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Return your submission by 4pm on OFFICE USE
Tuesday 31 October 2023 to: Submission No: S935

Senior Planning Administrator

RMA Pifh Submissions Date Received Stamp:

21/10/2.3

: Ground Floor, Civic House, 110 Trafalgar Street,
Nelson 7010 0 il todhvironmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz with plan

NDOCs No: 539570224-18320

*Required
Submitter Details

Full Name* Boff;h\Ki
Organisation | Boffa Mis
Contact Person | Liz Gavin \

Postal address* | L1, B2 \
51 Halifax Street, Nels

4

I Liz.Gavin@boffamiskell.co.nz

/7

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

submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the\R®ource ement Act 1991.

M I/we could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this’ issf®n.

Il I/we could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submissiow, #VesSeasgcomplete the following:
[] 1/we are directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submisSiQi¥th 5) Miversely affects the
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trades -Q@ ion.

Telephone*

Trade Competition*

[ 1/we are not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission Yat: (a) advelsely affects the

environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competiy

Council Hearing*
I/we do not wish to be heard in support of my/our submission.
O I/we wish to be heard in support of my/our submission. If yes:

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

Public information
Please note that your name and address is required to be made publicly available under the Resource Management Act
1991, as any further submission supporting or opposing this submission is required to be forwarded to you as well as

council.

L&' it
31 Octobher 2023

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

RMA Submission Form for Yo Kouriheros Wikl

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

[] Entire Plan Change [] papakainga

idential [J transport

ity and City Fringe [] Mapping

i [ infrastructure

[] Area outside of Plan Change

[ subdivision
[] other
hange in part [] oppose the Plan Change
ange in part [] support the Plan Change
e Rlan Change Request amendments to the Plan Change

My submission is*:
(Include whether you support
views)

ecific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your

rds Plan Change 29. We, as a collective of Landscape
ur, points, that specifically relate to elements within the
itufrinke, gd Industrial provisions.

Architects and Urban Designers, wish to hig
proposed changes to Residential, Inner City an

1. Density and growth within the Inner City
Inner City and City Fringe and Residential

to the wider residential area. The Town Centres of Stoke and Ta i as within the Nelson Port/

Marina should be considered as focal points for intensification as there (sti ort infrastructure.

2. Protect and Increase the area and impact of public realm amenity
Inner City and City Fringe and Residential

2.1 Increasing the density in residential areas puts more demand on the public realm.

Considerations within this plan change needs to accommodate and anticipate the increased deman
landscape and value of amenity for residents and the public. This is partially notable as a key characteri
Whakati | Nelson is the leafy green suburbia surrounding the city. The plan needs to enable urban greenin® with
plants, in particular trees in the right place. Urban greening as part of Nelson's identity as a response to the
intensification. These areas of urban greening should happen with at the street level and be driven by a wider

Urban Greenspace Spatial Plan (see consideration 2.2)

With the scenario where mature trees are removed from the Public realm, there should be compensation for

bringing mature trees back in.
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2.2 Development of an urban greenspace spatial plan to enable successful Intensification outcomes PC29

The parks network that served people and the environment in a low-density suburban living context will require
investment to meet the future needs of our communities who will live in more compact intensified urban areas
identified in PC 29. Our coastal fringe , waterfront, sportsfields, walkways, playgrounds and natural areas need to
be complemented by a network of easy to access, quality neighbourhood parks that people use on a daily basis.

Investment in quality neighbourhood parks will support the planned transition to higher density urban and
suburban living across Whakata | Nelson. The development of PC29 and intensification areas should be responsive
d developed in conjunction with a Parks and Open Spaces Spatial Plan. Improvements in our neighbourhood
d pedestrian linkages will support people living well in urban areas and provide the spaces where natural

to;

atig on design guidelines, that look at the Neighborhood scale would work to ascertain
g¥ign suides need to support good street level activation, Look at bulk and mass,
articulation and modul

4. Industrial

Heavy industrial and large retail outfits si#puldfbe cansidered to be zoned towards Stoke or Richmond. It is difficult
to achieve intensification and activation\gf uffic reglm and successful of urban greenspace needed to achieve
intensification in the city fringe when also ado a#M heavy industrial activity. Alignment with light industrial
uses can be considered as part of an intensifie uge regidential if cases where noxious noise, smell, activity is

acceptable to residential use.
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Nelson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whakati

RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

tign with the anticipated Nelson Hospital redevelopment. Intensification should also be considered
reSahuna and Stoke. These urban centres already have key transport and infrastructure capacity

jed living in Nelson.

For othe j e urbanized centres, (e.g. in more ‘suburban’ context), neighbourhood level design
shgwld be undertaken by Council to ascertain the impacts of intensification on existing

Public realm respons i ity such as improved footpaths, urban greening, seating, lighting, etc
should be considered with ig#€n on. Preservation of existing street trees should be strongly considered
as a benefit of both public aqd fullure resigents in intensified living.

