


Set out below are the key reasons why we
seek an unconditional rejection of the
proposed heritage listing of our property:

1. Significant alterations have already been
made and approved by heritage New
Zealand and NCC

We have just completed a complete
renovation of the house including adding to
the original floorplate, energy efficiency
measures such as fully insulating the house
and double glazing the windows, adding a
central heating system, adding a basketball
court, home gym, cinema room, wine cellar
and laundry / utility room. Prior to our
purchase, the nature of the house and
surrounding areas had been fundamentally
altered since the 1925 version the heritage
recommendation is trying to preserve —
namely enclosure of previously outdoor
verandas and loggias, insertion of a
swimming pool and conversion of old
garage into a pool house.

Essentially, the nature of the property has
been so fundamentally altered that it no
longer represents the "way of life of the
Anglican Diocese of Nelson'’s bishops
between 1925 and the late 1990s".

2. Examples of cited heritage construction
methods and materials items no longer exist
As part of previous alterations consented to
by NCC the coke insulation has been largely
removed and replaced with modern fit for
purpose (and fire safe) insulation, the
corrugated iron roofing was replaced in 1985
and we estimate that less than 50% of the
recycled wood referred to is still in situ in the
house. The reason given for heritage status
simply no longer exist.

3. Existing heritage status of church, specific
trees and woodland area sufficient
protection

As we have experienced through the above
renovation approval process, the existing
heritage status of the church and the 14
listed trees provides a significant protection
to the house property. It was extremely
difficult and took us many bruising years and
significant expense to gain approval. No
further heritage protection is required.

4, Heritage designation will disincentivise
future investment in the property and affect



future value

We have spent a significant amount of
money on upgrading the building and
grounds and have been extremely good
custodians of the property during our
ownership. Previous ownership did not have
the funds to maintain the grounds or
property and it ended up in mortgagee sale.
Had the building had heritage status, we
would not have bought it as we would not
have had the confidence to invest the
significant sums of money we have to
restore the property and grounds. No
consideration has been given to the costs or
opportunity costs to the owners as required
by case law (Colonial Vineyards) and this has
not been taken into account in anyway in the
recommendation. The quote below from the
Australian Productivity Commission report of
2006 sums the situation here — NCC is
looking to us for a free lunch:

"As a consequence, the current heritage
system essentially requires property owners
to provide, without payment, community-
demanded heritage conservation services.
This approach entrenches divergences
between the incentives faced by owners and
the community, and introduces incentives to
list and conserve historic heritage places
where the benefits are less than the costs of
conservation. It also provides an incentive for
listing agencies to continue to press for
further conservation effort until there are few
more benefits to be had — irrespective of the
costs involved. Without the discipline
imposed by having to pay the costs of
heritage conservation, there may be over-
provision of the heritage public good, or of
particular types of heritage places, resulting
in a net cost to the community as a whole,
rather than a net benefit.”

5. Proposed designation includes modern
buildings built after 2010

As proposed, the heritage designation would
include the 3 villas in the ground that are of
completely modern construction and have no
heritage value having been constructed in
recent years. This is nonsensical.

6. Proposed designation of whole property
(including land) is an over-reach
There is zero justification for marking the



whole land area upon which the building sits
as heritage restricted and this shows the
desk top nature and underwhelming detail
of the work done in preparing the
recommendation. Why should lawns,
carparks and driveways be heritage items?

7. No public benefit

The general amenity value of the building is
limited. It is not visible from the road and the
public cannot access it. What public use is
being provided by imposing heritage
restrictions?

8. Proposed designation negatively impacts
business which has key role in Nelson
tourism eco-system

We have — at considerable cost - established
a successful luxury accommodation business
on the property that is essential to the
maintenance of the whole site and buildings
(including the house and the church) by
providing a source of revenue with which to
cover the significant annual running costs of
the property (rates, insurance, utilities,
garden & heritage tree maintenance) as well
as invest in maintaining the buildings
themselves. A heritage listing of the property
will make the running of such business
significantly harder due to the extra overlay
it will bring to any consents required. As it is,
NCC have been extremely laborious to deal
with in regards to any approvals required for
the business which is surprising given the
key role it has in both providing employment
and one of only a handful (reducing by the
day) of luxury properties in the region that
are essential for attracting HNW and UHNW
tourists from Europe and North America.
These tourists are exactly what the region
needs - light touch and high value who
spend significant amounts of money when
visiting the region (private boat charters,
private guided tours, private helicopter
flights, eating out at Nelson's best
restaurants nightly). We have been directly
advised by the key travel agents in Auckland
who handle these customers that the
absence of a luxury accommodation
property such as we are running will mean
they no longer put the region on the
itinerary of these tourists. This will have a
hugely detrimental affect on multiple
businesses in the region and will affect
employment prospects for many people.



9. Inconsistency of heritage
recommendations

The neighbouring property contains the well
known and culturally significant "old pottery”
and yet no heritage listing has been
proposed there. This to us shows an
inconsistency of approach between
landowners which we would welcome an
explanation from NCC.

10. Proposed designation based off a desk
top analysis by an out of region (North
Island) consultant with no site visit or
detailed research and the bishops residence
has been in existence since the 1860s (1925
in its current form) and has never been
considered for heritage status before - so
why now?

As detailed above, the building has changed
significantly from the version described in
the recommendation and despite having
almost 100yrs to do so has never been
considered for heritage status previously.
Clearly a conscious decisions was made to
exclude it at the time that the trees and
church were granted such status. The lack of
a request to visit the site and view the
substantial changes made since 2000 is
indicative of a broad brush and cursory
analysis from an out of region desk top
researcher,

11. Inadequate consultation

The council was provided with this
recommendation in August 2021 but has sat
on it for almost 2yrs before presenting it to
owners. Why such a long delay in providing
this information? This does not provide
confidence in the process.

12. Suggested Archaeological Significance
As part of the 2022-2023 renovation
approval conditions, extensive
archaeological investigation was completed
and nothing of any historical significance
found. Therefore this ground for the
recommendation is not supported.
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We oppose the omission of any requirement to provide carparks in proposed developments.

We seek that NCC creates legislation to ensure that at least one carpark must be provided for each
residential unit. Currently, residential streets near the inner city are used for free parking from
Mondays to Fridays.

We oppose the proposed recession angles.
We seek that the recession angles be 50-55 degrees.

We seek that the height of recession angles start at 3 metres.

We oppose that the Nelson City Council is able to sell property to Kainga Ora for Social Housing
and not have the legal right to be able to carefully plan the location of social housing around the
city. Social Housing needs to be planned by the NCC so that ghetto areas do not develop.

We seek that the Nelson City Council regard it as a priority to have responsible governance around
the development of Social Housing Planning. We favour the “pepperpot” approach to social
housing so that Kainga Ora tenants have stable community support.

Date__21 October, 2023 Signature_Jerex F. Austin  Karer J. Frstic
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Plan Change 29

Received: 24/10/2023
Sub No: S353
NDOCS: 539570224-16518

| COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competion through this submission.

| WISH to be heard in support of my submission.

Firstly, | reject PC 29 in its entirety, but if it is not rejected then these

are my points...

1) The Plan Change 29 Process. | want it acknowledged :

e a) That | have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC
29 and its supportng documentaton due to its size and complexity.

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

to use a computer.

e ¢) That | have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and
consultaton by Council, with its severe implications towards the well-being
of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of their properties, extremely


mailto:roketrod@mac.com

stressful and unnecessary.

e d) That | 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.

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

e | am asking Council to withdraw PC 29 and get Council Planning staff to
refine the plan design and then put it back out for public submissions.

2) Hearing Panel

a) | strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel, because of its
‘biased’ public percepKon following the vote on Councillor Courtneys proposal to
withdraw PC29 at the 14" September Council meeting.

i) 1 ask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14t vote.

3) NCC’s Population forecasts

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

i) I ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts, as
recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para
2.1.1 and amend its intensification requirements accordingly.

4) Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

e a) Nelsonis 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 collecKon of heritage and non- heritage character buildings that
have agracted people for generations and been a cherished holiday



destination for many New Zealanders.

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

e ¢) We need to protect and retain CBD historic facades as an essential part
of the character of the Inner City.

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

e 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.

e i) I ask the Council to create a broader level of protection for
neighbourhoods beyond the heritage buildings and precincts that
still have historic character value from the early seglement years of
Nelson.

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

e 5) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

e 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.



e b) TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your home’. See hgps://
www.tasman.govt.nz/my- property/building-and-alteration/heating-
and-insulation/energy-efficiency-and-heating-your- home/

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: -

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

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

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

e 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.

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

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

e 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.

6) Privacy and Outlook



Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.
| 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 residenKal units to be orientated towards the street or public open
space’.

7) Intensification

e a) Istrongly 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.

e i) lask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

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

e 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 our valuable housing resource. Eg Rocks & Haven Road has many empty
apartments.

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

d) | 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 beger 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 beger utilization of Car Only spaces, by developing
them into shared spaces, with Accommodationoverhead‘Nelsust’highlights
44% of the Inner City as Car only spaces.

ii) 1 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 beger used for accommodaKon.

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)  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 Protecyion rules remain in force for
existing properties.

9) Intensification in hazard zones

a) | 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, |
believe those areas should be treated with caution.

10) On-street carparking

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

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

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

11) Social Housing

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



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

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.

e 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.

e i) I would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for
anKsocial behaviour
that affects the exisKng neighbour’s enjoyment of their property.

12) Infrastructure

e a) laskthe 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.

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

e ¢) laskthe Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased
capacity requirements for storm water.

g
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3) Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

a.

Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with care. it is
unlike any other district in NZ. It includes a ‘Low Rise’ City with a collection of
heritage and non-heritage character buildings that have attracted people for
generations and been a cherished holiday destination for many New Zealanders.
Residential Neighbourhoods should be protected for future generations to enjoy and
new developments thoughtfully designed and planned on a neighbourhood by
neighbourhood basis to maintain the essence of their character.

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

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.

With increased density housing and possibly apartment living, increased community
green spaces/outdoor lounges are essential

> 1 ask the Council to create a broader level of protection for existing
properties and their amenity value beyond the heritage buildings and
precincts

> 1 ask that Council include protection of current green spaces AND create a
plan for the provision of additional shared green spaces in all/any
increased density zones

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

4) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

a.

b.

