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ARA POUTAMA AOTEAROA, THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS: 
SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 29 TO THE NELSON 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

To: 

Submitter: 

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

Email: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Ara Poutama Aotearoa the Department of Corrections 
Private Box 1206 
Wellington 6140 

Attention: Andrea Millar – Manager, Resource Management and Land Management 
Phone:  
Email:  andrea.millar@corrections.govt.nz  

Ara Poutama Aotearoa, the Department of Corrections (Ara Poutama) makes submissions on Plan Change 
29 (PC29) to the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) in the attached document. 

Ara Poutama confirms it could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

Ara Poutama would like to be heard in support of its submission. If other submitters make a similar 
submission, Ara Poutama will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.  

_____________________________________________________________ 
Andrea Millar – Manager, Resource Management and Land Management 

For and behalf of Ara Poutama Aotearoa, the Department of Corrections 

Dated this 19th day of September 2023 

Received: 19/09/2023
Sub No: S204
NDOCS: 539570224-15832

mailto:environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz
mailto:rmalm@corrections.govt.nz
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Introduction 
Ara Poutama Aotearoa, the Department of Corrections (Ara Poutama) is responsible under the Corrections 
Act 2004 for enforcing sentences and orders of the criminal court and the New Zealand parole board.  In 
meeting this responsibility, Ara Poutama establishes and operates custodial and non-custodial corrections 
facilities, monitors people in the care of the Ara Poutama serving their sentences in the community and 
provides housing to assist people to reintegrate back into the community.  

Ara Poutama considers that its services enable people and communities to provide for their social and 
cultural well-being and for their health and safety, and therefore those activities and services contribute to 
the sustainable management purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

This submission relates solely to the provision of housing provided by Ara Poutama to assist people 
reintegrate back into the community.  

Residential Activities Provided by Ara Poutama 
Ara Poutama delivers and manages residential housing throughout New Zealand to assist people within its 
care with their transition and/or reintegration into the community where they have been on custodial 
sentences, and to assist people with proactively participating in society where they are on community-based 
sentences. These homes accommodate people following their release from prison and/or those serving 
community-based sentences (such as home detention). There is a range of rehabilitation, reintegration and 
support provided in these houses, depending on the needs of the residents.  

Residential housing provided by Ara Poutama includes necessary facilities, such as sleeping, cooking, 
bathing and toilet facilities, which encompass a typical household living scenario; and a typical residential 
dwelling, within a residential setting, is utilised for such purposes.  While people living in this residential 
environment are subject to electronic monitoring and/or conditions which restrict when they can come and go 
from the home without approval, they are not detained in the home.  In limited instances, supervisory staff 
are present on-site to provide a level of support (being a range of rehabilitation, re-integration and support 
services) appropriate to meet the needs of the individual(s) residing at the site.  These support staff do not 
reside on-site and have an alternative residential address.  In most instances, supervisory staff will provide 
support on a part-time basis, or in the case of a probation officer, on a scheduled check-in basis.   

The Courts may sentence an offender to a community sentence such as home detention as an alternative to 
imprisonment.  Individuals on home detention serve a home-based sentence at a suitable and approved 
residence and are electronically monitored 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  The purpose of electronic 
monitoring is to deter the offender from breaching conditions that relate to his or her whereabouts and 
monitor compliance with those conditions.1  Home detention and associated electronic monitoring allow 
individuals to seek or maintain employment, complete a sentence of community work if imposed, access 
programmes to address their offending, be involved in prosocial activities, and maintain their family 
relationships.  It is an increasingly common sentence for many individuals in Ara Poutama’s care who 
otherwise may have received a short prison sentence for their offending (they can be sentenced to home 
detention from 14 days to one year).   

Ara Poutama is therefore responsible for a range of residential housing, which vary in nature and scale, all of 
which is within the ambit of a residential activity. Demand for these services exist nationally, including within 
Nelson City. This is in part driven by the provisions of the Sentencing Act 2002, requiring sentencing judges 
consider community-based sentences before considering custodial sentences. 

It is important that provision is made to enable residential housing provided by Ara Poutama, to establish and 
operate, within appropriate residential areas, which is likely to include areas of housing intensification.   