Note:
1)  This form is only for the purpose of making a submission on Proposed Plan
Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support n original

2)  Itis not mandatory to use either the cover or content sheet of this form, however y
writing and provide the necessary information as indicated on the form, e.g., what is s
reason why and the decision sought, full contact details, etc.

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

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

a. s frivolous or vexatious.

t be

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.

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

d. contains offensive language.

e. issupported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared
by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to

give expert advice on the matter.
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RMA Submission Form for B e

e Kaurinera o Whokati
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29
Return your submission by 4pm on OFFICE USE
Tuesday 31 October 2023 to: Submission No: §937

Senior Planning Administrator
RMA Plan Submissions
Nelson City Council

PO Box 645 | '%I/{O/ZB

Nelson 7040 - -

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

| Date Received Stamp:

T

NDOCs No: 539570224-18323 |

=

*Required
Submitter Details

Full Name* | cAeiNg LSS TR0 Mjbﬁo@

Organisation

Contact Person
Postaladdress® | 15 B \FHNEA-UONVE <KV

r Nelsen)
IL Telephone* | 226X S 3L Email* l CNBS WS - (.y r L\@B‘“ Q,L-C)J l O~ I/a

Trade Competition*

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a
submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1931,

4~ i/we could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

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

(] 1/we are directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (3} adversely affects the
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

[T 1/we ave not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the
environment; and (b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competitian.

Council Hearing*

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

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

[C] 1/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar
submission at any hearings. ‘

Public information

Please note that your name and address is required to be made publicly available under the Resource Management Act
1991, as any further submission supporting or opposing this submission is required to be forwarded to you as well as

Signhature of Submitter* Date*
{or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter - a signature js
not required if you make your submission by electronic means)
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Schedule 1

PLAN CHANGE 29 SUBMISSION

I oppose Nelson City Council Plan Change 29 in its entirety.
This is for the following reasons:

1. It appears that the Nelson City Council does not place value on communities already existing &
operating organically within the General, Medium density & High density residential areas
proposed under PC29. Imposing general rules on areas without a valid social assessment that
considers the existing social amenities & relationships will lead to fragmentation & resentment.
The effects of this leads to reduced support between neighbours, a reduced sense of security for
children & the elderly & development of an ‘us & them’ mentality.

2. The NCC planning representatives have emphasised that a ‘range of residential buildings’ would
be considered under the proposed PC 29 rules. These would be built:

i. when a property becomes available

ii.depending on whether the building meets the PC 29 rules, but if so without any
notification or consenting process

iii. On an ongoing basis without any timeline, so no end to buildings being erected in sight.

There are several issues to this planning strategy.

An ad hoc approach lends itself to a disjointed aesthetic effect, diminishing any residual character,
of which Nelson has much & why many people move here. This would be further reduced by the
height/daylight hours rules impacting on residents’ abilities to install solar panels, grow vegetables
for example. A 3 storey building just by its nature will cast shade over neighbouring properties
when so close to the boundary.

Having no timeline & no ability to anticipate where the next development will be under the PC 29
process means that residents will be always anticipating disruption & material impacts on their
lives, leading to a reduction in the wellbeing of the community in general.

One of the perceived advantages of PC 29 that has been promoted is the ability to plan &
consolidate infrastructure. It would not be possible to do this if such a disjointed approach is taken
to building as neither the planners nor the developers would be able to anticipate where the next
buildings will be put up. If PC 29 had a timeline (a beginning & an end) Council, developers &
residents would have more clarity. A better approach would be to proactively consult on & plan for
cohesive, functioning neighbourhoods & provide the infrastructure accordingly.

3. The process adopted by NCC to the proposed implementation of PC 29 has been broadbrush &
reactive. One of the ‘Key Drivers’ of PC 29 is the projected growth in Nelson’s population based on
Statistics New Zealand figures. However, the most up to date figures from Stats NZ will be
released in February 2024. Surely NCC would want to base such an important urban design change
on the most accurate figures available? This feels like an ill considered & rushed process.



Schedule 2
I seek the following Decision from Council.

That the Council starts with the Central City. I am not an urban design specialist, but from a
ratepayer, resident & enjoyer of Nelson ‘the smart little city’, the $36 million from central
government (IAF) should be the starting point for regenerating Nelson. It would be better to use this
to encourage land & building owners in the central city to adopt the PC 29High Density principals,
a win, win, win as they can tap into the improved infrastructure, more people will move into the
central city & NCC will receive more rates. It then gives time to properly consider how a more
considered approach to intensification of Nelson can take place.
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and Is extremely disruptive and costly. RNZ supports the policy recognition in PC29
that protects reglonally significant infrastructure.