Sunlight is a CRITICAL part of living in Nelson, particularly for older homes which rely
heavily on sunlight for heating. It is well documented that people relocate to Nelson
because of the Sun and accept reduced wages called ‘Sunshine Wages’ for that
privilege.
TDC even ‘Encourage the Sun into your home’. See https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-
property/building-and-alteration/heating-and-insulation/energy-efficiency-and-
heating-your-home/
All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will
potentially be subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29 with the following
effects: -
i. Increased levels of mental health Iliness, anxiety and stress.
ii. Increased levels of damp homes with associated mould and mildew and
respiratory ilinesses.
iii. Shadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy Heating.
iv. Increased heating costs, air pollution, carbon foot print
v. Reduction in property values and increased financial stress, because the
house would be less desirable to live in.
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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.

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.

I strongly support the inclusion of Daylight and Sunlight policy statement Para
RE2.3.i; The reception of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a
critical component of residential amenity that provides warmth and energy
efficiency, and is vital for outdoor activities such as gardening and recreation.
To ensure shading effects are minimised, and to ensure there is sufficient space
around buildings to allow the admission of daylight to the site, this Plan has
provided for daylight controls on all side and rear boundaries. The policy also
applies to larger non-residential buildings such as schools or halls. The basic
premise is that the daylight and sunlight received on a residential site should
be no different whether or not the neighbour is residential. This philosophy
applies whether the building is on an adjoining site or across a street.

5) Privacy and Outlook

a.

Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.

> | 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’.

6) Intensification

a.

| strongly oppose the High-Density and Medium Density Residential Zones. It is by no
way in character or in keeping with any existing ‘Low Rise’ Nelson residential suburb
and beyond the MDS legal mandate.

» 1 ask Council to remove HDRZ and MDRZ from the plan completely.

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

| 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.



> 1ask Council to ensure a minimum of two storey dwellings be built on all
new green field developments. Eg Golden Eims in Toi Toi, Ngawhatu Valley
and Marsden Valley.

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

» 1 ask Council to consider solutions to mitigate against new-build empty
holiday apartments.

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

» 1ask 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.

7) 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.

» 1 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.

» 1 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.
» 1 ask Council to negotiate and/or incentivise Industry and car yards to
relocate, to less essential land so that prime real estate 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).

» 1 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.



8) Intensification in hazard zones

»

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, | believe those areas
should be treated with caution.

9) On-street carparking

Increased intensification will result in more on-street car parking and the narrow streets

of Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility scooters, cyclists, refuse

collection and Emergency Service vehicles. This will cause fracturing of neighbourly

relations and communities.

> 1l ask Council to provide a ‘Comprehensive car parking management plan’
as strongly encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mitigate
against these issues.

> 1ask Council to use traffic calming solutions that do not lose on-street car
parking spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Paints.

10) 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.
High density living for the homeless and vulnerable will not result in healthy
outcomes for all concerned.
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 would like to see Council working closely with Kainga Ora, to provide a
‘transparent’ way of creating new Sacial Housing Developments that ‘Fit’
with the long-term design vision of Nelson.
> 1 would like to see Council have more fit for purpose controls for
antisocial behaviour that affects the existing neighbour’s enjoyment of
their property.

11) Infrastructure

»

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.

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

I ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity
requirements for storm water.









Entire Plan
Change

Areas outside
of the Plan
Change

Entire Plan
Change

General Oppose in part
opposition

General Oppose
opposition

The Plan Oppose
Change
process

Intensify housing in areas closest to
the inner city first. Lets see how that
goes before moving into well
established low rise residential zones.
This will also allow time for
development of neighbourhood plans
to better plan for intensified
residential development

There is a housing allocation problem
in New Zealand because we treat
housing as a capital asset to make
money off rather than a fundamental
human need/right. There are
hundreds of houses in Nelson that sit
empty or mostly empty as second
homes, Air BnBs etc. The Council
should investigate (and advocate
nationally) for what rules it could
bring in to manage for this and free
up this housing. I'm sure there are
examples from other countries we
could learn from

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 and
have hoped that residents with more
time and expertise in this area will
make more comprehensive
submissions covering my concerns as
to the future of Nelson and its
ratepaying residents.

I think PC 29 is missing key steps and
elements in its development (such as
neighbourhood plans) that would
address a lot of my concerns and
therefore has been prematurely put
out for public submissions.

Prioritise intensification
within the inner city and
city fringe zones,
remove High Density
and Medium Density
residential zones

Bring in rules to utilise
housing stock in Nelson
that sits empty for part
or all of the time
(second homes that are
vacant, Air BnBs etc)

Withdraw PC 29 and get
Council Planning staff to
refine the plan design
and then put it back out
for public submissions
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Natural
Hazards/Climate
Change

Fault

Oppose

The fault overlay is poorly defined
and there is significant uncertainty
regarding the specific fault
location. It is therefore a total
guestimate at best.

This may greatly affect our ability
to insure our property in the
future. It will also affect any
additional future structures or
alterations to our home.

REMOVE from our
property files the fault
deformation overlay.






When Plan 29 first came to our
attention, our neighbourhood at 9
Chamberlain Street, in Tahunanui was
designated as "General Residential",
noting a few proposed changes to
support greater provision for modest
housing increase. We didn't have any
issues with the proposal.

Just last week, a neighbour, a former
town planner for the Tasman District
council, pointed out that we were
incorrect in our view of the proposal.
We either had not looked at the
proposal closely enough or something
had changed since the plan first went
out into the community. We noted that
our whole neighbourhood, on the
Tahunanui hillside has now been
designated as a combination of
"Medium and High Density Residential”.

Apart from obvious individual concerns
regarding loss in property value (we
suspect for many, like us, this would be
our most significant asset) as impacted
by potential loss of views and sunshine,
those of us who actually live in this area
see a significant increase in housing
density here as defying all logic.

We note that areas proposed for an
increase in housing density require
proximity to amenities, low natural
hazard risk and convenient transport
access.

While it could be argued that this area
has access to Tahunanui Primary School
by crossing the busy State Highway 6,
the area is a fail on all other counts, as
residents here would affirm.

1. Topography - the area here is hillside
- this may not be evident when looking
at a map on a computer screen. It was
very evident in the atmospheric river
that passed Nelson last year when the
hill above lower Tosswill yielded two
slips, closing access into the
neighbourhood. (This is directly below
the area proposed for High density
housing.) Historically, in the early 80's or
late 70's, a slip inundated a house



below Chamberlain, towards the Mairi
end of the street, which (from memory)
may even have resulted in a fatality.
With every significant rainfall event
many of us are dealing with the results
of inadequate stormwater drainage as
volumes of water succumb to gravity.
Most of the consequences go
unreported as we roll up our sleeves
and deal to the aftermath ourselves.
Again, by way of example in the same
weather event mentioned above, our
own property had waterfalls coming
from the property above us at 9
Rangiora Terrace flooding and covering
in 2 ¢cm of silt the areas behind, on both
sides of the house and the basement.
This example is not limited to us, but
stories like this can be repeated by long
term residents of the neighbourhood -
now designated for greater
intensification. In preparing for greater
resilience in our communities, why
would one wish to intensify building on
steep hillsides that are already
vulnerable in what seem to be
increasing extreme weather events.

2. Infrastructure - Linked to the above,
the existing storm water provisions have
already demonstrated over time that
they are not always adequate for the
existing homes, never mind adding to
the issue with even more of our
permeable green spaces covered with
the proposed structures. Additionally
the streets in our neighbourhood are
for the most part narrow and winding.
We have just recently petitioned for and
have successfully had speed humps
installed, which have significantly
reduced both the volume and the speed
with which traffic moves through this
residential neighbourhood. The last
thing we need is for the volume to be
increased again as a result of more
dwellings packed into this area, once
again challenging the safety of current
residents. Current new parking bylaws,
by which off-street parking provisions
are not required in new builds, will
further exacerbate the issues on our
narrow streets.

D Arcnce ta smiilalic framcmAe 4+ AW A vaen



Residential
Zones

I, ALLEDD W pubnic uarispure T ovviiie we
used to have a bus running a loop
which included Tosswill and Stansell
Avenues, instead of enjoying a greater
range and frequency of this service, we
have lost this completely. Now it takes
an able-bodied person approximately
20 minutes to access Route 2 on Muritai
Street or approximately 30 minutes to
access the "Big Blue Behemoth" that
now terrorizes drivers and residents on
the new Route 4, from the
Tosswill/Chamberlain roundabout. This
is not a viable option for the aged or for
those with young families and groceries
to carry, presumably included in the
range of intended occupants of any
new homes.

Ours is a close-knit, supportive
community that works well. A testament
to that is not only the above mentioned
speed humps, but also our
neighbourhood funded AED installed
for ready access. Why would you want
to destroy a strong, well functioning
neighbourhood based on .....277? Well
we can't see why this area would
suddenly be seen as suitable for greater
housing density.

While we can't speak to the advantages
or disadvantages of Plan 29 in other
neighbourhoods, we are strongly
opposed to greater intensification in
our neighbourhood.

Please support us in our desire to keep
our Tahunanui hillside neighbourhood
designated as "General Residential".

Rather than taking a
broad brush approach
to housing
intensification here in
Nelson, look at site
specific solutions that
would take into
consideration the
topography/geology of
each area, impact on
current residents,
aesthetics and
maximizing sun angles.



Let's be creative here and not ruin a
great little city.

While there appears to be a shortage of
housing/rental homes here in Nelson, |
also agree that it makes no sense to be
ever-expanding into our green spaces.
It also makes sense to provide homes
where people have easy access to
amenities without always relying on
single occupant vehicles.

So while | am not happy with the plan
29 as it has been presented, here are
some ideas to consider, based on
having lived and travelled overseas:

1. The first area to consider for
intensification is our own CBD. We have
a number of sad looking buildings in
our CBD, some of which are currently
vacant. Before building anything with a
new footprint, why not redevelop these
existing buildings, maintaining current
retail and office spaces, but then
redesigning upper levels to become
attractive apartments with provision for
roof-top gardens. This is the only part
of our city where it would be
appropriate to build up - but not to six
stories. Currently the NCC building and
the Rutherford hotel stand out (possibly
as eyesores). | for one would not like to
see these types of buildings proliferate.
I would support a maximum height of 4
stories, including the roof-top garden.
This type of development could bring a
much needed vibrancy to our CBD.

2. In a city of our size and character six
story apartments have no place in any
of our residential areas. As sections
become available, consider low-level
townhouses (ho more than two stories
high), or terraced homes on stable
hillsides. Encourage neighbourhood
engagement and design competitions.

3. While there are not many larger
sections left in our city, there are a few
that would be suitable for subdivision
or for accommodating more homes -
not 3 story monstrosities, but tasteful
homes that would blend with the




existing character of each
neighbourhood. Currently there are
numerous costs, red-tape and barriers
facing property owners who could
potentially provide for more housing on
existing sections. Perhaps the council
could offer support, both financial and
technical to allow for more homes to be
built on these sections. This could
include provisions for creative solutions
such as encouraging the building of tiny
houses and granny flats with support
from the council for access, retaining
walls, drainage, sewer, fresh water and
power.

