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I reject Plan 29 in its current form because I do not believe it takes into account individual 
area characteristics and risks and should be designed for smaller individual areas taking into 
account the particularities of localities. 

The Plan appears to be broad brush without taking into account land risks from natural 
hazards such as slippage and flooding etc.    For example, as I understand it, the Tahunanui 
Slump was originally included as being suitable for high density development, which shows 
a lack of care and knowledge.   This has of course been removed after protest from residents 
but is an example of a lack of detailed planning and forethought. 

I do not believe that Nelson needs such a radical amount of density as is proposed in the 
Plan.   I understand that we need to provide additional housing but I believe there are ways 
to achieve that without creating large areas of 6 storey buildings which are out of character 
with Nelson.    The central city should include more residential but should also make use of 
existing buildings and new builds up to a maximum of 4 storeys – the Rutherford Hotel for 
example sticks out like a sore thumb and is inappropriate pitched against the Cathedral. 

I also do not believe that residential neighbourhoods should have up to 4 storey 
developments right up to neighbouring boundaries without consent and as of right.  This 
takes away the rights and ability of Nelson residents to receive sunlight and privacy in their 
homes and properties.   The current Consent process is too complicated, expensive, and time 
consuming causing unnecessary delays and expense for even small projects, and this should 
be revamped to streamline it so that it is not such a burden, but still to retain the ability of 
neighbours to have input into developments adjacent to them. 

Housing intensification is not a bad thing per se but should be designed to allow Nelson to 
develop in a harmonious and attractive manner, both for residents and visitors.  Nelson is a 
lovely city and does not deserve to be spoilt with unplanned, badly designed and sited 
developments.   They need to retain and enhance the characteristics of the City and its 
residents and not be the overriding principle at the expense of the beauty of our City and its 
neighbouring suburbs – Nelson's character and beauty are its main drawcards for both 
visitors and incoming residents.    Unplanned and badly designed developments could spoil 
our City and decrease its attractiveness to increased population if that is the desired 
outcome. 

I consider that this Plan change is of such great importance to our City and its residents that 
it needs further consideration by both Council and residents to achieve a result that ensures 
our City goes into the future in the best possible way without ad hoc inappropriate 
development. 

https://nelsoncity.sharepoint.com/sites/ecm-ndrp/_layouts/15/DocIdRedir.aspx?ID=NDOCS-539570224-18163
mailto:ainslieriddoch@yahoo.co.nz
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Housing intensification - PC29 Nelson – October 2023 

Submission by Tina Hanrahan 

I would like to start by saying I recognise there is an urgent need to address the housing crisis 
and wellbeing crisis we have in Nelson and New Zealand.  It’s a complex topic and raises many 
concerns and issues so is multi-faceted. We all want a better outlook for our future 
generations.  

The timeline however has a very rushed feel and a lack of transparency. I accept that the ball 
needs to start rolling, but hurrying this step is imprudent to do justice to what can be a truly 
distinct and inspirational city for others to look at, admire and be excited by as an ‘intensified 
living space’.   

There is an opportunity to show true out of the box thinking in design, integrating 
environmental and wellbeing needs.  
Nelson is already unique and most who live here know this is a beautiful place, value it, and feel 
protective of it. Planning the future expansion of the city requires a sensitive approach which 
safeguards its special qualities.  

Toitu te marae a Tane, Toitu te marae a Tangaroa, Toitu te iwi' - If the land is well and the sea is 
well, the people will thrive. 

Received: 31/10/2023
Sub No: S886
NDOCS-539570224-18170



Outline of concerns, comments and questions: 

1. Housing crisis
Agree that there is a need to address the housing in New Zealand. 
To look further into: 

a. Transparency with the number’s facts and figures.
a. Ensure the numbers and statistics the council are using are relevant and

the future projection models warrant this is not too much too soon. Keep
it local to Nelson - not overseas modelling.  Use of relevant NZ data.

b. Our future generations and our people to consider
A clearer outline of the PC29 proposals of the intensification to ensure the
process is addressing the needs of

a. First time buyers
b. Family housing
c. Long term home
d. Retirement and downsizing
e. Renters

e.g. There is little point aiming for affordable housing in the city centre that is
unattainable for the people the plan is aimed at, or the design doesn’t meet.

2. Timeline
The speed at which the public consultation process has been done to date is very quick. Not 
enough engagement and time to respond to such a large proposal. To do justice to the design 
more time for public engagement and involvement should be allowed. 

3. Broad stroke approach
The Nelson PC29 is very broad stroke - not tailored to the unique character, qualities and 
opportunities of Nelson  

a. Nelson is a unique city with many characteristics that stand out both locally, and
internationally - sunshine city, heritage buildings, beautiful environment - bush,
green space, beaches, waterfront, ocean. Good local food, art and diversity.  All of
which reflect in the city’s architecture, and planning layout.

The existing heritage architecture and future new builds needs to be thoughtful and designed 
with integrity.  What works in another city in New Zealand or elsewhere in the world may or 
may not work in Nelson.  