1 Sentencing Act 2002, section 80E. 
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Ara Poutama’s Submission on Plan Change 29 
Introduction 

Ara Poutama has an interest in the implications that the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) has on 
the establishment and operation of residential housing in Nelson City.  

Ara Poutama supports the overall intent of PC29 to facilitate sufficient housing capacity to meet growth 
pressures, and the provision of a well-functioning urban environment to give effect to the provisions within 
the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD). In particular, Ara Poutama supports the 
following changes to objectives (changes underlined):  

(a) New objective DO13A.5 seeking:

Urban development that supports a well-functioning urban environment and meets the community’s
current needs without compromising future needs.

(b) New objective DO14.1 seeking:

Subdivision and development supports a well-functioning urban environment that recognises and is
appropriate to the natural characteristics of the City, increase housing choice, and is consistent with
principles of high quality urban design and the orderly and efficient use of land.

To achieve a well-functioning environment, it is essential that the NRMP as amended by PC29 clearly 
enables a diverse range of households that exist within neighbourhoods, including homes that serve 
particular needs in our communities. Those households may include those with specific health needs who 
are subject to supervision and support.  To support the effective functioning of the justice system and to 
enable Ara Poutama to fulfil its statutory mandate, it should also include housing that it provides to those 
within its care.   

In that context, to achieve a well-functioning urban environment to meet the community’s needs, the relevant 
NRMP activity definitions must clearly encompass – or at least not exclude – the diverse range of 
households within communities, including those that serve particular needs. Those activities must be 
enabled as permitted activities in relevant residential zones.  

The Definition of “Residential Activity” 

The current definition of “residential activity” in the NRMP reads (emphasis added): 

“Residential activity”: 

means the use of land and buildings by people for living accommodation where the occupiers intend to 
live at the site for a period of one month or more, and will generally refer to the site as their home and 
permanent address; and includes accessory buildings and leisure activities. 

a. accommodation offered to not more than four travellers for a daily tariff in association with a
permanent resident as described above, or

b. emergency and refuge accommodation, or

c. accommodation for supervision staff and residents, where residents are subject to care or
supervision (e.g. homes for persons with disabilities, and homes for the elderly), but not for places
where residents are subject to detention.

https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/130/0/20898/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/129/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/129/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/129/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/129/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
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The definition of “residential activity” specifically excludes places where residents are subject to detention. It 
is not clear what constitutes “detention” in this definition, as that term is not defined in the NRMP.  That 
creates inherent uncertainty in the kind of accommodation that these exclusions do and do not cover, which 
can lead to significant issues with, and inconsistencies in, plan administration and interpretation.  

Recognising that, Ara Poutama has recently sought confirmation from the Council as to whether the 
proposed use of two residential dwellings containing residents on community-based sentences or orders, 
together with on-site support and supervision was captured by the definition of “residential activity”. The 
Council accepted Ara Poutama’s position that residents would not be subject to detention and therefore the 
housing was a “residential activity”.  

While the Council has accepted that position, Ara Poutama considers the definition of “residential activity” 
should be amended to reflect the Council’s interpretation and provide clarity that housing containing 
residents on community-based sentences or orders are not subject to detention. Ara Poutama therefore 
considers the detention exclusion should be deleted. Alternatively, if the Council considers that the definition 
should continue to clearly exclude facilities of a custodial nature, such as prisons, Ara Poutama considers it 
would be appropriate to replace the detention exclusion with reference to custodial facilities.     

In addition to being supported by the proposed PC29 objectives above, providing a clear and certain 
pathway for housing provided by Ara Poutama would also support the outcomes sought by the objectives 
and policies of the NPS-UD to achieve well-functioning urban environments that enable all people to provide 
for their social wellbeing, including by enabling a variety of homes that meet the needs of different 
households.2 

Decision Sought from Council: 

(a) Amend the definition of “residential activity” in the NRMP as follows to provide clarity that persons on
community-based sentences or orders are captured by the definition, consistent with the Council’s
interpretation:

“Residential activity”:

means the use of land and buildings by people for living accommodation where the occupiers intend
to live at the site for a period of one month or more, and will generally refer to the site as their home
and permanent address; and includes accessory buildings and leisure activities.

a. accommodation offered to not more than four travellers for a daily tariff in association with a
permanent resident as described above, or

b. emergency and refuge accommodation, or

c. accommodation for supervision staff and residents, where residents are subject to care or
supervision (e.g. homes for persons with disabilities, and homes for the elderly), but not for
places where residents are subject to detention.