We love our city and encourage creative
thinking to retain all the qualities that
make Nelson special.









Mapping

Residential
Zones

Natural
hazards

mapping

Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Oppose in part

Support in part

The high flood hazard overlay is
showing on an area of the 206 Kawai
St South that is above the retaining
wall that contains the Wairepo / York
Stream. That area of the property is
covered in young native forest. The
banks in that area are no lower than
other areas directly above the
retaining walls, including on
neighbouring properties. In addition,
the forest regrowth in that area is
showing the best growth rates of any
of the properties along the retaining
wall. If the floodwaters were to reach
that height, any hazard (either
through erosion or being swept
away) would be substantially
mitigated by the presence of the
trees.

The southern end of Nelson South
currently only has one small area
zoned public open space. This area is
directly next to Nelson South
Kindergarten and is completely
surrounded by houses. The area has
no passive surveillance and is not an
area that people feel naturally
inclined to linger in. With the wider
area to be rezoned to Medium
density residential, the population of
the neighbourhood will increase
substantially and areas of private
public space will be reduced. It is
important that the policy framework
acknowledges that public open space
will become even more important.

Remove the isolated
squares of high flood
hazard overlay on 206
Kawai St South

RE1.7 - Amend the policy
to read "..with supporting
small scale commercial
activities and access to
quality public open
space."



Mapping

Mapping

Residential
Zones

Rezoning

Rezoning

High
Density
Residential
Zone

Amend

Amend

Support in part

Nelson South does not have zoned
areas of Open Space, apart from a
very small playground next to Nelson
South kindergarten, which is not fit
for purpose, especially given the
increasing density that the plan
change will enable. The Railway
Reserve is heavily used by the
community as a linear park. Itis a
world-class active transport link
between Stoke and the Nelson CBD,
provides opportunities for exercise,
fresh air and quiet contemplation for
those living in the area. It also links
Victory Primary School, Victory
Community Centre, Nelson
Intermediate School and businesses
in the Victory suburban commercial
centre to the community they serve.
This should be recognised on the
council planning maps.

With the increasing density in the
area, the suburban commercial zone
should be expanded to include at
least the current non-residential
activities in the area. Where density is
increasing, it is important that people
will have more destinations within
walking distance, to provide more
community contact and vibrant
neighbourhoods and prevent
ghettoisation.

In higher density areas it is important
that places offer residents and
passersby the opportunity to linger.
This makes for a more interesting
neighbourhood, is more people-
centred, is safer and feels safer.
Small-scale commercial offers those
opportunities, and so does quality
public open space.

Amend the mapping over
the area of the Railway
Reserve through Nelson
South to Open Space
zone.

Expand the suburban
commercial area around
Hales Corner (Tukuka and
Waimea Road) to include
the other non-residential
activities in the area.

Support the objective in
general, in particular the
reference to small-scale
commercial. Amend
Objective Re1.8 to
include "...and access to
quality public open
space.”



Residential
Zones

General
Residential
Zone

Amend

These zones are not suitable for
comparative retail, but with the
density increasing, they would be
complemented very well with some
supportive retail that enables
residents to fulfil everyday needs
(buying milk, catching up with a
friend for coffee are already provided
for; other compatible commercial
activities in the zone would include
getting a haircut or having a shirt
repaired, getting nails done, doing
the laundry) without leaving the
neighbourhood. If these activities are
not included in the zone, then
suburban commercial zones should
be expanded to accommodate them.

Amend REr. 180, REr,18P
and REr.18Q so they are
not in conflict with each
other (also do the same
for the High density
residential zone
commercial activity rules).
Also provide for other
small-scale commercial
activities such as barbers,
hairdressers, tailors and
similar service-oriented
or place-based activities.






Just this month we had a torrent of muddy water rushing
down the road and encroaching up our driveway. The
force was so great that it eroded some of the surface of
the road. With more extreme weather events and
development further up the hill, the stormwater systems
seem to be overrun and our lower driveway is often
flooded. We have installed large amounts of drainage on
our section to minimise the flooding risks but we are
concerned about destabilising the hill further with
adding more buildings and having less drainable land.

2 Access: We have recently had speed humps installed
on our road as the traffic density from the overflow from
Tahunanui drive was not safe, due to the winding and
narrow nature of our roads. Higher density thresh holds
would exacerbate this situation.

We do not have easy access to amenities due to the high
volume of traffic on Tahunanui drive and those who do
not enjoy moderate fitness would not manage the hill if
walking.

We no longer have a bus with easy access unless you are
fit enough to walk up and down the hill.

Thank you for listening.
Bev Webster






Online submission

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

Submitter No.
Submitter Name

Submitter first name

Submitter middle name

Submitter surname
Submitter is contact
Email

Wish to be heard
Joint presentation
Trade competition

Directly affected

Withhold contact details?

S364

Christopher White
Christopher

John

White

Yes

whiteycj65@gmail.com

No

No

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

N/A

No

Submission points

Plan section

Entire Plan
Change

Provision

General
support

Support/oppose

Support

Reasons

To avoid more sprawl
on fertile farmland.
More housing for
increasing population.
Easier for walking and
biking options.

More people living in
the inner city will bring
vitality and help
retailers.

Update housing stock
and add more choice in
housing.

Documents included with submission

None

Decision sought

| would like the council to support Plan
29.

If possible some oversight by urban
designers to ensure that the result is a
harmonious and pleasant city would be
desirable.
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Just this month we had a torrent of muddy
water rushing down the road and encroaching
up our driveway. The force was so great that it
eroded some of the surface of the road. With
more extreme weather events and
development further up the hill, the
stormwater systems seem to be overrun and
our lower driveway is often flooded. We have
installed large amounts of drainage on our
section to minimise the flooding risks but we
are concerned about destabilising the hill
further with adding more buildings and having
less drainable land.

2 Access: We have recently had speed humps
installed on our road as the traffic density from
the overflow from Tahunanui drive was not
safe, due to the winding and narrow nature of
our roads.

Higher density thresh holds would exacerbate
this situation.

We do not have easy access to amenities due
to the high volume of traffic on Tahunanui
drive and those who do not enjoy moderate
fitness would not manage the hill if walking.

We no longer have a bus with easy access
unless you are fit enough to walk up and down
the hill.

Thank you for listening.
Athol Webster
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To: - Submitter: -
Senior Planning Administrator Philip McKinlay
RMA Plan Submissions 25 Bronte Street
Nelson City Council Nelson 7010

P O Box 645

Nelson 7040

Telephone: - 022 396 8897
Email: - philip.mckinlay7@gmail.com

e I could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
e T wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing.

"I REJECT PLAN CHANGE 29 IN ITS ENTIRETY, BUT IF IT IS NOT
REJECTED, THESE ARE THE POINTS I WISH TO MAKE".

1. Replace High Density Residential Zones with the General Residential Zone

I understand the requirement for Central Government and Councils to plan for
population growth and to consider options for improving access to housing for
people who currently struggle to access affordable homes. In addition, I am aware
that Nelson is exposed to risk from geological (earthquakes and land slips) and
climate events such as flooding so any development needs to consider ways to
mitigate these risks.

Nelson City Council has overreached the legal requirements to provide high-
density housing as it is not a Tier 1 City (it is only a Tier 2 city). Therefore,
Council should only consider the requirements for a Tier 2 city. Council and the
planning rules alone will not necessarily overcome what is a global problem of a lack
of affordable housing.

I request that the council removes the High Density Residential Zones area
from Plan Change 29 and either leaves the existing zoning (as currently applies
to 25 Bronte Street) or replaces it with the General Residential Zone that

Philip McKinlay - 25 Bronte St - PC 29 Submission.docx
1



allows for up to three, two-storey, buildings on a site, provided existing
sunlight, daylight and outlook provisions are retained and protected.

I further note that I am not technically qualified as a town planner and have
used plain language in this submission which may not equate to the technical
terms used in the extremely long and complicated documents which comprise
Plan Change 29 and its many attachments / supporting documents.

2. Loss of sunlight, daylight and outlook.

However, if Council does go ahead with Plan Change 29, T would like to submit on
the following specific issues, which particularly concern and affect me:

Loss of sunlight, daylight and outlook.

a. 25 Bronte Street currently has access to all-day sun, daylight and a
northerly view over the city and out to sea.

b. Under Plan Change 29 the majority of the residential area to the north of
the property and to the South of Christ Church Cathedral, is zoned HIGH
DENSITY, which allows for building of up to 6 stories to be constructed up
to one metre from the boundary of neighbouring properties with no
protection of existing daylight, sunlight or outlook.

c. 25 Bronte Street is a rear section and is surrounded by seven immediate
properties (see "attachment 1, 25 Bronte Street, Surrounding Properties”),
all of which are zoned HIGH DENSITY under Plan Change 29. If Plah Change
29 is not stopped, these seven surrounding properties can be built up to six
stories under the HIGH DENSITY zone and fully block our sun, daylight and
outlook,

When we purchased 25 Bronte Street we made the purchase decision based on
the following criteria, which were
i, Sunlight and outlook;
ii.  Ability to grow our own fruit and vegetables, (we are self sufficient
in vegetables during the summer); and
iii.  Easy walking access to Central Nelson;
The proposed changes will mean that the first two and most important criteria will
ho longer be assured.

The Nelson City and Tasman District Councils commissioned a report in June 2021
* Nelson-Tasman Housing We'd Choose - Housing Demand Preferences”. In Figure
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4.9: "Ranked Preferences of Housing - Nelson Urban", 100% of Residents ranked
"Sunny" as their most important preference. I therefore find it concerning that
the Council, having commissioned this report in June of 2021, seems to have
ignored the findings of this report in PC29,

3. The Plan Change 29 ("PC 29) Process.
I want to voice the following concerns:

a. I find that the promotion of PC29 by the Council has been misleading in that
it implies that it is the only option available AND that it is required by law.
The plan is not the only option and Nelson is not required to provide for
high-density housing.

b. I also feel that there appears to be a level of defensiveness in the
discussions of the plan, by the Mayor and the planning staff, (which is
understandable as they want to defend the work they have completed) but
the point of the consultation process is to receive feedback.

c. The Council appears to have ighored the " Nelson-Tasman Housing We'd
Choose - Housing Demand Preferences"”, Report in assessing the factors for
PC29, which indicates to me that it has "cherry picked" the information
that supports its pre-determined outcomes.

d. 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.