4. The environment - Smart city vs Bio-urbanism
Nelson is in a superb position to take a route that is trailblazing – a leader of 
design and honoring the environment.   
Has the council explored leading with a ‘Bio-urban’ approach rather than ‘smart 
city’? Why?   



a. Nelson could be a frontrunner in the country and world as an organic, sustainable
inspiring city.

b. Nelson is small enough to use the natural environment as a whole part of the
design not just greenery signaling

a. Biophilic design
b. Bio urbanism

c. As a sunshine city – the light in the city and in apartments, homes and gardens is
what sets the city apart. It is at the core of the wellness and wellbeing of the
people who live here. The intensification of the city should uphold the wellbeing
and wellness of the people and be at the forefront of the design.

d. Inspirational design led approach which nurtures the assets of the city - bringing
together inner city living to create a more vibrant centre, and the wider
community which considers all aspects of wellbeing from sunlight, gardens,
greenspace, good local food, produce, water, and nature.

5. Learn from history
There are many examples of mistakes and positive outcomes in intensification 
nationally and overseas.  Learn from overseas issues created.  Cities that work – 
extrude the whys and apply to Nelson ideas for future talks.   

There are many apartment blocks that had great intensions by design but have 
created unsafe, unhealthy, ghettos in public housing council blocks.  

6. The city at large – vs urban sprawl
Creating vibrancy and life to the city in a time when the city is struggling can 
work hand in hand with bringing more living into the city centre. Attracting 
people to the city to spend time there, live there, connect with work and after 
work life.  

The proposed changes to height restrictions are major changes which could 
hugely impact the light of the city and streetscapes just as the intensification of 
the townhouses which could be built around the city streets.  

Careful planning of height and height restrictions need to be clear, transparent 
and well understood before the next step.    

7. Design led vs developer led



A design led city as opposed to developer led would give greater opportunities to 
ensure sensitivity to the planning, and the character of place comes first rather 
than ‘formula’ approach.  

a. Local designers engaged
b. Street appeal - fitting in. Addressing the concept of placement, character

and interaction with the street and local environment.
c. Form and function, costs and quality

8. Wellbeing
Creating a city that focusses on the wellbeing of its people and place. The values 
of the space we live in in Nelson which go hand in hand with the natural 
environment and upholding the very essence that makes it the city it is.  

a. Larger scale cities vs small city – Nelson is a small-scale city and retaining its
character should be reflected in the plan.

b. Sunlight – Nelsons light and connection to the environment. Over imposing builds
taking out outlook and light have huge impact on the wellbeing of people and the
land adjacent.

c. The environment - value of space – both in the city and wider community. A
balance of green spaces in the city with the buildings. Outlook, and connection to
nature all contribute to wellbeing and mental health.

d. Human connection – neighbours and people’s interactions. Creating divides - too
big a building disconnects us from face to face connections and the environment
around us.

e. Building materials, and materials that enhance space or connect humans to
spaces. Sensitivity to building materials and waste materials. Existing buildings
that can be repurposed or reinvented so to create less waste and impact on
people and place.



Examples: 

Historic buildings – beauty of architecture and story of a place. Evolving, acknowledgment of 
past and future 

Nelson City – old library on Hardy Street 

Opportunities to look overseas and learn from overseas – overbuilds, cheap materials, 
disconnection to the old and new, the concept and reality 

High risers in the UK, council estate housing 



Torrevieja – Spain 

Learn from history – replacing old with new 

Nelson – NCC Building 



Merging new old – ecclectic mix 

Nelson – various new and old builds and renos – context of street and location  



Greenery in city 

Photos all from internet 
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I COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this 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 I have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than I, will make more
comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its
ratepaying residents.

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

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

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

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

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

on-site car parking.
(3) Loss of privacy with bigger buildings that are closer to boundaries.



(4) Loss of property value with loss of views, sunlight, and privacy.
(5) Increased levels of noise with increased residential dwellings around a boundary.
(6) Residential unit numbers per building can be increased on a ‘restricted discretionary’

basis without notification or written approval.
(7) Exaggerated population forecasts.
(8) Council voted NOT to withdraw PC 29 on Sept 14th Meeting.
(9) Predetermined biased Councillors on the hearing panel.

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

2) Hearing Panel

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

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

September Council meeting.

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

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

Commissioners.

3) NCC’s Population forecasts

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

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

inflated ‘home grown’ projections that require the scale of intensification to be greater than

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

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

regional growth, which is beyond the scope of PC29.

i) I ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts for Nelson, as

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

and amend its intensification requirements accordingly.

4) Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

a) Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with care. It is unlike

any other district in NZ. It includes a ‘Low Rise’ City with a collection of heritage and non-

heritage character buildings that have attracted people for generations and been a cherished

holiday destination for many New Zealanders.

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

developments thoughtfully designed and planned on a neighbourhood, by neighbourhood

basis to maintain the essence of their character.

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

the Inner City.