2 Objective 1 and Policy 1, National Policy Statement for Urban Development, Updated May 2022. 

https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
https://nelson.isoplan.co.nz/operative/rules/0/53/0/0/1/131
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RMA Submission Form for 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Return your submission by 4pm on 
Tuesday 31 October 2023 to:

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

(Hand delivery or courier to: Ground Floor, Civic House, 110 Trafalgar Street, 
Nelson 7010 or email to: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz with plan 
change no.29 in the subject line) 

*Required

Submitter Details

Full Name* 

Organisation 

Contact Person 

Postal address* 

Telephone* Email* 

Trade Competition* 

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a 

submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

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

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

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

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

Council Hearing* 

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

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

 I/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar 
submission at any hearings.  

Public information 

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

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

council. 

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

Date* 

OFFICE USE 

Submission No: 

Date Received Stamp: 

NDOCs No: 

Michelle G. McLean MSc (Otago)

iammichellemclean@gmail.com

20/09/2023Michelle McLean





21/ Sep/ 2023

S205

539570224-15842

6 Harper Street

mailto:environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz


RMA Submission Form for 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Page 2 of 3

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

 Entire Plan Change 
 Residential 
 Inner City and City Fringe 
 Industrial 
 Suburban Commercial 
 Natural Hazards/Climate Change 
 Heritage 

 Papakāinga 
 Transport 
 Mapping 
 Infrastructure 
 Area outside of Plan Change 
 Subdivision 
 Other 

I/we*:  
 Oppose the Plan Change in part 
 Support the Plan change in part  
 Are Neutral about the Plan Change 

 Oppose the Plan Change  
 Support the Plan Change  
 Request amendments to the Plan Change 

My submission is*:  
(Include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your 
views) 





Allow the taller buildings on the North side of east-West direction streets which are wide (eg Nile, Wainui, 
Weka) or across from a park (eg Northesk) thus the shadow will mostly be on the street or the park.

Smaller buildings on North of narrower West-Eats direction streets.

Might not make everyone happy but could be something we could all tolerate.



RMA Submission Form for 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Page 3 of 3

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

Note: 
1) This form is only for the purpose of making a submission on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson Resource

Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support or opposition to an original
submission) or for making a submission on a resource consent or on Council’s Annual Plan.

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

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

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

a. is frivolous or vexatious.

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.

c. would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further.

d. contains offensive language.

e. is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared

by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to

give expert advice on the matter.

Amend the Plan Change as outlined in the reasons above.



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

Submission points

Documents included with submission

Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Natural
Hazards/Climate
Change

General natural
hazards/Climate
change

Oppose in part It would be
dangerous to
build tall
buildings in
this area

I would like the Council to prevent
any three story or higher buildings
in the NRMP fault hazard overlay or
the Fault Hazard corridoor...the
areas identified as being where the
earthquake fault is or is thought to
be.

None

Sub No: S205 Continued
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RMA Submission Form for 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Return your submission by 4pm on 
Tuesday 31 October 2023 to:

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

(Hand delivery or courier to: Ground Floor, Civic House, 110 Trafalgar Street, 
Nelson 7010 or email to: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz with plan 
change no.29 in the subject line) 

*Required

Submitter Details

Full Name* 

Organisation 

Contact Person 

Postal address* 

Telephone* Email* 

Trade Competition* 

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a 

submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

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

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

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

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

Council Hearing* 

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

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

 I/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar 
submission at any hearings.  

Public information 

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

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

council. 