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

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

g. 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 rate paying residents.

h. That PC 29 appears to have been designed as a "broad brush” approach that
requires public submissions to refine the plan. Such a statement implies PC
29 may have 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 (the rate payers) can re-design it.
Therefore I am asking Nelson City Council o withdraw PC 29 in its entirety.
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4.  Hearing Panel
I strongly disagree with the make-up of the hearing panel commissioners

because of the public (and my) perception that it is "biased". This was following
the vote Councillor Mel Courtney moved at the 14t September 2023 Council
meeting, that the council withdraw Plan Change 29 and instead consult on it as a
draft document. The current two commissioners on the panel are Roahn O'Neill-
Stevens and Trudie Brand (both of whom voted against Mel Courtney's motion
to withdraw Plan Change 29 and instead consult on it as a draft document). T
ask the Council to appoint Councillors from either side of the Sept 14™ vote, It
is also worth noting that of the 12 votes on Councillor Mel Courtney's motion, 5
were for and 7 against. In contrast to this voting outcome, as indicated by the
numerous public meetings I have attended, there appears to be at least 90% of
rate payers who would have voted For Councillor Courtney's motion.

This is ohe area where I have found the Mayor's public response to be
defensive and intransient. He does not seem willing to even consider a
challenge to his selection.

5. NCC's Population forecasts
The population growth forecasts are pivotal to the scale of the plan, which Nelson
needs to adopt to enable intensification and growth. The forecasts used by NCC
are not Statistics NZ medium projections, but are over inflated projections that
require the scale of intensification to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.
I ask the Council to use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts, as
recommended by the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para
2.1.1" Using Statistics New Zealand.................. " and amend its intensification
requirements accordingly.

In addition to the concerns as to whether the correct population growth

statistics have been used the proposed plan appears to accommodate even more
growth than is expected on these “inflated” projections.
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6. Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth.

a. Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with
care. I't 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. Contemporary Black Iron Clad Boxes, (for example, Apartments at 343
Trafalgar Square), built only metres from 120-year-old Historic Homes
show a thoughtless lack of long-term vision for maintaining the attraction of
Nelson for all the future residents and visitors.

d. 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 that still
have historic character value from the early settlement years of
Nelson.

ii. I ask the Council to appoint a Nelson Urban Development Agency to
carefully guide growth and actively facilitate the emergence of
cohesive urban neighbourhoods with a variety of high-quality housing

choices,

7. 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 ho reason. It is well documented that people
relocate o Nelson because of the Sun and accept reduced wages called
‘Sunshine Wages' for that privilege.
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b. Tasman District Council 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/

Reference is made again to the previously mentioned " Nelson-Tasman

Housing We'd Choose - Housing Demand Preferences”, (in point 2 above). In
Figure 4.9: "Ranked Preferences of Housing - Nelson Urban”, where 100% of

Residents ranked "Sunny” as their most important preference.,

All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission

rules (Nelson Resource Manhagement Plan - appendix 15, daylight admission -
residential) will be subjected to the loss of sunlight amenity under PC29
with the following effects: -

Vi,

vii.

Increased levels of mental health illness, anxiety and stress.
Increased levels of damp homes with associated mould and mildew and
respiratory illnesses.

Shadowing of '‘Green Energy' Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy
Heating.

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

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

Residents, struggling with the cost-of-living crisis may not be able to
afford to heat their homes.

Property owners will be reluctant to invest in making additional hew
(low rise) infill improvements on their section, due to the fact that
“affordable" additional units could be built by a wealthier developer,
who could afford to build a multi-storey development around
established properties at any time in the future.

1. T ask the Council to maintain the Nelsonh Resource Management
Plan - appendix 15, daylight admission - residential protection
rules to all pre-existing properties, unless the owner gives
written approval to the contrary.
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2. I strongly support the inclusion of "Nelson Resource
Management Plan - Section 32 Report, paragraphs:
RE2.3 Daylight and Sunlight" policy statement "Buildings and
Structures should be desighed and sited so that adjoining sites
are not unduly shaded and there is reasonable access to
daylight", and
RE2.5 "The size and scale of buildings, structures, should be
compatible with the character and amenity of the residential
area”,
The reception of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is
a critical component of residential amenity that provides
warmth and energy efficiency, and is vital for outdoor
activities such as gardening and recreation. To ensure
shading effects are minimised, and to ensure there is
sufficient space around buildings to allow the admission of
daylight to the site, this Plan has provided for daylight controls
on all side and rear boundaries, The policy also applies to larger
hon-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
heighbour is residential. This philosophy applies whether
the building is on an adjoining site or across a street.

8. Privacy and Outlook
Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property. I supporit the inclusion of
"Chapter 07, Residential Objectives and Policies "- RE2.4.iii, "The Building Act
controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries', 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’.
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9. Intensification

a. As previously stated, I reject everything about Plan Change 29, 100% in it
entirety. It is not in character or in keeping with the existing 'General
Residential Zone",

i. I ask Council to re-apply the current General Residential Zone across
the entire Nelson district, 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 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.

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

d. 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.

e. 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.

f. 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.

10.Progressively Phased Intensification
To accommodate the "expected” population growth the Council should take a
staged approach to intensification,
a. Firstly, the Inner City - Centre (North of the Cathedral in pale blue on the
Plan map) should be the starting place to have the most significant
intensification, before forcing it onto the residential heighbourhoods; this
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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.

ii. I ask Council to retain the zone enabling and encouraging 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, the Inner City - Fringe ( also in blue on the plan map) could 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 to
accommodate their businesses.

11.Intensification in hazard zones
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.

12. Intensification with “"Granny Flat” alternative.
One of the issues of concern is the lack of affordable housing in NZ generally and
in Nelson in particular. PC29 does not appear to do anything to address the
affordability concerns and it seems that inner city apartments are in general
around the $1million plus range, which is not affordable to many residents. The
multi storey buildings are likely only to benefit developers and building companies.
As mentioned above I support the replacement of the High Density Residential
Zone with the General Residential Zone, which allows for the building of Granny
Flats and Tiny Homes.

Philip McKinlay - PC 29 Submission 9
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A report by town planning research analysts Archistar, lender Blackfort and
property data group Corelogic in Australia has just been released into using
Granny Flats as a viable alternative in solving their housing crisis concluding that
there was an "untapped potential to boost housing supply".

The Report "Granny Flats" dated October 2023 has identified 655,000 residential
properties suitable for Granny Flats across Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane. The
report says that granny flats have the ability to quickly and affordably address
some of their current housing crisis. The report also says that for homeowners,
the addition of a second self-contained unit provides an opportunity to provide
rental housing or additional accommodation for family members while at the same
time increasing the value of their property and potentially attaining additional
rental income.

I recommend that Council take a serious look at the option of Granny Flats for
Nelson properties. With an ageing population in Nelson the Granny Flat alternative
would be welcome. Property owners could receive additional income from the
Granny Flat, or owners could live in the Granny Flat and rent their main property.
A link to an article by the ABC and a further link to the report itself can be found
at

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2023-10-17/homes-suitable-for-granny-flats-in-
sydney-melbourne-brisbane/102981440

13.0On-street car parking
a. Increased intensification will result in more on-street car parking and the
nharrow streets of Nelson will become a hazard to pedestrians, mobility
scooters, and cyclists, refuse collection and Emergency Service vehicles.
This will cause fracturing of neighbourly relations and communities.

i. T ask Council to provide a 'Comprehensive car parking management
plan’ as strongly encouraged by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to
mitigate against these issues.

ii. T ask Council to use traffic calming solutions that do not lose on-
street car parking spaces. E.g. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.

Philip McKinlay - PC 29 Submission.docx 10
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14.Social Housing

a. Significant care and attention must be considered with all social housing to
ensure it is well integrated into the community and that the residents have
their social needs supported 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 hew 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.

15.Infrastructure

a. T 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. T ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity
requirements for storm water.

Philip McKinlay - PC 29 Submission.docx 11
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16.VISUAL POLLUTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT - AN EYESORE.

I am referring to the visible deterioration and negative aesthetic quality of
human-made landscapes caused by the implementation of the proposed Plan Change
29. The resulting EYESORE, could easily shave a 10% to 20% discount of f
affected residential properties. People will flee the city, in want of less visually
polluted areas, which of course is exactly the OPPOSITE of what the proposed
Plan Change 29 intended! I ask that Nelson City Council carries out an independent
*Visual Pollution Assessment” (VPA) immediately, based on the proposed new zoning
areas under Plan Change 29. Without a VPA the new density areas will be left to
developer's discretion and Nelson City will become a national eyesore, rather than
a city with a consistent pattern of development.

Signa‘rhﬁe of Submitter
Philip McKinlay
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| am not opposed to intensification. Indeed, it is essential to introduce more housing options in specific areas of our city to prevent urban
continually expanding population. My support for intensification stems from a desire for well-planned, sustainable growth that harmonize
fabric. That said, here are the reasons for my objection to Plan29 in its current form.

Shading and Privacy Concerns:

| object to the shading and privacy concerns arising from the proposed housing intensification under Plan Change 29 as it poses a threat t
residents. The potential blockage of sunlight due to taller developments can significantly affect the well-being, comfort, and energy efficie
also potentially diminishing property values (see below for all references). Additionally, the lack of privacy from closely built high-rise build
intrusion and loss of personal space, undermining the serene and community-centered character that currently defines our neighborhood
daylight angles have been amended, for the worse, with little notification for those affected. Specific examples from other parts of New Ze

Sunlight Impact: Proposals for six-story developments in Auckland have raised shading concerns, potentially blocking sunlight for neighbo
Generic Rules: Criticism in Christchurch highlights a lack of consideration for different neighborhood characteristics in housing intensificat
shading and privacy .

Poor Design: Poorly designed apartments in Auckland have been associated with housing intensification drawbacks, likely compromising s
Sub-standard Conditions: High-density housing in New Zealand may lead to sub-standard living conditions, encompassing shading and p
In Christchurch, there have been concerns regarding suburban apartments reaching 12 meters in height affecting sunlight, privacy, and lo

residents' quality of life1. Moreover, a cost-benefit analysis by PwC for the government highlighted the impact on sunlight and views unde
which potentially can degrade the living standards of the neighborhood .

Need for Sustainable Intensification:

An inclusive approach towards housing intensification, considering the diverse needs and concerns of the community, can lead to more su
case of Lower Hutt's Plan Change 43, which resulted in a surge of infill housing, is an example of government-imposed intensification that
community's needs or preferences.