Any increase of new residential actlvity potentially enabled by PC29 in close
proximity to RNZ's Facilities must not result in reverse sensitivity effects.

RNZ’s management of electromagnetic radiation

The effects of EMR from the RNZ transmitter masts are not well understood across
New Zealand. Radiation from the masts can induce dangerous EMR levels into
nearby tall metallic objects through EMR coupling.

Outside the General Public Exclusion Zone, where no public access is allowed, the
primary concern for RNZ is parasltic re-radiation. This occurs when a tall structure
absorbs and re-radiates energy from a mast and is a common issue with cranes and
‘Elevated Work Platforms’ near AM transmitter sites. In some cases, people can
receive contact burns from metallic objects, or work at heights that expose them to
EMR levels above general public limits. Controls are therefore required around the
crane or Elevated Work Platforms to achieve compliance with safety standards.

There is a risk that developers of adjacent properties unknowingly design and build
structures which do not meet New Zealand EMR regulations which is dangerous to
both construction staff and occupants of those structures.

Changes sought

The maximum building height permitted in the proposed General Residential Zone is
8 metres. This Is appropriate in close proximity to RNZ's Facilities for the reasons
outlined above.

RNZ seeks changes to ensure that buildings and structures higher than 8m in
proximity to RNZ's Facilities in the General Residential Zone are assessed and
consented with regard being had to the safety risks associated with EMR. RNZ is
happy to worl with Council officers on appropriate wording to ensure these risks are
appropriately managed,

RNZ's submission on PC29 is further set out in Schedule 1, and RNZ seeks the
changes listed, or such other changes that would address RNZ'’s interests in PC29,






SCHEDULE 1 - SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 29 (HOUSING AND HAZARDS) ON BEHALF OF
RADIO NEW ZEALAND LIMITED

District wide objectives
and policies; Subdivision
and development

D0O14.4 network utilities

Efficient use of network utilities infrastructure
while avoiding, remedying, or mitigating the
adverse effects of utilities on their
surrounding environments, and ensuring that
regionally significant infrastructure is not
restricted or compromised by subdivision, use
and development of other activities.

Support.

RNZ supports the additional text proposed for
this objective which aims to protect regionally
significant infrastructure from incompatible
land use.

District wide objectives
and policies; Zones

DO16.1.1.ii General
Residential Zone

The primary goal of the General Residential
Zone is to provide the opportunity for
residential accommodation within a suburban
setting. The zone enables a range of housing
tvpes, including detached and attached
residential units, and achieves a suburban
residential character by generally [imiting the
scale and form of buildings to two storeys and
requiring on_site landscaped areas and private

open space.

Support.

RNZ supports the General Residential Zone
description. In particular it supports the
direction that buildings are generally [imited
to two storeys as, in most cases, the height of
two storey buildings do not create safety
concerns with EMR in close proximity to RNZ’s
transmission facilities.

Residential Zone
objectives and policies

REd.10

Over time, the appearance and character of
neighbourhoods will change as new
development occurs, to achieve the planned
built character of the zones as described in
the objectives and policies. Collectively,
General Residential, Medium Density
Residential and High-Density Residential
zones enable a variety of housing densities, in

Support with
amendment.

RNZ generally supports the new residential
policies as notified but considers specific
reference should be made to the needs of
network utilities and radiocommunication
facilities as well as amenity values. This will
be increasingly important as the density of
development increases.




§g_ o
a variety of forms, including detached, semi-
detached, terraced housing and apartments.

In achieving the planned built character of the

zone, development will have regard to the
amenity values of existing residential sites,
acknowledaging that this is more challenging
as the density of development increases.

Residential Zone
objectives and policies

RE1.6 general
residential zone

Increase housing choice and diversity by
enabling a suburban planned built character
comprising residential buildings generally up
to two storeys, surrounded by open space.

Explanation and Reasons

RE1.6.i

This zone enables a range of housing types,
including detached and attached residential
units, and achieves a suburban residential
character by generally limiting the scale and -
form of buildings to two storeys and requiring
on site landscaped areas and private open
space.

Method

RE1.6.0f

Support with
amendment.

RNZ generally supports the new residential
policies as notified but considers specific
reference should be made to the needs of,
and risks from, network utilities and
radiocommunication facilities. This will be
increasingly important as the density of
development increases.




Rules setting minimum standards to provide

for a high-quality living environment and
residential amenity.

Residential Zone rules

REr.17]J Maximum
building height

The maximum permitted height for buildings

is 8m.

Support.

RNZ generally supports a maximum building
height of 8m in the General Residential Zone.
Buildings and structures up to 8m are unlikely
to generate EMR safety concerns in close
proximity to RNZ’s transmission facilities.