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

Date* 

OFFICE USE 

Submission No: 

Date Received Stamp: 

NDOCs No: 

Katrina Ward

021 613 361 kvanlooy_811@hotmail.com





Katrina Ward 22/09/2023

50 The Ridgeway, Enner Glynn

S208

22 - Sep - 2023

539570224-15846

mailto:environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz
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The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan Change that my submission relates to are as follows: 

 Entire Plan Change 
 Residential 
 Inner City and City Fringe 
 Industrial 
 Suburban Commercial 
 Natural Hazards/Climate Change 
 Heritage 

 Papakāinga 
 Transport 
 Mapping 
 Infrastructure 
 Area outside of Plan Change 
 Subdivision 
 Other 

I/we*:  
 Oppose the Plan Change in part 
 Support the Plan change in part  
 Are Neutral about the Plan Change 

 Oppose the Plan Change  
 Support the Plan Change  
 Request amendments to the Plan Change 

My submission is*:  
(Include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your 
views) 





I oppose the plan change as I think it's unfair to current owners in pre existing neighbourhoods.

I would like it noted that while I agree with the fact of having to build upwards instead of outwards and fully 
support this way forward, I do not like the idea of the council and building companies or big co operations 
having the right to build beside long standing houses essentially blocking their daylight hours, taking away the 
sunlight especially in winter when it is most needed and also having the right to build only one metre from the 
boundry lines. 

I am the home owner of a 1950s house on The Ridgeway who has their sun blocked in the mornings by a 
house at our back. We already do not get good sun in the winter being on the shady side of the Ridgeway and 
if your plan goes ahead then we are in danger of having our summer sun blocked as well at the front. This 
means that we would get no sun at any time of the day and at any time of the year. I think that these sorts of 
things need to be taken into consideration when making these rules as if this plan goes ahead then I can't do 
anything about it. Not even have my opinion deemed to matter. Which of course is why I am doing this now.

I also have a wonderful view out towards Richmond over the water that would also be blocked if this went 
ahead.
While I'm pro building upwards and also get the urgency of removing the red tape for housing, I would like it 
to be taken into consideration houses like mine that could lose all of their value if these changes were to go 
ahead.
At this moment I fear that one day someone is going to be able to come along and build out my view, privacy 
and warmth and not to forget daylight hours and there would be nothing that I could do about it. This is not a 
humane way to go about this. We are still all people after all.

I also would like to state here that I am making this submission this way as I was so confused with your online 
process and when I got to the stage of choosing a submitter? I decided to do it this way.
I have already rung up to figure out where my house stood in amongst all of the 300+ pages of plan change29 
and had to get someone to ring me back so I could find it. The lady was very nice on the phone by the way.
Can somebody go through sites like this and put a lot of it into plain speech please?
Sometimes it seems deliberately hard to follow on purpose.

Lastly living where I am I have watched the new builds go up around Coster Street and while they look nice I 
dont think that plans are taking into consideration the fact of being able to have outside space?
What about a little garden so they can grow their own vegetables? Or even a small balcony so they can grow a 
little bit in pots?
There is not even room for community gardens close to these builds.
I think that this is important point because if this is the way of the future then more and more of us are going 
to end up living like this and the idea of not being able to be outside at all or grow our own things is an awful 
future to imagine.
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Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 
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I seek the following decision from the Council*: 
(Give precise details, where amendments are sought, provide details below of what changes you would like to see).

Note: 
1) This form is only for the purpose of making a submission on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson Resource

Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support or opposition to an original
submission) or for making a submission on a resource consent or on Council’s Annual Plan.

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

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

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

a. is frivolous or vexatious.

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.

c. would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further.

d. contains offensive language.

e. is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared

by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to

give expert advice on the matter.

I seek that Council either reject the Plan Change or make amendments so that:
- there is consideration for pre existing properties before you build giant concrete walls one metre

from boundaries ensuring they block out views, daylight, warmth and privacy.
- people have a say for any development next to their pre existing property, when it could devalue it

due to restrictions on sunlight/daylight hours (no warmth in winter meaning higher fuel electricty
costs) and the changing face of neighbourhoods.
- consideration is given to privacy, outlook and land allocation for community gardens to grow food.



