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RMA Submission Form for Tennent aaieae 
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

  

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

  

J Entire Plan Change [] Papakainga 
E] Residential [_] Transport 
E) Inner City and City Fringe [] Mapping 
J Industrial (_] Infrastructure 

[_] suburban Commercial [_] Area outside of Plan Change 

| natural Hazards/Climate Change [_] Subdivision 
_] Heritage [_] Other 

[_] Oppose the Plan Change in part [_] Oppose the Plan Change 
\/we*: [_] Support the Plan change in part [_] Support the Plan Change 

[_] Are Neutral about the Plan Change Request amendments to the Plan Change 

  

My submission is*: 

(Include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your 

views) 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission towards Plan Change 29. We, as a collective of Landscape 

Architects and Urban Designers, wish to highlight four key points, that specifically relate to elements within the 

proposed changes to Residential, Inner City and City Fringe, and Industrial provisions. 

1. Density and growth within the Inner City 

Inner City and City Fringe and Residential 

We acknowledge the definition of the Inner City Zone, ICd.1, ICd.3 and ICd.12. We wish to highlight that City 

Centre then the City Fringes, should be the focus of more significant intensification efforts before expanding out 

to the wider residential area. The Town Centres of Stoke and Tahunanui, and areas within the Nelson Port/ 

Marina should be considered as focal points for intensification as there is existing transport 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 demand on urban 

landscape and value of amenity for residents and the public. This is partially notable as a key characteristics of 

Whakatd | Nelson is the leafy green suburbia surrounding the city. The plan needs to enable urban greening 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 Whakatt | Nelson. The development of PC29 and intensification areas should be responsive 

to; and developed in conjunction with a Parks and Open Spaces Spatial Plan. Improvements in our neighbourhood 

parks and pedestrian linkages will support people living well in urban areas and provide the spaces where natural 

environment elements, play and socialisation can be integrated into the urban environment. 

3. Design Guidelines 

The creation of a Whakatd | Nelson design guidelines, that look at the Neighborhood scale would work to ascertain 

better design outcomes. The design guides need to support good street level activation, Look at bulk and mass, 

articulation and modulation. 

4. Industrial 

Heavy industrial and large retail outfits should be considered to be zoned towards Stoke or Richmond. It is difficult 

to achieve intensification and activation of the Public realm and successful of urban greenspace needed to achieve 

intensification in the city fringe when also accommodating heavy industrial activity. Alignment with light industrial 

uses can be considered as part of an intensified mixed use residential if cases where noxious noise, smell, activity is 

acceptable to residential use. 
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Nelson City Council RMA Submission Form for Te Kaunihera o Wheat 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

  

| 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). 

Focus of significant intensification in Nelson city centre and city centre fringe, including Vanguard and St 

Vincent Street corridors to Victory Square. The area of The Broads area should also be included in 

intensification with the anticipated Nelson Hospital redevelopment. Intensification should also be considered 

in local centres Tahuna and Stoke. These urban centres already have key transport and infrastructure capacity 

needed for intensified living in Nelson. 

For other areas outside the urbanized centres, (e.g. in more ‘suburban’ context), neighbourhood level design 

guidelines and planning should be undertaken by Council to ascertain the impacts of intensification on existing 

properties. 

Public realm response of public amenity such as improved footpaths, urban greening, seating, lighting, etc 

should be considered with intensification. Preservation of existing street trees should be strongly considered 

as a benefit of both public and future residents in intensified living. 

    
  

Note: 

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

Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support or opposition to an original 

submission) or for making a submission on a resource consent or on Council’s Annual Plan. 

2) It is not mandatory to use either the cover or content sheet of this form, however your submission must be in 

writing and provide the necessary information as indicated on the form, e.g., what is supported or opposed, the 

reason why and the decision sought, full contact details, etc. 

3) Council cannot accept a submission that does not clearly indicate what a submitter wishes Council to do (i.e., 

Council to make a decision to refuse, amend or accept the Plan Change). Please indicate specific 

recommendations if amendments are sought. Council also cannot accept a submission that does not relate 

specifically to the Plan Change. In these cases, the submission may be considered ‘Out of Scope’ and may not be 

considered further. 

4) Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 

at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

a. _ is frivolous or vexatious. 

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case. 

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

d. contains offensive language. 

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

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

give expert advice on the matter. 
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ecewed: SI0/2S 
Tue. &.(bO~ 

      

Senior Plannin i seh a 
é 6 Administrat ; : RMA Plan Submissions “ ee Susan Lovell Nelson City Council si IB Willow Ave PO Box 645° 

Nelson 7040 Stoke oll 

Telephone: O27 22.0067 | 
Ell Slovell 

4 ' could not obtain an advantage in trade competition through this Submission, 
| wish to be heard in support of my Submission at the Council Hearing. 

  

    
| OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following 
1, the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HD2), that has a max height greater than 12 m, as it is not 

mandated under NPS-UD 2020 

2. the loss of the existing protection for sunlight to all properties, because it is critical component of residential 
amenity in a City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency. 

3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development 
| SEEK the following decision from the Council 
1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres 
2. an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently 

proposed to be re zoned 

3. That Council will prioritise Housing growth and intensification within the Inner City, before the current 
residential zones; 

| REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panel to hear the Submissions; and gives a further Notice 
extending the Closing Date for Submissions 
| ACKNOWLEDGE that I have found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its 
supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages, 

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29 
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Suggestion for how Nelson could solve it’s “so called” housing crisis 
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| acknowledge that my name and address are required to be made publicly available 

ORM... 
Submitter oe 

NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO. em firo 

Tuesday 19" September 
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RMA Submission Form for Lae cecal 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

Return your submission by 4pm on OFFICE USE 

Tuesday 31 October 2023 to: Submission No: 

  

Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submissions 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 | 3I/(0/Z3 | 
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) UN DOCs No: | 

| Date Received Stamp: 

  
  

*Required 

Submitter Details 

Full Name* | CAPA SE Lannea THO mPpson) 

Organisation 

  

  

  Contact Person 

Postal address* | 15S EE Ry DER Ven £& sv 

| NeELson) 
| Telephone* O2 2.600531) | Email" | WoO we- 4 lok wos lc, Ke 
    

  

Trade Competition* 

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

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

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

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

(_] \/we are directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the 

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

["] \/we are not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: (a) adversely affects the 

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

Council Hearing* 

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

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

C \/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 

Signature of Submitter* Date* | 

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

not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

council. 
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RMA Submission Form for ~ Nelsen Ciny Counci: 

vo Wheaketi 

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29 

  

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

Entire Plan Change 

Residential 
[_] Inner City and City Fringe 
[_] Industrial 
[_] Suburban Commercial 
(_] Natural Hazards/Climate Change 
[_] Heritage 

(_] Papakainga 
Cj Transport 

[_] Mapping 
[_] Infrastructure 
[_] Area outside of Plan Change 
[_] Subdivision 
(_] Other 

at 
  

[_] Oppose the Plan Change In part 

i/we*:  [_] Support the Plan change in part 
[_] Are Neutral about the Plan Change 

Hoops the Plan Change 
(_] Support the Plan Change ; 

[-] Request amendments to the Plan Chang 

  

  

    

My submission is*: 

(include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended, and reasons for your 
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RMA Submission Form for oe 
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). 

Schade Z 

  

  
  

Note: 

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

Management Plan. It is NOT for making a further submission (i.e., in support or opposition to an original 

submission) or for making a submission on a resource consent or on Council’s Annual Plan. 

2) It ls not mandatory to use either the cover or content sheet of this form, however your submission must be in 

writing and provide the necessary information as indicated on the form, e.g., what is supported or opposed, the 

reason why and the decision sought, full contact details, etc. 

3) Council cannot accept a submission that does not clearly indicate what a submitter wishes Council to do (i.e., 

Council to make a decision to refuse, amend or accept the Plan Change). Please indicate specific 

recommendations if amendments are sought. Council also cannot accept a submission that does not relate 

specifically to the Plan Change. In these cases, the submission may be considered ‘Out of Scope’ and may not be 

considered further. fo 

4) Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 

at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

a, is frivolous or vexatious. 

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case. 

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

d. contains offensive language. 