Community Engagement:

The lack of community engagement in Plan Change 29 (PC29) is a significant concemn as it implies a top-down approach to urban plannin
the voices and insights of the residents who will be directly impacted by these changes. This deficiency in engagement could lead to decis
collective aspirations or address the concerns of the community, hence undermining the social cohesion and shared vision for the neighbo
mainly due to this insufficient community engagement, which risks overlooking crucial factors such as shading and privacy concerns, and
on the existing communities. The absence of a robust community-centric dialogue and the apparent hastiness in pushing through with PC
understanding of its long-term implications on the residents and the city's character is deeply troubling. This lack of engagement underm
the principle of inclusive urban development, which are essential for creating harmonious, sustainable, and livable urban spaces.

Inadequate Publicity and Notification:

The ramifications of the proposed changes under Plan Change 29 (PC29) are extensive, poised to alter the fabric of Nelson's communities
substantial impact, there has not been sufficient publicity to ensure that residents are adequately informed. | often receive detailed notific
affecting my property, such as utility repairs. However, | haven't received any targeted information regarding the impending significant ch
under PC29.

Complexity of Online Documents and Short Consultation Period:

The documents pertaining to PC29, available online, present a challenge in comprehension, and the consultation timeframe provided is in
the proposed changes. The steep learning curve to understand the intricacies of the plan, coupled with a brief consultation window, inhib
engagement and informed feedback.

Inconsistencies with Previous Proposals:

There appears to be a divergence between previously proposed frameworks for Nelson's growth and what PC29 puts forth. For instance, w
envisioned medium density zoning with a building height of up to 11m in areas now designated as "high density” under PC29 with a prop
it causes confusion. These inconsistencies not only create misunderstanding but also cast doubt on the coherence of the planning process

Ambiguity and Miscommunication:

The general publicity surrounding the draft Nelson Plan and the Future Development Strategy for Nelson was ambiguous, especially conc
Centre” and its implications. Residing in a low-rise, green residential area, | was under the impression that the intensification wouldn't affe
broad terms and the lack of clarity in delineating areas subjected to intensification makes it exceedingly challenging for anyone without a

planning or the Resource Management Act to grasp the full scope of what is being proposed. My awareness of these changes only came a
another individual impacted by the plan changes, underscoring the inadequacy of the communication strategy surrounding PC29.

Preservation of Amenity Values:

Nelson's population growth necessitates an increase in housing density, particularly in the inner city. | am not opposed to the idea of high
within the central city precincts, where commercial and other high-rise buildings already exist. However, extending such high-rise develop
neighborhoods, especially without the requisite resource consents, is a proposition { find hard to support. There are alternatives to achieve
as two-story apartments and subdivided sections for lower-level builds, which would aligh with the community's character and respect the

Suitable Progression vs Drastic Transformation:

The blocks extending from Nile Street to Nelson College, bordered by Rutherford and Collingwood Streets, predominantly feature older, w
homes and low-rise structures, These zones embody a close-knit community fabric, which has been especially evident during challenging
and civil defence emergencies. A sudden transformation to high-rise developments would not only alter the aesthetic appeal but potentia
has long been nurtured in these neighborhoods.

Preserving Regional Town Characteristics:

Many residents, myself included, have opted to live in this region to enjoy the benefits and charm of a smaller, regional town. The opportu
enveloped by greenery and open spaces, away from the bustling urban environment typical of larger cities, is a choice we made conscious
over existing family homes would significantly detract from the unique atmosphere and potentially impair the quality of life for the curren

Potential Uneven Developiment and ‘Lottery Effect’ on Amenity:

Information available suggests that while Plan Change 29 enables a significant capacity for high-density developments, the actual uptake
to be minimal over the next 30 years due to various constraints. This disparity hints at a potential 'lottery effect,’ where only a few neighbo
changes, resulting in an uneven appearance with high-rise apartments overshadowing neighboring yards, white the majority remain unaff
transformation could lead to a dissonance in community aesthetics and overall amenity values.



Congestion and Parking Woes

High-rise developments typically bring about an increase in traffic congestion and parking dilemmas. The absence of mandatory vehicle a
plan is concerning. Although the aspiration might be for residents in high-density areas to limit car usage, the reality of our city's structure
most households for daily errands like grocery shopping, commuting to work, or engaging in recreational activities around Nelson. Given
transport system to cater to everyone's needs, the limited parking provisions within these new developments could lead to overcrowded s
inconvenience both existing residents and newcomers but also pose safety risks for pedestrians, cyclists, and young children navigating th

Insufficient Infrastructure Provisions:

While the Council may have conducted some infrastructural analysis, the proposed rezoning for high-density areas is likely to exert signifi
The infrastructure, encompassing roads, utilities, and public services, was designed with a certain population density in mind, typicaily acc
developments. The utilities, many of which are aged, already face challenges catering to the current population density. A notable uptick i
could overstretch these resources, adversely affecting the quality of life for residents. Particularly, neighborhoods around the lower Gramp
water damage during heavy rains, with the existing drainage system often failing to cope.

Upgraded Infrastructure Requirement:
The transformation towards high-density living necessitates a parallel upgrade in infrastructure to maintain, if not enhance, the quality of
ensures the readiness and resilience of infrastructure before advancing with such ambitious zoning changes. Rezoning without a compreh

could leave communities grappling with avoidable challenges.

Holistic Planning for Sustainable Development:

A holistic approach that encompasses not only housing but also the requisite infrastructural upgrades and traffic management solutions is
development. The vision for a denser Nelson should be coupled with robust planning to mitigate the associated challenges of congestion
rounded plan that addresses these concerns while promoting housing development is likely to garner more support and ensure a smooth

housing goals outlined in PC29.
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Sub No: S374 Continued

PLAN 29 SUBMISSION - NELSON CITY COUNCIL

Kate Ng

Submission Details:

e Plan Change Number: 29
e Opposition to Plan Change 29 in its current form

Submission summary:

| agree with the need to provide increased housing for current and future Nelsonians.
Many other people would be feeding back, if consultation was easier.

We need to have confidence that you are advocating for our needs nationally.
Nelson’'s communities and it's regional charm must be preserved.

*** The need for affordable housing is not in dispute ***

Many of the submissions that you will receive will highlight the negative things about
intensification - infrastructural readiness, daylight provisions, privacy, social impact
etc. That is because Plan 29 is taking from Nelsonians what we have assumed we
have the right to - rights that are normally protected by resource consent - sun and
privacy.

But many of those same Nelsonians are equally concerned with the plight of those
who don’t have access to affordable housing. We realise that there will be increased
pressure on housing as the population increases. We also aspire to a society where
people are not forced to live in a van or on the street or in temporary or overcrowded
housing.

The issue with Plan 29 is:

The way the consultation has been undertaken - breeding distrust.

The assumptions on which it is founded, which are not transparent.

The forecasts you have for the future, which we don't necessarily own.

And the single option set out for resolving housing challenges - intensification.

The need for affordable housing is not in dispute. But if we are to come on board in
support of initiatives we need to know:
e what the council has learned from other councils and options inside and
outside of NZ
e other housing options that are being explored or implemented alongside this,
especially as intensification feels like it is a long lead time to an immediate
and pressing need (see Annex A for ChatGPT’s ideas)






Nelson City Council processes and information are not transparent enough to give us
confidence that the advice and input Nelson is receiving and drawing upon is sound.
Valid questions were raised at the consultation meeting about daylight hours, sea
level projections for The Wood, population growth estimates, infrastructural
considerations, what other councils are doing, and future visions for Nelson, to name
a few.

In the Future Development Strategy, it suggests that in the short term Council is
anticipating a low rate of growth, with an additional 1,256 rating units from 2021 to
2031. With the proliferation of Al, over the next 5-years, employment is likely to look
incredibly different. Are we certain that a high level of growth is on the horizon?

Residents are expected to provide consultation feedback on documents that assume
all Council projections and considerations are fact. Yet we are very aware that there
are a number of future’s forecast by climate and data scientists. These huge
decisions that impact our streets and neighbourhoods are being based on them.

How can we give full feedback if we don’t have full information?

| recommend that you:
3. give residents greater transparency around the information and assumptions
on which Plan 29 is based.
4. ensure that you are sufficiently staffed to bring Nelson’s voice into the
national consultation.
5. add a layer of flexibility into future plans, recognising that things are fluid.

*** We need to preserve what makes Nelson special ***

The strong reaction Council is receiving in response to Plan 29 is not just from
property owners trying to safeguard their investment. It is a genuine concern about
the impact of this plan on Nelson.

1. Nelson IS its communities - we chose Nelson over more practical places to
live because we wish our children to float between neighbours houses;
because we want to be the cheery smile for the elderly gentleman on our
street; or to start WhatsApp groups when our street goes into lockdown.
When Nelson city Carols by Candlelight was canceled, a collection of
neighbours met at the rotunda in Fairfield park. When lockdown created
tedium, we had letterbox decoration competitions and wrote Haikus outside of
our houses with chalk. When a cat was killed during roadworks on our street,
neighbours poured out sympathy and advocated to keep our animals and
children safe. This is a community and it is why people choose to live here.
The type of intensification being suggested is very likely to undermine this
community.

2. Preserving Nelson’s charm - the benefits and charm of a smaller, regional
town are one of the compelling draw cards for migration to Nelson and brings
in droves of tourists. The greenery and open spaces, away from the bustling
urban environment typical of larger cities, makes Nelson special. High-rise



buildings towering over existing family homes would significantly detract from
this. Less tourists means less income into the city. Done poorly, intensification
could be a death null to our city.

We would like to preserve what makes Nelson great. Having a hotch potch of
six-storey apartments scattered across residential areas will not do that.

| recommend that you:
1. recognise that Nelson’s charm is its neighbourhoods.
2. limit intensification to the commercial city-centre

#* Elaws with Plan 29 in it’s existing form ***

In its current form, Plan 29 feels like a knee-jerk reaction. Single level communities
with lots of character and charm are suddenly allowed to have 6-storey buildings
simply because they are accessible to our tiny ‘city’. Privacy and sunlight restrictions,
which are normally consented, are deemed unimportant relative to the flexibility to
create 6-stored structures for a demographic we don't even fully understand.

Plan 29 raises serious questions, including:

1. Infrastructural challenges: The proposed rezoning for high-density areas is
likely to exert additional pressure on existing facilities, some already
struggling. Roads, utilities, parking, public services, even schools and our
new hospital are designed with a certain population density in mind. Is this
being considered in parallel, because we are not privy to that information.

2. Social impact: Intensification without a proactive strategy, is likely to erode
our greatest asset here - our communities. This would be further compounded
if additional accommodation became used for holiday accommodations.
Again, we are not privy to social impact strategy or any rules being
considered for the regulation of holiday accommodations.

3. Building requirements: The discarding of privacy and sunlight constraints to
building raises questions of what other restrictions are being eased? Are we
going to be living next door to poorly designed dwellings with no noise
proofing that are vulnerable to earthquakes?