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

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

attraction of Nelson for all the future residents and visitors. See attached photo (out of

character 1)

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

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

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

developing the growth of Nelson.

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

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

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



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

Tasman 2050 proposal, (attached) to carefully guide growth and actively facilitate the

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

choices.

5) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

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

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

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

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

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

home/

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

neighbouring properties. The daylight admission testing in the B&A memorandum dated

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

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

effects of a neighbour.

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

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

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

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

for daylight to get to the neighbouring properties”.

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

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

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

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

illnesses.

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

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

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

open fires were legislated out of use many years ago.

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

less desirable to live in.

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

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

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

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

storey development next door at any time in the future.

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

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

that amenity from its exiting residents, without warning or compensation.

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

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

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

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

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

vital for outdoor activities such as gardening and recreation. To ensure

shading effects are minimised, and to ensure there is sufficient space

around buildings to allow the admission of daylight to the site, this Plan has provided

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


for daylight controls on all side and rear boundaries. The policy also applies to larger 

non-residential buildings such as schools or halls. The basic premise is that the 

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

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

an adjoining site or across a street. 

6) Privacy and Outlook

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

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

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

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

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

towards the street or public open space’.

7) Intensification

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

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

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

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

entire Nelson district on the introduction of PC29, on the basis that AP15 Daylight

Admission protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner

gives written approval to the contrary.

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

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

intensification.

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

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

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

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

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

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

apartments.

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

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours.

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

of character’ accommodation blocks spanning multiple sections, and taking up lots of on

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

e) Bigger older properties, could be better utilised and help with our growth if they were more

easily allowed to be divided into multi-dwellings.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

heritage of the neighbourhood.



8) Progressively Phased Intensification

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

before forcing it onto the residential neighbourhoods, this can give more time to complete a

better design vision for our residential neighbourhoods.

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

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

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

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

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

activity above ground floor level. It is expected that over time, more people will choose

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

varied open spaces and experiences’.

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

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

essential land that can be better used for accommodation.

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

City Fringe Zone (and Central Stoke).

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

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

Daylight Admission Protection rules remain in force for existing properties.

9) Intensification in hazard zones

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

because these areas have been assessed as vulnerable and given that we are in a climate

crisis, with increasing record-breaking weather events, affecting increasing areas of Nelson in

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

10) On-street carparking

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

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

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

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

modern standards with some being barely a single vehicle wide.

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

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

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

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

requires driving over the kerb and onto footpaths.

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

stretches because of the lack of anywhere to turn.

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

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

unsafe.

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

vehicles is difficult and unsafe.

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

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

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



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

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

including on foot.

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

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

parking.

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

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

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

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

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

11) Social Housing

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

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

communities.

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

concerned.

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

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

Services.

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

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

vision of Nelson.

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

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

12) Infrastructure

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

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

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

our waste water systems.

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

storm water.



SUBMISSION to Nelson City Council 

On Plan Change 29


From: Chris Allison


INFORMATION ABOUT ME AS A SUBMITTER: 

My training and much of my working life has been as a clinical psychologist. Over time I’ve 

become more interested in preventing than treating illness, and the wider, systemic and 

structural factors that create the context for wellbeing or ill health. My later work on mental 

health promotion, funded by the Ministry of Health, reflects this. As part of that, over the 

last 20 years I have worked with both local councils on aspects of policy and planning 

issues, more recently as this relates to our region’s changing demographic profile. A 

particular interest for me is how the environments we live in - especially those we create in 

our urban spaces - impact on human psychology and wellbeing. A good summary of the 

research on this field can be found in the excellent book Happy City, held by Nelson’s 

library (307.12 MON).; a book that should be required reading for both councillors and any 

council staff involved in decisions about Nelson’s urban development.


I do not wish to speak in support of my submission at a public meeting.


I will not be gaining an advantage in trade competition through my submission.


My submission


Arguments for the need for intensification are fairly well established, are being presented 

by others, and will be familiar to Council. I support the intention of the proposed plan 

change. The potentially contentious issue is how, and where. The tricky geography, 

compact nature of the Nelson urban region, multiple hazards - many of which will be 

exacerbated by climate change - and vested interest make for a challenging exercise. Still, 

it’s necessary and possible. But it requires a good process.


Nelsust has made an extensive submission which I support. 

In particular:




2.3.1 Make Car Dealing an Industrial Activity. 

[  When this issue is given more than a moments thought it seems absurd that so much 

often well located land that would be very useful for providing housing is given over to 

what are, essentially, car storage centres. ]


2.3.4 Support for 3 Dwellings per Title.


2.3.5 Reductions to Max Heights Requested.

2.3.6 Recession Plane Changes Requested.  

2.3.7 Boundary Setback Changes Requested.

2.3.8 Site Coverage Changes Requested.


In regard to the points made in Nelsust’s 2.3.10 Heritage and Views, I agree that ‘if there 

was a requirement to show how you are not significantly affecting neighbours views, this 

could be massively misused to block density increases.’ Very true. But as with sunlight, 

views often determine the orientation and internal layout of a house, so introducing a 

significant block to either of these will impact on the way a house functions for those who 

live in it. So yes, ‘protecting my view’ is not a blanket reason to oppose change, but 

removing much the sun and view of a house is far from spurious - that’s how we build 

prison cells. 