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

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

give expert advice on the matter. 
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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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1 SEEK the following decision from the Council 

1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres 
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Plan Change 29 Submission 

Peter Kortegast and Sue Ware 

60 Mount St 

Nelson South 7010 

Nelson 

E-mail gecko @ts.co.nz 

03 545-9369 

We reject the Plan change 29 outright and want to have input in any modified version of the plan. 

We have been residents in Nelson for 24 years. 

But if Council were to consider this change, we request the following matters are considered: 

1. Nelson City has many areas that have historic character timber housing. Mount Street is one 

such Street and we were approached previously by council on the matter of a heritage 

precinct with Mount Street being a good example of timber bungalow style houses. These 

character housing areas are what makes Nelson a beautiful urban place to live. We 

recommend the character of Mount St is preserved and it removed from category 2 housing 

zoning. 

2. Mount Street has a land instability overlay. As the majority of sections have steep gradients. 

We have a history of land movements and slips in our area. Mount Street is not a suitable 

area for housing intensification. You cannot go and give an area a land instability rating then 

turn around and allow housing intensification. This is illogical. All land with a land instability 

overlay should be excluded from housing intensification. 

3. The roading infrastructure is narrow, has non-standard horizontal curves, steep vertical 

gradients and a historic speeding issue. We have little to no footpaths and poor street 

lighting. The few footpaths we have are consistently parked over as the roads and 

pedestrians are forced to walk on the road. Our roading infrastructure is not suited to 

support category 2 housing intensification. 

4. Mount Street is a prominent ridge line and is key feature of both the church hill area and 

Vanguard Valley. If 3 story housing was permitted along the Mount St ridge line then this 

would have a dramatic effect on the visual character of Nelson. 

5. We do not understand the need for Nelson to grow its population by the extent predicted by 

the regional growth strategy. It seems at odds with the Council declaring a climate change 

emergency. Population growth is a main cause of climate change and large increases in 

population should be encouraged in existing large cities not regional centres like Nelson. 

6. If Nelson City wants to provide lower cost affordable housing in Nelson we recommend that 

Council looks to The City Centre, The Wood and flat land in the City Fringe. The Council 

should improve the Maitai Flood bank protections. This has been modelled and designed, 

but was stopped by the Nelson City Parks & Reserves Department, as it was unwilling to 

remove the river side trees. This is small sacrifice and cost to make to protect our city from 

ever increasing risk of sea level rise and high intensity climate uncertainty rain events. With 

this flood protection a vibrant City centre and nearby city fringe can be intensified with 

apartments and is the appropriate place for this. Not steep hill land like Mount St. 

7. We recommend any housing unit must be required to provide onsite vehicle parking space.

Sub No: S941
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We would like to speak to our submission.
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SUBMISSION FORM FOR NELSON CITY COUNCIL NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 29 

Submitter: Louse FeUAUS 
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Sjeke 
od 

Telephone: 2) 224HLSG 
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To: 

Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submissions 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

7 
| OPPOSE the Plan Change; and particularly the following 

1. the creation of a High Density Residential Zone (HDZ), that has a max height greater than 12 m, as it is not 

mandated under NPS-UD 2020 

the loss of the existing protection for sunlight to all properties, because it is critical component of residential 

amenity in a City as it provides warmth and energy efficiency. 

3. The omission of any requirement to provide carparks in any new development 

| SEEK the following decision from the Council 

1. rear and Side Yard Setback of not less than 1.5 metres 

2. an amendment to ensure that at least one car park is provided for each residential Unit in the areas presently 

proposed to be re zoned 

3. That Council will prioritise Housing growth and intensification within the Inner City, before the current 

residential zones; 

| REQUEST that Council appoints an independent Panel to hear the Submissions; and gives a further Notice 

extending the Closing Date for Submissions 

| ACKNOWLEDGE that | have found it extremely difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its 

supporting documentation of over 2,000 pages, 

Other comments or concerns | have about Plan Change 29 
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| acknowledge that my name and address are requires to be made publicly available 

Submitter 

NB: TO BE DELIVERED TO NCC OR SENT TO environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz by 4.00 pm 

Tuesday 19th September 
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