4, Energy efficiency: Melbourne residents received heavy subsidies to go
solar. By contrast, it is proposed that Nelsonian’s don't even have access to
sun while inside their own homes. The shadows of multi-storey buildings are
going to rule out lots of solar options into the future. This does not feel future
friendly.

5. Protecting Privacy - family neighbourhoods will feel less safe with the
invasion of privacy that is possible with a multi-storey building next door. It is
not a right of a homeowner to have their toddler play naked in a paddling pool
without worrying who is watching them, but it is something being lost
nonetheless.

6. Future projections - as alluded to above, the future is going to be rapidly
changing in the next 5-years as artificial intelligence rewrites how and where
we work. Added to that, there is a trend overseas where retail precincts are



slowly dying as online shopping and megastores take over. The assumptions
on which this plan is based is that we should intensify in areas that are
walking distance to Nelson city, however is that really necessary:

a. Places like Christchurch have a centre and then multiple well-serviced
suburbs, like Riccarton, Addington etc. Why not have better amenities
in Tahunanui, Atawhai, by Mitre 10 etc etc.

b. Melbourne has created a flat fee for train rides into the city, even if you
live an hour away. This allows people to access affordable housing
AND work in the city without creating congestion or environmental
challenges.

c. We are assuming there IS a city centre that people are drawn to. But if
my recent trip to the US is anything to show by, the enduring shops in
provincial city centres are more about eating options than
employment. This is especially.

d. Additionally climate projections mean that there is not high density
proposed in The Wood. However it's not clear whether these
projections are founded or whether other options for managing sea
level rises have been considered e.g. sea barriers.

*** Some residents will be disproportionately impacted ***

This needs to be said. Should a homeowner be unlucky enough to have a
multi-storey building erected next door, they will face a significant erosion of their
property value. This feels immensely unfair, especially as it may be their only source
of wealth.

Equally, whole neighbourhoods may have an immediate reduction in their value
because of the potential of someone building out next door with no daylight
provisions and limited privacy. It feels like an uniucky lottery.

Summary:

| am not opposed to the idea of higher-rise developments (4-6 stories) within the
central city precincts, where commercial and other high-rise buildings already exist.
However, extending such high-rise developments into existing family-centric
neighborhoods, especially without the requisite resource consents, should not be
taking place.

Decision Request:

We urge the Nelson City Council to revoke Plan29 and favor a longer, more
community-centric engagement process to address housing affordability in Nelson
comprehensively based on objective evidence of population growth, including the
residential preferences of the growing population. We believe a collaborative




approach, where the community is actively involved in decision-making, will lead to
more sustainable and accepted housing solutions.

Public Hearing:

e Yes, | do wish to speak in support of my submission at a public hearing.

Trade Competition:

e No, | will not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.





















We have enjoyed visiting for extended
periods in cities in Europe and Scandanavia
that have built using a more dense and
sustainable model. If done right we believe
the 3-6 story apartments are very attractive
and very 'livable'. Done right, shops, public
transport, pools, parks and other amenities
can be within a short walking distance.
Often this can mean that friends and family
can be closer. Ideally if this is done well it
leaves more room for nature.

The primary reasons for us submitting are
that the current model of urban growth is
unsustainable and leads to inefficient
servicing, environmental degradation and
wasteful of productive land. The current
model is driven by our society’'s demand for
using motor vehicles. Our specific concerns
about the current situation is:

+ Impervious surface. In our current urban
areas there is a large amount of tarsealed
road/driveway, roof and concrete surface
covering our land. This is essentially creates
‘dead’ surfaces on our planet that relies on
living surfaces that create resilience e.g. the
natural cycles of carbon and water. It is also
important that rainfall recharges our
aquifers so that the many streams that are
fed by groundwater are allowed to flourish.
The proposed rule requiring 20% permeable
surface for a development site is probably
about right, but it would be good to creat
incentive to provide more and to put some
stormwater onto these surfaces.

« Limited green space for nature. While we
understand that this is outside the scope of
this plan change there is likely to be a need
to 'balance' higher density housing with
more space for nature. This means that we
can better live in harmony with nature. This
is particularly true for our stream
ecosystems that need space to function
properly i.e. flood flows over well-controlled
secondary flow paths provide relief to the
stream from erosion/scour, but also help
keep the stream clean as the silt deposits
onto grassy flood plains. Green spaces can
also be corridors for bird life and provide
for necessary carbon sequestration. Green
space in towns and cities is proven to be
beneficial for people’s health and mental
wellbeing. This could all be worked through
with Neighbourhood Plans.



« Unsustainable transportation. With
sprawling, low density urban areas and low
usage of public transport mean the vehicle
kilometers travelled per person is greater
and therefore the pollution we create from
vehicles is high. It is not only the carbon
emissions, but discharges to water from the
wearing of tyres and brake linings.
Neighbourhood Plans should consider the
integration of intensive 'hubs' with
transportation routes.

« High Costs and low efficiency. Pipework
and pumping systems for drinking water,
wastewater and stormwater is more
expensive the more spread out and less
dense the developments are. Public
transport is also less efficient and costly as
urban areas spread out in many directions.
« Limited housing options. There need to be
more smaller housing options for example
for single people, young couples and older
folk.

« Pressure on productive land and to reduce
space for nature in rural areas. We only
have limited land and taking up more of
that land for non-productive urban space, it
means the pressure comes on existing rural
landscapes to be more intensive and that
can often mean reducing spaces for nature
and more pollution, particularly to
waterways.

« More variety permitted in dwelling eg
spaces created for tiny house villages

We like this plan as it addresses these
problems.

While we support this plan change, any
intensification needs to be designed well.
This means that multi-story buildings
should integrate well with the landscape
(topography, streams etc), have green space
around them, provide privacy and avoid
shading other dwellings too much. All this
needs to be addressed in comprehensive
Neighbourhood Plans.






We have enjoyed visiting for
extended periods in cities in
Europe and Scandanavia that
have built using a more dense
and sustainable model. If done
right we believe the 3-6 story
apartments are very attractive
and very 'livable’. Done right,
shops, public transport, pools,
parks and other amenities can
be within a short walking
distance. Often this can mean
that friends and family can be
closer. Ideally if this is done
well it leaves more room for
nature.

The primary reasons for us
submitting are that the current
model of urban growth is
unsustainable and leads to
inefficient servicing,
environmental degradation and
wasteful of productive land.
The current model is driven by
our society’s demand for using
motor vehicles. Our specific
concerns about the current
situation is:

« Impervious surface. In our
current urban areas there is a
large amount of tarsealed
road/driveway, roof and
concrete surface covering our
land. This is essentially creates
‘dead’ surfaces on our planet
that relies on living surfaces
that create resilience e.g. the
natural cycles of carbon and
water. It is also important that
rainfall recharges our aquifers
so that the many streams that
are fed by groundwater are
allowed to flourish. The
proposed rule requiring 20%
permeable surface for a
development site is probably
about right, but it would be
good to creat incentive to
provide more and to put some
stormwater onto these
surfaces.

« Limited green space for
nature. While we understand



that this is outside the scope of
this plan change there is likely
to be a need to 'balance’
higher density housing with
more space for nature. This
means that we can better live
in harmony with nature. This is
particularly true for our stream
ecosystems that need space to
function properly i.e. flood
flows over well-controlled
secondary flow paths provide
relief to the stream from
erosion/scour, but also help
keep the stream clean as the
silt deposits onto grassy flood
plains. Green spaces can also
be corridors for bird life and
provide for necessary carbon
sequestration. Green space in
towns and cities is proven to be
beneficial for people’s health
and mental wellbeing. This
could all be worked through
with Neighbourhood Plans.

s Unsustainable transportation.
With sprawling, low density
urban areas and low usage of
public transport mean the
vehicle kilometers travelled per
person is greater and therefore
the pollution we create from
vehicles is high. It is not only
the carbon emissions, but
discharges to water from the
wearing of tyres and brake
linings. Neighbourhood Plans
should consider the integration
of intensive 'hubs' with
transportation routes.

« High Costs and low efficiency.
Pipework and pumping
systems for drinking water,
wastewater and stormwater is
more expensive the more
spread out and less dense the
developments are. Public
transport is also less efficient
and costly as urban areas
spread out in many directions.
« Limited housing options.
There need to be more smaller
housing options for example
for single people, young
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* Pressure on productive land
and to reduce space for nature
in rural areas. We only have
limited land and taking up
more of that land for non-
productive urban space, it
means the pressure comes on
existing rural landscapes to be
more intensive and that can
often mean reducing spaces for
nature and more pollution,
particularly to waterways.

« More variety permitted in
dwelling eg spaces created for
tiny house villages

We like this plan as it addresses
these problems.

While we support this plan
change, any intensification
needs to be designed well. This
means that multi-story
buildings should integrate well
with the landscape
{(topography, streams etc), have
green space around them,
provide privacy and avoid
shading other dwellings too
much. All this needs to be
addressed in comprehensive
Neighbourhood Plans.







































 Provision
 Objective
DOA4.]

Zoning for the
- Seymour
Avenue
Heritage
Precinct

| Zoning for
Properties
Adjoining the
Seymour
Avenue
Heritage
Precinct

Rule REr.18B

Rule REr.18T

Schedule 1~ Submissions

- Submission

Support. The Seymour Avenue
Heritage Precinct residents value and
respect our historic heritage and
spend considerable time and
resource ensuring the character of

Oppose. Zoning the majority of

- Seymour Avenue as d Medium Density
Residential Zone (allowing up to three
dwellings of up to three stories on a
single site REr18B) does not protect
the Precincts’ historic heritage, it does
- not ensure that Council's obligations
have been met in this regard (as a
matter of National Importance) and
does nhot retain or enhance the
heritage precinct.

Oppose. Adjoining and wider
properties that provide contextual
significance to the Seymour Avenue
Heritage Precinct should be
recognised and appropriately be

- accorded protection.

Oppose in part. Providing a rule that
enables up to three dwellings of up to
three stories on a single site for the

- properties within or adjacent to the
Seymour Avenue Heritage Precinct

heritage, it does not ensure that
Council's obligations have been met
in the protection of historic heritage
and it does not retain or enhance the
heritage precinct.

Oppose in part. Providing a rule that
enables up to three dwellings of up to
three stories on a single site for the
properties within or adjacent to the

- Seymour Avenue Heritage Precinct
does not protect the Precincts’ historic
heritage, it does not ensure that
Council's obligations have been met

13

the street is preserved and enhanced.

does not protect the Precincts’ historic

Decision Sought
The objective be retained.