My biggest concern with the proposed changes, however, follows on from the point made 

by Nelsust; “most problematic, there is nothing in the proposals that deals with the issue of 

TRANSITIONING to a townhouse type in our higher density areas.”


This is a critical issue, and it links to an excellent opinion piece in the Nelson Mail (Can we 

intensify Nelson without a design? https://www.stuff.co.nz/nelson-mail/300992032/can-we-

intensify-nelson-without-a-design ) by Timo Neubauer. Nelson has a patchy history of 

either not doing such design work, or doing it and then ignoring it. I live in Tahunanui, and 

the 2004 well-consulted-on Tahunanui Structure Plan is an example of the latter. 


But I not only live in Tahuna, I live in one of the areas now designated for high density 

residential. Well, ok it has to go somewhere. Knowing the characteristics of this area 

though I wondered, why here? 


https://www.stuff.co.nz/nelson-mail/300992032/can-we-intensify-nelson-without-a-design
https://www.stuff.co.nz/nelson-mail/300992032/can-we-intensify-nelson-without-a-design


Looking at the hazards map (left), and the HDR zone (right), it would appear the answer to 

the question of why, in a suburb of predominantly single story buildings, 6 story apartment 

blocks are to be built, is essentially because the hazard profile allows for it. Oh, and are 

these lower value homes, which would realistically allow a developer to buy the multiple 

properties necessary for the scale required for the kind of 6 level buildings illustrated in 

plan documents? I think not. But if sufficient land was acquired, at some considerable cost, 

would it then result in the kind of affordable housing the intensification process should be 

aiming to address? 


What seems glaringly obvious in this example is the absence of the existence and 

application of the urban design process Timo Neubauer refers to; of any form of 

‘comprehensive neighbourhood plan’ that would ‘give some certainty about the form and 

location of future buildings, open space areas for outlook and privacy, future public and 

private green spaces, play areas, potential new laneways and so on.’ A plan that outlines 

some sort of cohesive, coherent design intention for the area. 


At least in the proposals for Stoke there is some kind of rationale to clustering the high and 

medium density areas around the (walkable to) shopping area, Isel Park, and good public 

and active transport links. But even here there appears to be no allowance for 

neighbourhood variation - do we really want 6 story apartment blocks butted right up to the 

north and south boundaries of Isel Park? 


While I currently live in a single story house and am critical of the approach taken here, the 

skipping of the local design stage in Nelson’s urban development, I won’t be here for ever, 

or even live in this house forever. Like many people of my age (66.95) there will be a time 



when a zero maintenance apartment becomes very attractive, so lets have more of them - 

and not just in cash-cow retirement villages. Some of these apartments could be built near 

me, sympathetically to their location and its intended character, with the kind of plan detail 

changes outlined in the Nelsust submission. Now that would be a smart little city. 


But who wants to live in a city that grows without adequate urban design, sprinkled with ad 

hoc developments, a legacy of expediency and wasted opportunity?


Chris Allison


8 Winns Lane,


Tahunanui


email: catwinns@icloud.com   

Ph 027 678 2134

mailto:catwinns@icloud.com
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 29 – HOUSING & HAZARDS 

Proposed amendments to the Nelson Resource Management Plan 

TO: Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submissions 

Nelson City Council 

Submitted via email to: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

SUBMITTER: Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua 

Introduction 

1. Ngāti Rārua descend from the Tainui waka and originate from the western coast of the King

Country region.  The origins of Ngāti Rārua are traced by whakapapa back to the eponymous

ancestor Rāruaioio.  Ngāti Rārua tupuna came to Te Tauihu o te Waka a Māui (Te Tauihu, the

top of the South Island) in the 1820s and 1830s as part of the great southward migration of

the Kawhia and Taranaki iwi.  Ngāti Rārua were participants in a series of war parties or tauā

that came to Te Tauihu. These were followed by heke of occupation, whereby Ngāti Rārua

were established as mana whenua in Te Tauihu and down the West Coast.

2. By 1840, Ngāti Rārua were resident in the Cloudy Bay and Wairau districts in eastern Te

Tauihu.  In western Te Tauihu, Ngāti Rārua maintained seasonal and permanent kāinga at

Whakatū, Motueka, Moutere, Aorere and West Whanganui/Taitapu.

3. Ngāti Rārua marae today are: Onetahua Marae (Te Ao Mārama), Tākaka; Te Āwhina Marae

(Tūrangāpeke), Motueka; Whakatū Marae (Kākati) , Nelson; Hauhunga Marae (Parerārua),

Blenheim; and Wairau Pā (Wairau), Blenheim.