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

Submitter No. S209

Submitter Name Tom Kennedy

Submitter first name Tom

Submitter surname Kennedy

Submitter is contact Yes

Email tom.kennedy170@gmail.com

Wish to be heard No

Joint presentation No

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

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points
Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Received: 31/10/2023 
NDOCS-539570224-18377

Residential
Zones

High 
Density
Residential
Zones

Support in part I would suggest a phased 
approach to high density 
residential areas. They 
would expand slowly out 
from the city centre where 
the impact on existing 
neighbourhoods is 
acceptable and the 
residents in the 
neighbourhood have input 
into the final design and 
position of the 
development. i.e. It is not 
solely a decision based on 
market availability of land.
The existing map showing 
the area of high density 
housing is too broad brush. 
Neighbourhoods in this 
area need to have input 
into redrawing the 
boundaries and identify 
suitable sites for 6 storey
buildings.

My concern is with High density 
residential boundaries. In particular 
I cannot imagine a 6 storey 
building on the west side of Harper 
Street. The impact on the 
ambience of the street would be 
devastating . There are a number 
of sites closer to the city centre 
where 6 storey buildings could be 
built without impact on the 
existing nature of the 
neighbourhood. I can imagine a 
situation where the position of a 
new 6 storey building is random 
and only dependent on the 
agreement of the existing land 
owner to sell. As long as the 
developer satisfied the new plan 
requirements then there would be 
no recourse of near by residents to 
restrict the height of the building.

mailto:tom.kennedy170@gmail.com










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

Submitter No. S213

Submitter Name Kylie Young

Submitter first name Kylie

Submitter middle name Elizabeth

Submitter surname Young

Submitter is contact Yes

Email kylieelizabethhussey@gmail.com

Wish to be heard No

Joint presentation Yes

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

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points

Documents included with submission

Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Entire Plan
Change

General
opposition

Oppose ​I disagree with Plan 29. I do not want home
owners to lose their valuable daylight and
sunshine on their properties. Putting 3-6
story buildings is ridiculous. We will lose
what makes Nelson a special place to live
and bring up our families.

Stop plan 29.

None

Received: 31/10/2023 
NDOCS-539570224-18378

mailto:kylieelizabethhussey@gmail.com
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Online submission
This is a submission that was made online via the Council's website.

Submitter No. S219

Submitter Name Pritesh Mandaliya

Submitter first name Pritesh

Submitter surname Mandaliya

Submitter is contact Yes

Email priteshs1_2002@yahoo.com

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

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

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points
Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Received: 31/10/2023 
NDOCS-539570224-18379

Entire
Plan
Change

General 
support

I want council to 
go ahead with
Plan Change 29

I Support the new proposed change 29. I am 
living in Nelson from past 11 years and I got 
7 Properties in Nelson. I have done 2 
subdivisions. As being a landlord for 7 
properties. I see a real demand in more 
housing in Nelson. Rent is going up wards 
only because there are not many properties 
on the market. And we really don't have 
much flat land in Nelson. But there are many 
properties on good size section which can be 
subdivided to add more houses. But after 
doing 2 subdivision I found it very hard and 
costly to deal with the whole process. Council 
should definitely encourage people like me 
to try to add more house stock in Nelson and 
the only way we can do it if there is a easy 
process and numbers works out to do so. I 
am very happy that council is looking I right 
direction. We need more house in Nelson 
and change 29 way is a good start. We need 
to think long terms and Nelson is getting 
more popular for people to migrate to. I 
myself came from Auckland 11 years ago and 
have to plan to move out of Nelson.

mailto:priteshs1_2002@yahoo.com
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environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 
Nelson City Council 
Via email 

8 Vickerman Street 
PO Box 844, Nelson 7040 
+64 3 548 2099
info@portnelson.co.nz
www.portnelson.co.nz

Nelson Resource Management Plan - Plan Change 29 - Port Nelson Limited Submission 

To whom it may concern 

Please find attached Port Nelson Limited's submission on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson 

Resource Management Plan. 

We welcome the opportunity to discuss the contents of our submission with council officers as 

required. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at colin.devenish@portnelson.govt.nz or 021 729 034. 

