the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted discretionary

activity that does not require notification and written approval from neighbours. This

planning is completely out of character and would impact on existing residents without

warning.

c) The inner city, according to Nelsust, has 44% dedicated to car parking.  These should be the

places for intensification.  I am also aware that the Mid City Motel, 218 Trafalgar Street, is for

sale.  The petrol station opposite the library is no longer being used.  The building in progress

near Big Save Furniture could also be used for Social Housing.  There are many places that

could be turned into accommodation, without impacting existing residents in single story

character housing.

d) I would also like to see Education Board Land taken off the plan.

e) The height of new builds to be not more than two stories, with existing daylight angles that

allow for sun and winter sun.
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