4. The Ngāti Rārua Iwi Trust was estbablished in 1992 and in 1996 the historical Treaty claim

WAI 594 was lodged with the Waitangi Tribunal.  The claim settlement was signed and

celebrated at Hauhunga in 2013. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua was established as the

overarching identity for the Ngāti Rārua Iwi Trust, Ngāti Rārua Settlement Trust and all other

Ngāti Rārua iwi entities. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua is active today working for the wellbeing,

prosperity, and sustainability of Ngāti Rārua whānau, hapū, iwi and rohe. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti

Rārua manages an extensive portfolio of assets including aquaculture, horticulture and

forestry enterprises.

5. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua is the mandated voice and representative for the collective

interests of Ngāti Rārua.

Received: 31/10/2023 
Sub No: S896
NDOCS-539570224-18232
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Ngāti Rārua Association with Whakatū / Nelson 

6. Ngāti Rārua tūpuna occupied Whakatū / Nelson after their arrival in the 1820s and 1830s.

The area was primarily used as a seasonal fishing station.  What is now called Nelson Haven

was a feeding ground for fish and its rocky reefs were laden with mussels.  Fish would be

dried and salted for winter.  Some cultivations were established in support of the fishing

operations, including along the Maitai River and other localities such as the mouth of

Washington Valley, currently located in Nelson city.

7. The Maitai River is known to Ngāti Rārua as the Mahitahi.  Traditionally, mahinga kai,

rongoā, weaving and building materials were plentiful in the Mahitahi River.  The natural

resources gathered in the catchment attracted tūpuna from as far as Motueka.  Whānau

would camp and harvest the plentiful supply of resources found in the estuary, the channels

and wetlands at the mouth of the Mahitahi and the adjacent lowland valley forests.  The rich

ecosystems provided habitat for many different bird, plant, berry and fish species.  Podocarp

forest stands provided iwi with tall trees for building and carving purposes.  Argillite found

along the Nelson Mineral Belt, including the Mahitahi Valley, formed an important resource

for tools for fishing gear, drill points, adzes, chisels, hammer stones and ornaments.  Of great

significance is the mātauranga used to gather and cultivate such resources.  The Mahitahi

River and its tributaries provided tūpuna with natural ara (pathways) through the rohe.  The

main route to Whakapuaka and Wairau was via the Mahitahi Valley.

8. Ngāti Rārua have a statutory acknowledgement over the entire Maitahi (Maitai) catchment,

including its tributories.  Statutory acknowledgements are made by the Crown in recognition

of the mana of a tangata whenua group in relation to specified areas.

Figure 1: Ngāti Rārua Mahitahi (Maitai) River 
Statutory Acknowledgement 

9. Ngāti Rārua also has statutory acknowledgement over Te Tauihu Coastal Marine Area,

including the coastal area adjoining Nelson City.
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Ngāti Rārua environmental,climate change and economic strategies 

10. Ngāti Rārua have established policies that provide the basis for this submission.

11. In 2021 Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua set in place Poipoia Te Ao Tūroa, our environmental

strategy.1 This document is a ‘planning document recognised by an iwi authority’ and

therefore must be taken into account by council when preparing or changing a regional or

district plan.2

12. Huanga / Objective 12.1.2 in Poipoia Te Ao Tūroa relates directly to papa kāinga. It seeks that:

“Ngāti Rārua iwi, hapū and marae can develop their land and housing in ways that 

enable them to maintain their culture and traditions”.  

13. Accompanying tikanga / policies seek provisions in RMA planning documents that support

papa kāinga development to enable this outcome.

14. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua is in the process of preparing a Climate Change Strategy, to protect,

strengthen and enhance the taonga tuku iho of Ngāti Rārua and secure the continued

wellbeing and prosperity of Ngāti Rārua whānau and marae through the impacts of climate

change. The Climate Change Strategy is focused around the four Pou of Kia Pai te Noho, Ngāti

Rārua Strategic Plan 2020-2040:  Mauri Ora / Cultural, Hononga / Social, Taiao / Environment,

and Ohaoha / Economic.3 It supports practical actions to respond effectively to climate

change, including a commitment to support innovation and creative thinking to help build

resilience, minimise climate risk, maintain wellbeing and protect our taonga, assets and

interests.  Ngāti Rārua mātauranga, history and cultural knowledge are the foundation for

development of strategy and practical measures to address climate change, and Ngāti Rārua

are actively exercising our traditions and tikanga at the core of decision making.

15. Ngāti Rārua also has an economic strategy, Te Aka Tōnui. This strategy seeks to empower

whānau by rejuvenating the Ngāti Rārua economy, while generating social, cultural and

environmental outcomes. This will deliver true prosperity and resilience to rapid external

change.