Yours sincerely 

Colin Devenish 

General Manager - Environment, Infrastructure and Maintenance 

� 
QUAYCONNECT QUAYPACKj fj 

STEVEDORING 

Sub No: S224 Continued
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Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Carolyn Marshall 

51 Manuka St 

Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 03 545 7974 

Email: carolynam05@hotmail.com 

Signature of Submitter:    

Date: October 31 2023 

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

I do NOT wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

Firstly, I reject PC 29 in its entirety: 

This is a far-reaching plan as stated by the mayor. Its immediate impact on us personally was an 

increase in stress given that it becomes possible for the development of a high rise type of building 

next door/in the neighbourhood with no consultation. The Future Development Strategy spells out 

the need for neighbourhood plans before an intensification policy is cemented in place. This plan 29 

seems to ignore that (amongst other things) but has picked out some support from within the 

strategy for high rise buildings as a stand alone solution. 

It is our belief that council has seemed to ignore the well being of its citizens by its current plan 

proposal. A common theme at the meetings I attended was the stress this has caused. 

I cannot understand how Council could not realise the potential impact on the community that this 

Received: 31/10/2023
Sub No: S244
NDOCS: 539570224-18003



plan in its current form has engendered. 

I believe this plan is too narrow in scope and ignores the wider definitions of environment as defined 

in the current RMA – which includes people and communities. 

 I am flabbergasted that Council and planners could not see the potential 

for developer-led high rise buildings leading to a degraded skyline quite out of character with such 

(current) aims as ‘residential character’, ‘privacy and outlook’, ‘scale’, ‘streetscape, landscape and 

natural features’. The current ‘broad brush’ approach which labels whole areas as high or medium 

density where building development can go ahead as long as it fits within a few criteria will lead to 

unacceptable outcomes. 

 One of the attractions of Nelson – it’s why people come here – is obviously its weather, especially its 

sunshine. Council’s own housing preference report (a joint TDC an NCC effort) puts this very 

attraction as a number one housing preference . It seems frankly ludicrous that a plan is 

countenanced which has, as one of its consequences, the potential to affect the amount of sunlight 

an affected neighbouring property could receive – especially if that property currently has full 

exposure to sunshine. People have bought their properties under current rules including 

daylight/sunshine angles. To have that arbitrarily changed (when I believe there are excellent viable 

alternatives) adds to the stress caused by putting forward this plan in its current form. Neighbours 

 have gone to the trouble of installing solar panels within the past couple of years. I am left 

wondering if there is protection for that investment? And obviously there are plenty of other home 

owners will be feeling the same. I have even heard of people putting off their planned installation 

because of Plan 29. 

If it is not rejected then: 

1. It has been stated at numerous meetings “This is a ‘Broad Brush approach’ that requires public

submissions to refine the plan”. Such a statement implies PC 29 has been prematurely put out for 

public submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that requires the public to learn and 

understand its entirety, so they can re-design it. 

I 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. Or preferably re-think the approach and consider far 

more comprehensive neighbourhood plans and consultation. 



2. Because I believe that the warmth from sunshine and quality daylight is central to Nelson residents’
well being I want the Council to maintain the AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules to all pre-existing
properties, unless the owner gives written approval to the contrary.

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. 

3. I support intensification and oppose the endless green fields development which has characterised

expansion but strongly believe that planning is essential to prevent a hotch potch approach. Nelson 

is a ‘Low Rise’ City with a collection of heritage and non-heritage character buildings that have 

attracted people for generations. 

I believe Council needs to lead the way in showing a long term development plan into which 

developers fit rather than letting developers have their head. Areas for development need to be 

identified on an urban block by block approach and then that information needs to be 

communicated to residents of Nelson. I would like to see an over-arching Urban Development 

Agency which identifies suitable areas for intensification and which has a long term view. 

As such I oppose the current high and medium density zones . Council should remove HDRZ from the 

plan completely (perhaps with the central city an exception) and should apply the new General 

Residential Zone equally across the entire Nelson district on the introduction of PC29, on the basis 

that AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules will apply to all pre-existing properties, unless the 

owner gives written approval to the contrary. 

Council should look at progressively phasing in intensification – e.g. the inner city, which is perhaps 

the most obvious place to start where 6 storey buildings may not look totally out of place. The 

concept of a commercial ground floor (retaining current facades and character where possible) with 

residential upper floors is a popular idea being mooted by many. Potentially developing the inner city 

first will ‘mop up’ anticipated demand (and there appears to be some question mark over predicted 

figures based on Stats NZ) – possibly for some decades to come. This has a benefit that it will give far 

more time for a cohesive and well thought out plan (neighbourhood plans) which identifies other 

suitable areas - with city fringe areas being the next obvious target area(s). 