Residential Zone rules

REr.171.3

Activities that contravene a permitted
condition are restricted discretionary.

Discretion is restricted to:

i effects on the planned built
character of the zone; and

il. effects on the safety and
attractiveness of the street; and

iil. effects on the quality of on-site
living environments; and

iv. visual dominance, privacy and
shading effects on neighbouring
sites; and

Support with
amendment

RNZ is concerned that buildings and
structures above 8m in the General
Residential Zone could absorb and re-radiate
EMR energy from RNZ’s transmission facilities.

RNZ considers amendments are reqguired to

the matters of discretion and/or assessment
criteria to ensure that the Council is able to

properly take into account potential risks to

the public when buildings that are above 8m
in height are proposed to be constructed in

the General Residential Zone.

RNZ is happy to work with Council officers on
appropriate wording amendments to these
rules.




/ L i s .
the need to address other effects, including
significant risks from natural hazards.

Residential Zone rules

REr.17J.4 Assessment
criteria

a. any special or unusua/ characteristics
of the site or the proposal that are
relevant to the infringement. This may
include sjtuations where:

i the site js of a sufficient size
that infringing height elements
can be placed centrally within
a site away from neighbouring
properties and/ or partially
screened by other buildings
proposed on site,

il the site is located to the south
of neighbouring properties or
there are topographical
changes that reduce the
potential for additional

shading.

iii. the site is located on the
corner of public open spaces
(including streets) providing an
opportunity to position
increased height towards these




spaces and away from

neighbouring properties.

b. whether additional height is necessary
to provide a _higher ground floor level
to address flood hazards on the site.

c. Whether the upper floor(s) of proposed
buildings are set back from lower
floors or utilise recessive building
elements to reduce visual dominance.

Residential Zone rules

REr.17].4 Explanation

The purpose of the building height rule, in

combination with the other rules, is to achieve

the planned residential character of the zone.

Within this context, infringements to building
height will be considered in terms of the
whether character is achieved as a whole,
while also considering effects on neighbouring
sites, on-site and to the street and public

open spaces.

Support with
amendment.

RNZ supports the explanation for building
height rules. However, it considers that
additional text should be added to recognise
that infringements to building height must
consider the potential for EMR effects if the
proposed building is located in close proximity
to RNZ’s transmission infrastructure.




Sub No: S939

NDOCS-539570224-18327





















| support the adaptive re-use of heritage buildings. Nelson has an enviable stock of old
wooden buildings and this point of difference contributes to its charm as well as having its
own economic value. Many owners of these houses spend a considerable amount of time
and money converting them into very desirable dwellings while retaining the character of
the original structure.

| support the creation of heritage precincts as an expression of the way communities value
and appreciate their neighbourhood. | oppose the removal of the Inner City Precinct and the
Wakefield Quay Precinct from the Nelson Resource Management Plan. Having been
involved in the re-birth of The Boathouse, | am very aware of the way that this has
stimulated story-telling along Wakefield Quay.

The process that had been used for assessing the heritage attributes of Nelson City seems
flawed. The current and proposed list of individual buildings and heritage areas are not
reflective of the unique social and physical history of Nelson and the assessment process did
not reflect best practice.

In summary, there is an element of undue haste about the way public consultation on PC29
has been carried out. There seems to be considerable disagreement about how fast the city
will grow and where this growth will occur. As a bhoth a resettlement centre for refugees and
a destination for new migrants it would seem that the demand for housing should he
focused on affordability and location. | believe more thought needs to be put into the
housing needs of these groups and what heritage they will value in their new home.

W/ird5

Alec Woods

F/. 102023
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We thank you for your commitment to working with Community Housing Providers such as
Habitat to provide affordable housing in Nelson and work towards a more equitable and
vibrant community.

Sincerely,

G-

Chlo& Howorth
Business Development Manager


























































































Assessment & Recommendation

The age and original purpose of the wall cannot be definitely established from historic sources.
Nevertheless the circumstantial evidence would support a later 19" century (1860s/1870s) date of
construction, possibly in relation to a building that is no longer extant.

The recent modification to the wall has significantly undermined its built heritage values. It is therefore
recommended that the item be removed from the PC29 iteration of Appendix 1 of the Nelson Resource
Management Plan.

The structure still qualifies as an archaeological site, however, and removal from PC29 Appendix 1 will
not alter its position on the NZAA site recording scheme. As a pre-1900 archaeological site any future
modification or destruction of the wall will almost certainly require an archaeological authority from
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

The property’s owner should be advised of the site’s archaeological status in tandem with a
recommendation to remove the wall from PC29 Appendix 1.

MG

Dr Ann McEwan

Attachment: Historic Heritage Item Record Form for Stone Wall at 106 Rutherford Street, Nelson.

Heritage Consultancy Services — Stone Wall, Rutherford Street, Heritage Review