Iwi engagement on draft plan change 

16. As noted in section 25.3 of the Proposed Plan Change 29 Section 32 report,4 Council and iwi

representatives have been discussing new papa kāinga provisions for inclusion in the Nelson

plan since 2015. Ngāti Rārua representatives have taken an active part in this engagement as

resources have allowed.  During this time, iwi representatives have identified as key issues:

• the need to clearly provide for papa kāinga in the resource management plan, and

1 https://www.ngatirarua.iwi.nz/poipoia-te-ao-turoa/  
2 Sections 66(2A)(a) and 74(2A)(a).  
3 https://www.ngatirarua.iwi.nz/our-vision/?ref=ngatirarua.iwi.nz  
4 Nelson City Council Te Kaunihera o Whakatū – Section 32 Evaluation Report: Plan Change 29, dated 11 August 2023. 

https://www.ngatirarua.iwi.nz/poipoia-te-ao-turoa/
https://www.ngatirarua.iwi.nz/our-vision/?ref=ngatirarua.iwi.nz
https://hdp-au-prod-app-nels-shape-files.s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/7116/9103/1197/Section_32_Evaluation_Report_Plan_Change_29.pdf
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• iwi aspirations include providing for development in a manner consistent with their

traditional and cultural values.  This may result in types of development not anticipated

by the standard planning provisions.

17. We acknowledge the engagement undertaken by Council during development of the

proposed plan change.

Legislative and policy framework 

18. In achieving the purpose of the RMA, councils need to take into account the principles of the

Treaty of Waitangi in managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical

resources.5 The key Tiriti principles of Partnership and Active Protection – of the rights,

interests and values of iwi and hapū as the Crown’s Tiriti partners – are central to the ability of

Council to fulfil their statutory obligations.

19. In achieving the purpose of the RMA, councils also need to recognise and provide for the

matters of national importance identified in Section 6 of the RMA.  Section 6(e)is of particular

relevance:

6(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral 

lands, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga.  

20. Council must also have particular regard to matters in Section 7 of the RMA, which include:

7(a) Kaitiakitanga.  

Submission - general 

21. Ngāti Rārua supports in part proposed Plan Change 29.

22. Ngāti Rārua supports Proposed Plan Change 29 provisions that provide for papa kāinga.  These

proposed changes recognise the interests of tangata whenua as Treaty partners. Provisions

enabling the development of new papa kāinga in Whakatū are fundamental to recognising the

relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands (Section 6(e)

RMA) and enabling them to exercise kaitiakitanga over their land and resources (Section 7(a)

RMA). The proposed provisions will support tangata whenua iwi, hapū and whānau in the

development of their communally owned land in ways that allow traditional patterns of use.

In turn, this enables the maintenance of culture and traditions and provides for the social,

cultural and economic wellbeing of current and future generations of tangata whenua iwi,

hapū and whānau.

23. Ngāti Rārua also supports the general approach to climate change in Proposed Plan Change

29, as set out in 10.2 of the Section 32 Report.  These approaches include:

• Increased opportunity for intensification close to the city centre and suburban centres

to create a compact and efficient built environment, so avoiding carbon emissions,

5 Section 8 RMA. 
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• Implementing changes to support the Active Travel Strategy, which supports a

reduction in transport greenhouse gas emissions through shifts away from private

vehicle dominance,

• Including reference to water tanks and solar panels in the definition of structures,

• Generally not upzoning land that is subject to coastal and/or river flood hazard,

• A new objective, and new policies, rules and overlays to manage natural hazards

• Changes to stormwater management rules to minimise impermeable surfaces.

24. Ngāti Rārua is neutral with respect to other aspects of Proposed Plan Change 29.

25. The specific provisions of PC 29 that this submission relates to, reasons for our submission,

and decisions sought from Nelson City Council (NCC) are set out in Appendix 1.

26. Ngāti Rārua could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

27. Ngāti Rārua wishes to be heard in support of its submission.

28. If others make a similar submission, Ngāti Rārua will consider presenting a joint case with

them at a hearing.

DATED  31 October 2023 

Shane Graham 

Pou Whakahaere | CEO  

Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua 

ADDRESS  

FOR SERVICE: 

Rowena Cudby 

Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua  

Te Whare Mānuka, 187 Bridge Street, Nelson 7010 

rowena.cudby@ngatirarua.iwi.nz  

03 553 1198 / 027 234 4246 

mailto:rowena.cudby@ngatirarua.iwi.nz
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APPENDIX 1 – Ngāti Rārua Submission to proposed Plan Change 29 – Housing & Hazards 

Sub. 

# 

NRMP Volume 

& Chapter 

NRMP Provision Support or 

Oppose 

Reasons Decision sought 

1 Chapter 2 

Meaning of 

words 

New/amended definitions of 

‘ancestral land’, ‘ancillary 

activity’, ‘commercial 

activity’, ‘general title land’, 

‘Maori land’, ‘Papakāinga’, 

and ‘taonga’ 

Support These definitions support tangata whenua iwi, hapū 

and whānau in the development of their communally 

owned land in ways that allow traditional patterns of 

use. This enables the maintenance of culture and 

traditions and provides for the social, cultural and 

economic wellbeing of tangata whenua iwi, hapū and 

whānau.   