The entirety of Seymour
Avenue are zoned as a General
Residential Zone.

The properties adjoining the

Seymour Avenue Heritage
Precinct, and in the wider areq,
properties that provide
contextual significance to the
Seymour Avenue Heritage
Precinct, are zoned as a
General Residential Zone.

The properties within and
adjoining the Seymour Avenue
Heritage Precinct are excluded
from this rule.

 The properties within and
~adjoining the Seymour Avenue

Heritage Precinct are excluded
from this rule.




Rules REr.85 —
9

in the protection of historic heritage
and it does not retain or enhance the
heritage precinct.

Support in part.

14

The rules include an
amendment to provide for
non-compliance or a waiving
of the need to obtain consent
for activities in response to
force majeure events.















SUBMISSION AGAINST PLAN
29

I 100% reject Plan 29 in its
current form.

Im very concerned about the
physical and social effects that
such a plan will have on
established residential
properties and the future look
and feel of our town.

Any plan that leaves the
spatial configuration of new
multi-storey buildings to pure
chance or to the whim of the
developer, is bound to lead to
disappointing results with
unintended consequences that
will be hard if not impossible
to come back from.

| acknowledge there is a
degree of need regarding
residential housing but |
question the lack of vision, the
degree of change and the one
size fits all approach that is
Plan 29.

ACHIEVING BALANCE

Plan 29 in its current form will
have adverse affects for both
existing residents and the new
residents alike - albeit in
different ways.

There must be an
intensification vision and
threshold that can satisfy the
demands of homes for people
without abandoning the
people .

I'm opposed to anything over
4 stories being built in Nelson.
The taller buildings that exist
already, and | include the NCC
building in the center of town,
are ugly and dominate the sky
line. | would much rather be
looking at the hills and trees
that surround Nelson as these
vistas help to make it a joy to
live here. These pre-existing

PREFERRED OPTIONS

Evidently our current Future
Development Strategy spells
out the need for
neighbourhood plans in the
first instance. NCC surely then
must design comprehensive
neighbourhood plans first
.Such plans will 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
etc. With a clear picture in
mind, the community will be
much more at ease about the
changes. You will bring the
people with you and not
exacerbate divisions. Has NCC
missed a step in the process? |
would like to see
comprehensive neighbourhood
plans undertaken

Provision for carparking in or
complementing all future
developments .

A fair balance of developers
offering residential builds
catering to a broad spectrum of
the market

A sympathetic blending of
residential into the city without
bringing about unintended
social consequences

Prioritize sunlight. | favour
height restrictions along with
less dwellings per site so peope
are not denied direct sunlight

| support in principle
residential builds no higher
than 4 stories in the CBD and
fringe commercial zones with
conditions attached. We can
see some good examples of
this with Betts and the Poly
Tech accommodation which are
3 stories high. The issue with



buildings should remain as a
visual reminder of exactly what
not to do. They don't belong—
please no more!

I'm 100% opposed to high rise
residential buildings.
Normalising shoe box living
via height, too many dwellings
per site along with zero or
limited green space is ill
conceived and will not meet
the needs of a wide range of
people including those with
growing families and or
families with special and or
complex needs as grateful as
they may be to have a roof
over their heads.

There has not been enough
thought put in or conversation
had about the social
implications of such radical
intensification including
mental health and wellbeing. |
do not see how stacking
families on top of each other
with only the streets and/ or
public spaces to play
constitutes a healthy
environment.

The question then is how can
the plan be constructed to
prioritise positive social
outcomes and add something
to our community rather than
create a problem,

Further more | understand that
Council has no ability to
enforce that carparks be
included in high rise buildings.
To justify and accept this by
saying that most developers
wouldn't consider leaving
carparks out is not responsible
planning. Its unacceptable for
this door to be left open - The
bigger the building ,the more
people, the bigger the
congestion problem on our
streets.

these examples of course is the
lack of green space within
these sites .

Particularly in regard to, but
not limited to, families and
affordable housing I'm more in
favour of staggered row
housing with a focus on good
design and not so many
dwellings per site, limited in
height to 2 stories. This style of
housing gives each house a
small garden for kids to play, to
grow your own veggies, relax
outdoors, meet neighbours and
socialise. It makes for a
community and integrates the
housing into the
neighbourhood. Less worries
for local residents about
cutting off the sun and loosing
privacy. This type of housing
negates the need for residents
to soley rely on nearby public
parks or greenspace.

FOOTNOTE

Despite Council extending the
feedback time there still has
not been sufficient time to get
my head around every
implication and unintended
consequence of PLAN 29
therefore 1 suspect there are
still issues hidden within the
Plan that | can not comment on
at this time therefore this
submission cannot be a full
repesentation of my views. |
think there needed to be
dedicated education sessions
for the public — theres a lot to
process.




AFFORDABILTY and
REVITALISATION

I'm not convinced that the
goals of revitalising the city
and large scale residential
housing in and near the CBD
are compatible with each other
and in reality could work
against each other. | think each
of these goals requires a
custom made framework and
way more public consultation.
The one size fits all approach
guarantees neither
revitalisation nor affordability.

I'd like to see any Plan we
adopt ensure and make
explicit that there is a fair
balance of developers offering
residential builds for all those
who are in the market for it
from families to the retired. I'd
like to see a plan that achieves
a sympathetic blending of
residential into the city without
bringing about unintended
social consequences. Plan 29
does not do this.

SUNLIGHT

Whichever residential zone we
are talking about sunlight is
the big one.

Its absurd to build anything
that blocks out peoples direct
sunlight especially given the
cold winters we have here and
how much of a push there is
for warm healthy homes.
Blocking the sun is not
compatible with the push for
warmer healthier homes. |
favour height restrictions
along with less dwellings per
site so people are not denied
direct sunlight.

PROPOSED ZONES

[ do not support the proposed
new zones as they currently
stand.



| think the High Density area
spreads too far into
established residential zones
and the new height
suggestions are completely
incompatible with what
already exists except for in the
CBD and possibly fringe
commercial/industrial areas
which | think ought not exceed
4 stories.

| question the need for a
medium density zone at all
and once again the new height
suggestions would have too
great an impact on existing
residences.

| think the proposed zones are
an example of one size fits all
which | am opposed to .






| disagree with the approach of
earmarking entire blocks of land for
zoning change, based mainly on
‘proximity to amenities' as described by
planners at the public meeting held by
NCC at the Trafalgar Centre some weeks
ago. | see this approach as too narrow
in its scope and it appears to ignore
potential impact on existing residents
and fails to recognize the topography
of the land, the nature of the roading
and the existing natural hazards in
some of these areas.

We are the owners of 66 Tosswill Rd. If
Plan Change 29 went ahead in its
current form, this will enable our
neighbour on our North boundary to
build to 12m; this height of build would
effectively put us in shade from
approximately 8.00am to 1.00pm or
later and would block our outlook to
the north also. This would have a very
negative effect on our lifestyle and
possibly health,

Directly across the road the proposed
change would enable building to 19.5m.
The idea of buildings of this height and
covering a large area as proposed along
Tosswill Rd and down Tamaki Rd is quite
disturbing to us as existing residents,
for the following reasons:

- Shading would be a big issue for as at
this height, as well as a large loss of
outlook to the sea and the mountains.
We purchased our home in December
2020 for its sun and views (The home
itself is circa 1939 and of modest
condition) and we have relocated here
this year. Had we known about the
potential for a change of zoning as
proposed in Plan Change 29, we would
not have purchased here. The impact on
our home in terms of potential shading,
loss of view and loss of privacy would
have been too much of a risk for us as a
family. Even the uncertainty of whether
development with these types of
negative impacts would create anxiety
for us as a family, should the Plan
Change 29 changes be adopted in their
current form.

- Natural Hazards are also an issue in
the Tahunanui area; well documented
flooding and subsequent land



subsidence alone we would see as a
very good reason for intensification of
housing as afforded by Plan Change 29
to be recognized as a flawed concept.

- Transportation is also an issue. Tosswill
Rd and other streets in the area are
already down to single lane and quite
hazardous on a daily basis with just a
single vehicle parked on the roadside.
Creation of large apartment blocks and
intensification in general will only
exacerbate this issue - which is a serious
safety issue in this area.

- Infrastructure is lacking and both
stormwater and sewage systems in the
Tahunanui Hills appear to be old and
inadequate. The need for upgrading of
these services to accommodate more
residents appears to have been
overlooked.

- Amenities in terms of a supermarket
are not readily available close to
Tahunanui.

- The existing character of housing in
the Tahunanui hills is varied but is
generally 1 - 2 story and residential a
variety of ages of home from Heritage
to modern and everything in between,
Sizes of home also vary. The building of
very large apartments or residential
homes to 19.5 in particular would not fit
well with the character of the area in
general.

Overall, | would see the changes
proposed by plan Change 29 to be
unsuitable for the Tahunanui Hills in
particular, for the aforementioned
reasons.

However, | would suggest a more
nuanced approach to creating more
housing options across Nelson. Some
sites will always lend themselves to
development more than others and |
would like to see NCC make changes
that would give scope for building to
the parameters suggested in Plan
Change 29 - on a site by site basis,
anywhere in the city, in consultation
with existing residents.

I would also suggest that encouraging
minor dwelllings to be constructed on
existing sites, 2nd full dwellings of 1 - 2
storey should be encouraged and NCC




ruies could well be relaxed in terms ot
site coverage etc to enable this type of
extra housing - without the necessity
for multi-storey (12 - 19.5m in height).
This could also bring in more funds in
terms of rates payments to afford the
corresponding increase in spending
necessary for sewage and stormwater
services, roading etc.

Thank you for the opportunity to
submit. Myself and my family strongly
oppose Plane Change 29 and would

like to see NCC present alternatives.

Kind Regards

Peter Sheppard
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Hearlng Panel

al 1steangly disegres with the make-up of the hearing ganel, becsuze of its “blased’ putiic
prreeptios fofowing the vote ot Cotnclior Courtneys propeasl 16 withedraw FE29 pt the 13"
Seprember Counch mosnng
1) 1 ask the Ceuncd 1o appoint Counciliors from either zide of the Sept 13Y vote,

NCL's Population forecasts
#l Thase ars a pleolal aspect for the 5
prowth. Yhe forecests ueed by HOC are not Statistics N2 medivm projections, bul pre over

ie of which Nebon pesds to paable istensthication and

B

et projections that requie the scale of intensification to be greater than thoss of

Statistics N2,
1)1 ask thie Coungdd 1o wee Stetistics N7 mediem prajection forecasts, as cerpmmmpnded by
the HPAUD Cagscity: Guide on Zvidence and Monitaring, para 2.1.1 and amend its

intensification requirements actordingly.