There are lots of ideas out there – encourage car yards to move, develop the army yard. I want to see 



Council be prepared to use the expertise of urban planners and architects to come up with 

innovative and attractive solutions. I fully support submissions such as that presented by Architect 

William Samuels. 

Intensify by design rather than developers. 

4. Finally 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. 



RMA Submission Form for 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Return your submission by 4pm on 

Tuesday 31 October 2023 to: 

Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submissions 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

(Hand delivery or courier to: Ground Floor, Civic House, 110 Trafalgar Street, 

Nelson 7010 or email to: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz with plan 

change no.29 in the subject line} 

*Required

Submitter Details

Full Name* 

Organisation 

Contact Person 

Postal address* 

Kathleen Brewster 

Nelson City Council 

Te Kaunihera o Whakatii

OFFICE USE 

Submission No: �24,5' 
Date Received Stamp: 

11/09/2023 

NDOCs No: 
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Telephone* I Email* I brewsterkath@gmail.com

Trade Competition* 

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a 

submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

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

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

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

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

Council Hearing* 

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

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

D I/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar 
submission at any hearings. 

Public information 

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

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

council. 

Kathleen Brewster 

Signature of Submitter* 

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter - a signature is

not required if you make your submission by electronic means} 

11-09-2023

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

Submitter No. S247

Submitter Name David Turpin

Submitter first name David

Submitter middle name Willis

Submitter surname Turpin

Submitter is contact Yes

Email turpin.dw@gmail.com

Wish to be heard Yes

Joint presentation Yes

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

Directly affected N/A

Withhold contact details? No

Submission points
Plan section Provision Support/oppose Reasons Decision sought

Entire Plan
Change

General 
opposition

Oppose The reasons have been 
stated in the above text 
box.

Main reason is that the 
negative effects of such a 
drastic high intensification 
plan will reduce the 
overall feel and attraction 
of Nelson city. The 
possibility of increased 
housing will be more 
negative of the residents 
of Nelson then positive by 
the way of loss of sunlight, 
increased vehicles on the 
streets, loss of historic 
buildings and beautiful 
districts.
Overall loss of attraction 
for people to come to 
Nelson.

mailto:turpin.dw@gmail.com


Hi NCC my name is David Turpin. I 
moved to Nelson 5 years ago and own a 
property on Locking street. I have a 
degree in industrial designer and now I 
work as a Builder.

I am writing to oppose Plan29. I oppose 
the current plan and what it entails in its 
entirety. I am all for intensifying Nelson 
where needed, but it must all take into 
account the Vibe and feel which Nelson 
has. This is what makes it such an 
attractive city to start with. We must not 
loose this.

I oppose the the creation of high, 
medium and general residential zones. I 
disagree with the heights which NCC 
has applied to these zones. I also 
oppose the new sunlight angles which 
plan29 has.

I oppose the inner city and city fringe 
zones. I feel the heights are completely 
unnecessary and should be removed 
and restricted to a lower height.

I oppose the allowed dwelling numbers 
in residential zones per title.

I am oppose to and in disbelief that 
plan 29 would remove heritage 
protections.

I can continue to go on about what I 
oppose with this plan and list every 
single point but I won’t. Instead I will 
ask that the NCC completely stop this 
current Plan29 change and go back to 
the drawing board and talk with 
residents of the city, planners, builders 
and designers. For NCC to come up a 
new plan which protects Nelson as a 
city and also allows for increased 
housing, but done in the right way.

I am unsure why the council believes 
that we need to put such drastic 
measure in place, relaxing restrictions 
and expanding such high density 
development to residential areas. 
Especially since we have such large 
areas which can easily be developed in 
the city centre and city fringe. We have 
multiple large car yards within the city.



If there was such a high demand to 
develop inner city units and complex's, 
these parcels of land would be far too 
valuable to remain car yards and would 
be developed into housing which you 
believe we need.

The decision I would like the NCC to 
make is to scrap this current Plan29 and 
rethink it with more input from the 
community and to look at very 
progressive and beautiful cities like 
Boulder Colorado. We could almost 
copy and paste their zoning rules.