Retain 

2 “ New definition of 

‘Tipuna/tupuna’ 

Support in 

part 

The definition is generally supported but should be 

expanded to include grandparents for clarity. See 

definition in Te Aka | Māori Dictionary.  

Amend the definition to read: 

“Tipuna/tupuna means (in relation to papakāinga in the 

General, Medium Density and High Density Residential 

zones, Inner City and Suburban Commercial zones) 

ancestors, grandparents.” 

3 Chapter 5 

District wide 

objectives & 

policies 

DO1A: 

Objectives for 

papakāinga in 

the General, 

Medium and 

High Density 

Residential 

zones, Inner City 

and Suburban 

Commercial 

zones 

Objective DO1A.1 –  

Papakāinga are a taonga. 

Support in 

part 

This objective is largely supported as it provides for 

the protection and enhancement of the social, cultural 

and economic wellbeing of Te Tauihu tangata whenua 

iwi. 

Some wording changes are suggested to reflect the 

wider dimensions of papa kāinga and to enhance 

readability.  It is noted that DO1A.1.4 relates 

specifically to connection with ancestral land.  

Amend objective DO1A.1.1 to read: 

“To provide for traditional papakāinga, which are a 

taonga that: 

a. Empower and enable tangata whenua to live

on their ancestral land;

b. Provide for tangata whenua to maintain and

enhance their traditional and cultural

relationship with their ancestral land the 

maintenance of culture and traditions; 

c. Provide for the social, economic and cultural

wellbeing of tangata whenua, and

d. Are developed and used in accordance with

tikanga Māori, while recognising that

papakāinga may develop their own tikanga.

mailto:https://maoridictionary.co.nz/search?idiom=&phrase=&proverb=&loan=&histLoanWords=&keywords=tupuna
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Sub. 

# 

NRMP Volume 

& Chapter 

NRMP Provision Support or 

Oppose 

Reasons Decision sought 

4 “ Objective DO1A.1.2 Kia ora te 

mauri o te whanau (Māori 

living as Māori) 

Support This objective provides for the protection and 

enhancement of the social, cultural and economic 

wellbeing of Te Tauihu tangata whenua iwi, hapū and 

whānau. 

Retain wording of objective.  

Add macron to ‘whānau’ in the objective heading. 

5 “ Objective DO1A.1.3 Provide 

for the sustained occupation 

of ancestral land 

Support This objective provides for the protection and 

enhancement of the social, cultural and economic 

wellbeing of both current and future generations of Te 

Tauihu tangata whenua iwi, hapū and whānau. 

Retain. 

6 “ Objective DO1A.1.4 Provide 

for the development of land 

owned by tangata whenua.  

Support This objective recognises the cultural connection 

between tangata whenua and their ancestral land and 

allows for the maintenance of those connections.   

Retain. 

7 “ Objective DO1A.1.5 Working 

in partnership with tangata 

whenua to exercise tino 

rangatiratanga 

Support This objective provides for the exercise of tino 

rangatiratanga.  

Retain. 

8 Objective DO1A.1.6 

Increasing the visibility of 

tangata whenua through the 

design of papakāinga 

Support in 

part. 

Suggest rewording to place emphasis on the objective 

of providing for papa kāinga design led by tangata 

whenua and guided by tikanga Māori. This is 

supported by policy DO1A2.2. 

Amend to read: 

“To provide for papa kāinga design that is led by 

tangata whenua and guided by tikanga Māori.  

To increase the visibility of tangata whenua through 

papakāinga design that is led by tangata whenua and 

guided by tikanga Māori” 

Include consequent amendments to objective heading.  

9 “ Objective D01A.1.7 – 

Implementing Te Ao Māori 

and demonstrating 

kaitiakitanga in papakāinga 

development 

Support This objective provides for design, development and 

use of land that supports the protection and 

enhancement of the mauri of wider natural and 

physical resources.   

Retain. 

10 Chapter 5 

District wide 

objectives & 

policies 

Policy DO1A.2.1 – providing 

for papakāinga on Māori 

owned land 

Support This policy allows for papakāinga on both land in 

general title and on land held under Te Ture Whenua 

Māori Act 1993.  Given the relatively low proportion of 

land in Nelson City held under Te Ture Whenua Māori 

Retain. 
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Sub. 

# 

NRMP Volume 

& Chapter 

NRMP Provision Support or 

Oppose 

Reasons Decision sought 

DO1A.2: Policies 

for papakāinga 

in the General, 

Medium and 

High Density 

Residential 

zones, Inner City 

and Suburban 

Commercial 

zones 

Act, the enablement of papa kāinga on general land is 

vital to meaningful provision of papa kāinga 

development.    

11 “ Policy DO1A.2.2 – papakāinga 

to be led by tangata whenua 

Support This policy is supported as it allows for the design and 

development of papa kāinga to be led by tangata 

whenua in accordance with their own tikanga.  

However, it is quite similar to policy DO1A.2.3 – it is 

suggested that these two policies be amalgamated.   