Desipn Lead and Mot Developer Lead Growth.

#) - Nelson isa very special and uaigue place thet needs (o be protected with care. 1t s unlike
any other district in N7, 1 includes 3 "Low Rise’ iy with s collection of heritage and noir
hesitage character bulldings that bave attracted people fsr penprations snd been a chedshed

hatiday destieation for many Bew Zealanders,

bl - Residential Meighbourhoods should be pratectad for future generations to pnjoy and new
developrments thoughtiully designed and planned on o neighbourboad, by neighbaurhpod
basis 1o madrtain the puence of thels chamoise

£} We need to protect and retals CBD histewis facanes a3 an essential part of the charactor of

the inner Uity
huilt ook o Few metres from 220-year-old Histori

dl - Costemosrary Black ros Ulad Boxes,
Hiomas is o thatightless ek of lang-term vision fur malniainies the ativaction of Nelson for

all the future residents snd visiors,

#)  Ciesen Spaces, Tress and Landacaping sre pasential for the look and feel of some of our oider
nelghbourhoods. They help ronsiderably with 1he wellbeing of the residents and help 1o
privvide sn esseptisl part of the sitrsction of Kelson, which must alt be considersd during
developing the prowth of Nebwon,
i1 dask the Council to create a broader Javel of protection for neighbourhoods beyand the

ot value from the sarly

and preciscts that gill bave histosdc cha

hisritage bulldiag

ity -1 ask the Counci Lo appaint ap Urban Development Sgency [UDA o carsfully guids
grosah angd sopvely teoilitaie the eraerpeace of tohedive whan selghbourhnods with a

varisty of high-nuality housing choices.



&} Suntight Recession Planes and Shading Effects
1 part of Twing ke Metzon. 1is not calted the Sunching Capital of K27 for

ad Sunfight s s LRI
no reason. It s well documented that peaple relotate (o Melsas boeause of the Sun znd
arespl resuced wages talisd Sunshing Wages' Tor that peivilege.

bt TOC svesn “Encourage the Sun isio your home'. See Bips-f /v laseman govt sz my

prepery/bullding-and-ahteraticy/heating-and-insulation/energy-eficiency-and-heating -your-
R/

¢f Al pxisting houses buill prior 16 and under the current daylipht admission rules will be
subjecied 1o tae fnss of sunlight ameaily under PC2E with the followng #fie

)} increated bevels of mentsl health llness, ity and stross,
ity Inereased level of damp homes with associated mould and mildew snd resplratory

ilneszes.

{ity shagowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrsys and Passive Solar Energy Healing

v} increased beating costs, air pollution, carbon fool priat, are all exasperted dus ts 2
targe portion 6f Nelsan housing is ol with un-insalated walls and single glarieg shd
opei fires wirre legisiaiad bul of yse many years ago

v} Beduction in praperty values sngd increased financial siress, bersuse the heuse would he
tong desirabile 1o Hve in,

vi} Residents

vi

struggling with the cost-of-fiving crish may not aflond (o heal theb fearne

D

Progerty owners Wil be refuctanl Lo invest in maeking sdditional new {Iow rise) infill

improversents o el section, with allordabile addsstonat units that COULD be over

shadowed and devalued by o wealthis developes whe could aford g0 build a mull

storey develapient sedl doot a1 any time in the future,

11} task the Coundil 1o mainiain the AP1S Daylight Admissar protection sules b all pro
enigtlog properties, uniess the owner gives written approval to the onliary

{2} 1 strongly support the inclusien of Davlight and Senlight pobey staterment Para

oh Bcusehold uple i & oritics?

I The reveption of daylight apd zunlight to ¢
companent of residential amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is
vital for putdooe activities oih g gardening and recrestion. 1o ensurs

shading efferts are minjmised, and ti ensuss there i sulficen! space

zrouni buildings to aliow the admission of daylight 1o the site; this Plan has provided
for dayliphs controls an all sido and rear boundaries, The polivy abio anplies 1w lasger

son-residential bulldings such as schools or halis. The basc premise is that the

daylighl and suplipht recebeed on a residential site should be no different whether or

mol the nelghbour 1y resldential, This gbllosophy apphes whelher the ballding is on

an pofoining sie oF aci0ss & Srest

&) Privacy and Dutlook
ab Poeary 5oa crdital part of enjoying a properly
il 1 support the inciusion of BE2.4 0, bt ask Council to add 1he tollowing {hracketad)

wireds, ' The Dudding Act cantrods windows i vealls of Biildings on or close 10 boundaniss

anid the catlnck rules ensure that residential units {and thelr neighbours! bave 5
reasonable degree of privacy as well as eacourage residential wiits to be srentated

sowaids the strest o public ogen space’



71

B

itensification

al

i

| strengly oppose the High-Density Residential Zone, & is by no way in character or i Beeping

With any existing Lew Bise’ Nelson residential suburb and beyond the MDS lega) mandats

03 sk Couned] ta semove HORY from the plan completely,

1} 1 ask CouncH to apply the new Genersl Resdential Zone equally across the sntire Nelson
disteret on the introdection of PC29, on ihe basts that ARIS Dayight Zdmissian
protection roles will apply 10 ol pre-esiating properiies, uniess e ownes gives wilten

approval to the contrary.

is belng wsed for anly single

tam slrongly spposed &0 ol pew ‘Green Feld” developmes

5 it s & complels unterutilisstion of land that can actammsiate intressed

stewey dwelli

intensification.

1 taskCounsd to ensure a minimem of two slorey dwelllogs be built oo all pew groen Bell
developments, g Galilen Elms i To! Toi, Mgawhaty Yalley and Marsden Valley

5 fol S0ve DL

Buitding hollday apariments thal sit empty for long periods,

intensification, growth and affordability ditermma, end vet 1t locks up our valuable housing

reseyree, b Pocks B Haven Road bas many empty apiartments

0 3ask Cpuncll to consider solutians te mitigate against new-build empty holiday
apariments.

| oppose the incpase of residential units beyond 4, as 3 restricted discretionary artivity that

does NOT require notification snd wriitten approval fram selghbiurs

austll 1o ensure that more Lhan 4 undts requlees noriBoation, to restood farge ot

conunodaton bocks spanning mulfiple

of charasies’ ians, and taking up tols of on

sireed var parking spates, poppdng up i s residantial sirest, without warming.

Bigper sider properties, could be better utilised and help with our growth if they were mare

sazlly allowed 10 be divaded into mait-deellings

o o Cretirement villages!, can

fhutlding inner ¢ily apartments that offer an alternative 1o
free up the bizger homes for new Families o oocupy. The ‘retired’ oocupants may alio be less
Tikety 1o be reliant en a vehicle, which may more closely suit the growth model desied,

-e5 for pommertial hospitaliy

Uesipning Inner-City roof gasdens amd batcones with green sp
use or places for aparlment iving residents to relax and enjoy the Nelson Sun,

Incentbiisg sing residests Lo demalish or relocate thelr houss in favour of repliacing

7 Ading they comply with the sutable character o6

heritage of the neighbourhood,

Fropressively Phased Intensification

Farstly, nnes Oy shonid be the slarting place 1o have the most significant intessification,

befewe forcing 1§ ontn the Aanbial pelghboehioddy, 18 can glve mnrs v o anppate a

hatter design vision for cur residential nelghbourbonds,

i) task Council o make better utitization of Car Only spaces, by developing ther indo
shared sp
@5 Car ondy spaces.

it Vosk Councll to retain pars 100,11 "The ons en

L with Accommedation overhead "Nelust” Bahliahts 24% of the innse Oy

Ris)

ables snd encourages an increaze by the

deszity anid diversity of quality hinising In the City Cenire by enabling rosidpntis

activity above ground floor level. It i expected that over Bime, more people will chiosse



£}

<, shaps, ntertainment and

varled open speces and sxperiences

Secondly, City Frinze would be the next rone to phase in for Intensifivation,

i haE Councll 16 negotiate and/or incentivise Industry and car yards 1o elecale, 1o less
esseatial iznd that can e beler ysed for scoommodation

Finally, the Besidential Fores weould be the last ares 10 be phassd i, by working out from the

City Fringe Lone (ard Ceplral Stnke)

i) 1 weantd supnort Mediam Density Residential Zones {3 storey 11m highl progressively
expanding from the CBD {and Central Stoke] if required and over Hime, providing APLS
Diayight Admis

 pIopeTies

4} - intensification in hazard opes

)

F a5k Councll to apply no groater Vhan General Besidential ZTorsag roles in sl Harard overtays,
hecause these sress have been assessed as valnerable and given that we are in 3 climale
grists, with increasing recorl-breaking weather events, silecting nceasing areas of Ne

ways not seen belore then, | beliews thoze sreas shoald be trested wath caution

10) Osostreet carparking

aj

Increased Intensifcation will result in more on-street rid parking and the narrow streets of
Kelwan will become a hazard to pedestrians, moblity scooters, tyehists, refuse collection and

§

Emergency Service vehieles, This will cause fractusing of nelg

arply sedations and

communities

i} - 1ask Councll to grovide a ‘Comgrehensive cor parkiog management plan’ as strongly
enraraged by Polley 11 of the HPSUD 20240, 10 mitigate againgt 1hewe lssues,

il 1 ask Council to use traffic calming solutions thet do sot lose onestrest car parking
spacws, B2 Speed Mumps, instead of Chpke Points,

11} Sacial Bousing

by

13

Significant cere snd atteation must be considered with 8l social housing because there are

toes miarry sastles arioss the couniry whore this has Iesdt in disharmony in

tommitrsities

Highs density belng for the homelass and vilnerable will sot resull by heaithy sulcorses For ol
ioerned.

{Carsful design controls from the concept slage orwards, will be rewarded i the lomg run,
with loes suppiort requined by Blontal Hesith Services, Charily sanvioes, Police snd Social
Servires

1} b wesild ke 1o see Coungil won

Eing closely with Xainga Ora, {0 provide 3 transnarent
wity of criating oy Socis! Howsing Developments that 7" with ihe long-teom design
vision of Belson

Bi 1 wesihd ke 1o see Counet have more B for parpose controds for antisocial behaviour
that sfferts the pxisting neighbour's enjoymaent of thelr properry,



12} Infrastructure
al 1ask the Coupct lo include b a0 to mibigate apgainst future droephy situations with a greater
dermand on the same amount of waster Tran the Maital Tam, for  grenter populabion

B sk the Councll f include a plan to miltigsie sgaingg the sncreased eaparity reaulressents for

lr wase waler syitems
cb 1ask the Councll to incude a plan (o mitigate against the creased capacity regulresents foe
shormn wisler,