I also feel that it’s is a strong conflict of 
interest that two of the appointed panel 
members are two councillors who are 
openly pro plan29. I want NCC to have 
all three panel members to be 
independent and not associated with 
the NCC.

The negative effects of Plan29 far 
outweigh the positive effects in my view.

The loss of sunlight from houses and 
sections not only has a huge affect on 
people’s health, by lack of sunlight for 
gardens, sunny outside areas, sunlight 
into the house, it means the use of 
sustainable renewable energy is lost 
from solar. The lack of privacy with high 
rise units looking directly into people’s 
private property.

The loss of beautiful heritage homes 
and streets which bring people to areas 
to walk through will be lost and 
replaced with high density buildings. 
The beauty of a city is just as important 
if not more than cramming people city 
centre so they can walk to amenities. If 
the place is ugly and lacks sunlight who 
wants to walk around or even live there.

We have a very very small city, a 
population of 55k people. Our public 
transport is shocking and that’s 
understandable with such small 
numbers. But our projected growth is 
not big enough to warrant lack of 
parking for residents and ugly extremely 
high density blocks in residential 
neighbourhoods. The high density 
buildings will cause major



issues with parking and huge increases 
in traffic on those streets making it 
dangerous for children and walkers and 
pets. Especially residential streets like 
mine which don’t have footpaths.

I live on Locking street and we have 
already had multiple meetings with the 
council about the danger of the street 
from traffic, a lot of which comes from 
Franklin village. High density units will 
just add to this. Out the front of my 
house two cars were crashed into and 
written off before speed bumps were 
put in.

I have put together a very rough idea of 
how I would like to see Nelson move 
forward with the new zone changes and 
intensification.

I am currently in Boulder Colorado 
which has a population of 100k and has 
a very similar feel to Nelson. Yet they 
have strong restrictions on heritage and 
they also don’t have building heights as 
plan29 proposes. Their city centre is 
beautiful and would max at 3-4 stories 
and most are 2-3.

The same goes for Denver a city of 
700k. A short walk from the city centre 
which has high rise buildings and 
apartments, they have beautiful streets 
with heritage houses and restrictions on 
where and what they can build. This has 
kept the history and feel of both cities.

The more I look at downtown Denver 
residential and Boulder City as a whole 
with their green zones, large protected 
historical areas and beautiful streets 
(not all areas in downtown Denver are 
nice) I am confused as to why we need 
such high density rules for our very 
small town of 55k people. Even if this 
was to double we could house people 
without 6 storey buildings.

We need to keep the vibe and feel of 
Nelson and direct future development 
to complement this. The vibe and feel 
of Nelson is why it is such an attractive 
city.



Documents included with submission

My proposal in the rough:

Nelson plan 29
(update) proposal.
All residential areas to have the same 
rules. (No different zoning) Maximum 
non consented building height of 8.5m. 
With an absolute height of 11 m if 
resource consent is applied for. Current 
daylight angles will remain, meaning 
Neighbour sign off for reduced sunlight 
and extra height must be required.

All resources consents to have 
neighbouring consultation.

City Centre district/area to have a 
maximum height of 11m or (3-4 
stories).
With an absolute height of 14m under 
resource consent application.
Industrial/commercial zones to have 
the same restrictions.
All residential areas to be allowed 2 
dwellings per title. as long as it 
conforms to daylight angles, height 
restrictions and ground coverage of 
40%. Any extra height or dwelling must 
go through resource consent and will 
require Neigbour sign off.
Minimum subdivision and section size     
m². No offstreet parking required.

Maximum ground cover of 40%.
Daylight angles and height restricti ns 
will remain the same. Any extra height 
or ground coverage must be done 
under resource consent and will need 
Neighbour sign off.
Heritage protection on all existing 
heritage zones. More talk required for 
extra heritage houses/ buildings to be 
added.
Remember extra height or rooms can 
always be added by going 
underground. Many city’s have half or a 
full level underground (resource 
consent need)
I have taken lots of photos of both 
Boulder and Denver city and would like 
to bring these when I submit in person.
Cheers
David Turpin

None
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