Amalgamate with policy DO1A.2.3 with new wording to 

read: 

The location, extent, design and development of 

papakāinga, including extensions to existing 

papakāinga, will be led by tangata whenua, guided by 

kaupapa Māori and in accordance with tikanga. 

12 “ Policy DO1A.2.3 – location, 

extent and design of 

papakāinga 

Support As above. Amalgamate with policy DO1A.2.2 to read as above. 

13 “ Policy DO1A.2.4 – maximum 

scale of papakāinga 

development 

Support in 

part. 

Support the intent of this objective but rewording (b) 

will make it clearer that effects of the activity on 

adjoining properties need to be considered within the 

context of the plan, including the Zone in which the 

activity is located and the permitted activity rules for 

papa kāinga.  

Reword DO1A.2.4 to: 

The maximum intensity and scale of papakāinga 

development will be determined by the limitations of the 

site, including: 

a. Adequate provision of on-site infrastructure to

serve the papakāinga; and

b. Adverse effects on The extent to which adverse

effects on adjoining properties and the

environment are avoided, remedied or

mitigated, while recognising that papakāinga

may contain activities of a character, scale,
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Sub. 

# 

NRMP Volume 

& Chapter 

NRMP Provision Support or 

Oppose 

Reasons Decision sought 

intensity or range that are not provided for in 

the surrounding area.  

While recognising that papakāinga may contain 

activities of a character, scale, intensity or range that 

are not provided for in the surrounding area.  

14 “ Policy DO1A.2.5 – non-

residential aspects of 

papakāinga 

Support This policy recognises the wider aspects of traditional 

papakāinga.  

Retain. 

15 “ Policy DO1A.2.6 – papakāinga 

design guides and 

development plans 

Support This policy is supported, but suggest rewording for 

readability.  

Reword to: 

The Council will support tangata whenua where tangata 

whenua choose to prepare papakāinga design guidelines 

and implement them through development plans. 

Tangata whenua will be encouraged to prepare 

development plans for papakāinga that are consistent 

with any relevant papakāinga design guides. 

16 Chapter 7 

Residential Zone 

Rule REr.19V – papakāinga 

development in General, 

Medium Density, High 

Density Residential zones 

(Sch.AA) 

Support This rule provides for the social, cultural and economic 

wellbeing of Te Tauihu tangata whenua iwi, hapū and 

whānau. 

Retain. 

17 Chapter 7 

Residential Zone 

Schedule AA Papakāinga 

development – General, 

Medium and High Density 

Residential zones 

Support This schedule provides for the social, cultural and 

economic wellbeing of Te Tauihu tangata whenua 

whenua iwi, hapū and whānau. 

Change to assessment criteria suggested to more fully 

implement advice note 1 contained in DO1A 

Papakāinga in the General, Medium and High Density 

Residential zones, Inner City and Suburban 

Commercial zones. 

Retain, with addition to Assessment Criteria AA.6: 

(c) For resource consent applications considered under

this Schedule AA, the Council will seek advice from the

relevant iwi authority and will rely on this advice. The

matters that Council will seek advice from iwi authorities

on include whakapapa or ancestral connection to the

land and any other relevant matter related to tikanga

Māori.

18 Chapter 8 Inner 

City Zone 

Rule ICr.55B – Papakāinga 

development 

Support This rule provides for the social, cultural and economic 

wellbeing of Te Tauihu tangata whenua whenua iwi, 

hapū and whānau. 

Retain, with addition to Assessment Criteria IC55B.4: 

(c) For resource consent applications under ICr.55B the

Council will seek advice from the relevant iwi authority

https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/162/0/0/1/132
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/162/0/0/1/132
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/162/0/0/1/132
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Sub. 

# 

NRMP Volume 

& Chapter 

NRMP Provision Support or 

Oppose 

Reasons Decision sought 

Change to assessment criteria suggested to more fully 

implement advice note 1 contained in DO1A 

Papakāinga in the General, Medium and High Density 

Residential zones, Inner City and Suburban 

Commercial zones. 

and will rely on this advice. The matters that Council will 

seek advice from iwi authorities on include whakapapa 

or ancestral connection to the land and any other 

relevant matter related to tikanga Māori. 

19 Chapter 9 

Suburban 

Commercial 

Rule SCr.20B Papakāinga 

development 

Support This rule provides for the social, cultural and economic 

wellbeing of Te Tauihu tangata whenua whenua iwi, 

hapū and whānau. 

Change to assessment criteria suggested to more fully 

implement advice note 1 contained in DO1A 

Papakāinga in the General, Medium and High Density 

Residential zones, Inner City and Suburban 

Commercial zones. 

Retain, with addition to Assessment Criteria SCr20B.4: 

(c) For resource consent applications under SCr.20B the

Council will seek advice from the relevant iwi authority

and will rely on this advice. The matters that Council will

seek advice from iwi authorities on include whakapapa

or ancestral connection to the land and any other

relevant matter related to tikanga Māori.
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