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Eeceived : 20/2 S 

Submigswr 2 $903 

nooes» SSIS T0224 - 137? 

Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Submitter: 

Full Name: Nigel Perks 

Address: 10 Mount Street, Nelson 7010 

Telephone: 0210564627 

Email: info@nigelperksdiscovery.co , f K 

Signature of Submitter: 

Date: 27 Ocle by 90 22 

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

| WISH to be heard in support of my submission. 

Firstly, | reject PC 29 in its entirety, but if itis not rejected then these are my points... 

1) The Plan Change 29 Process. | want to acknowledge... 

a) That! have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its 

supporting documentation due to its size and complexity. 

b) That 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. 

c) That | have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consultation by Council, with its 

severe implications towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of 

their properties, extremely stressful and unnecessary. 

d) That | have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than |, will make more 

comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its 

ratepaying residents. 

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. 

i) tam 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 

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

September Council meeting. 

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

3) NCC’s Population forecasts 

a) These area 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) |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. 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

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. 

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. 

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) 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) 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. 

5) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects



6) 

7) 

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

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

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

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

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

home/ 

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

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

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

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

illnesses. 

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

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

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

open fires were legislated out of use many years ago. 

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

less desirable to live in. 

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

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

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

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

storey development next door at any time in the future. 

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

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

(2) | 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. 

Privacy and Outlook 

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

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

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

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

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

towards the street or public open space’. 

Intensification



8) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

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

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

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

ii) lask 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 itis a complete underutilisation of land that can accommodate increased 

intensification. 

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. 

Building holiday apartments that sit empty for long periods, does not sojve our 

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

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

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

apartments. 

| oppose the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted discretionary activity that 

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours. 

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. 

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

easily allowed to be divided into multi-dwellings. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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) task 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) |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. 

c) 

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

essential land that can be better used for accommodation. 

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) lwould support Medium Density Residential Zones (3 storey 11m high) progressively 

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

Daylight Admission Protection rules remain in force for existing properties. 

9) Intensification in hazard zones 

a) | 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. 

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

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

11) Social Housing 

a) 

b) 

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 Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design 

vision of Nelson. . 

ii) 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.



12) Infrastructure 

a) |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) [ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for 

our waste water systems. 

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

storm water.
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Return your submission by 49m on OFFICE USE 

Tuesday 19 September 2023 to: Submission No:   

  Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submissions 

Nelson City Council - 

PO Box 645 LfO(l$ : 

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) NDOCs No: 

Date Received Stamp: 

        
*Required 

Submitter Details     
Full Name* 

Organisation 

Contact Person 

Postal address* 

Telephone* he we 

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. 

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

CT I/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. 

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

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

Council Hearing* 

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

me |/\yé wish to be heard in support of my/our submission. If yes: 

[_] I/we would be prepared to consider presenting my/our submission in a joint case with others making a similar 

submission at any hearings. 

Public information 

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

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

  

  

council. 

LEP betel Lp/wfwes 
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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539570224-18243

S904



FL 
Nelson City Council RMA Submission Form for Te Kaunihera o Whakata 
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The specific provisions of the Proposed Plan Change that my submission relates to are as follows: 

his Plan Change L] Papakainga 

  

Residential Cc Transport 

CJ inner City and City Fringe CT Mapping 

[] tndustrial _] 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 

L] Are Neutral about the Plan Change C] 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) 

alee Col 1D She beck. 
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I seek the following decision from the Council*: 

(Give precise details, where amendments are sought, provide details below of what changes you would like to see). 

  
  

Note: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

considered further. 

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

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

a. _ is frivolous or vexatious. 

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case. 

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

d. contains offensive language. 

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

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

give expert advice on the matter. 

Page 3 of 3
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Rev 0.1 

MUST be sent or delivered by 31/10/23 4pm to: 

Senior Planning Administrator 

RMA Plan Submission 

Nelson City Council 

PO Box 645 

Nelson 7040 

Environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz 

Submitter (Complete details below): 

rutname: KGfherine [felen Ruck 
Address: GSO © /MIG@I9 Kol 

Stoke 
NaUSseq 

Telephone: O2 F Al/ SOS 7 

Email: Kake- eS Lato’ OGrrae iy, Cen? 

Signature of Submitter: Ve 4. Hate © 

Date: ,2 Phrof23 

Delete as applicable: - 

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

| WISH/DO=NOFWHSH 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 to acknowledge... 

a) That | have found it difficult to digest the total effect of the proposed PC 29 and its 

supporting documentation due to its size and complexity. 

b) That 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. 

c) That | have found PC 29 lack of early public engagement and consultation by Council, with its 

severe implications towards the well-being of existing rate paying residents enjoyment of 

their properties, extremely stressful and unnecessary. 

d) That | have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than |, will make more 

comprehensive submissions covering my concerns as to the future of Nelson and its 

ratepaying residents. 

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. 

i) 1am 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. 

aa AS,

Sub No: S904 Continued



2) 

3) 

4) 

Hearing Panel 

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

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

September Council meeting. 

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

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) | 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. 

Design Lead and Not Developer Lead Growth. 

a) 

b) 

d) 

e) 

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. 

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. 

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) | 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) lask 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.



5) Sunlight Recession Planes and Shading Effects 

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

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

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

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

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

your-home/ 

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

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

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

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

illnesses. 

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

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

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

open fires were legislated out of use many years ago. 

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

less desirable to live in. 

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

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

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

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

storey development next door at any time in the future. 

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

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

(2) | 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. 

6) Privacy and Outlook 

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

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

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

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

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

towards the street or public open space’.



7) Intensification 

8) 

a) 

b) 

d) 

h) 

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

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

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

ii) | 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. 

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. 

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

apartments. 

| oppose the increase of residential units beyond 4, as a restricted discretionary activity that 

does NOT require notification and written approval from neighbours. 

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. 

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

easily allowed to be divided into multi-dwellings. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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) | 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) | 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



b) 

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

varied open spaces and experiencés’, 

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

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

essential land that can be better used for accommodation. 

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 Protection 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. 

i) | 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) | 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) 

b) 

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 Social Housing Developments that ‘Fit’ with the long-term design 

vision of Nelson. 

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

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



12) Infrastructure 

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

our waste water systems. 

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

storm water.



Plan Change 29 was sprung on people and was difficult in parts to understand, daylight angles/ recession planes, etc far too hard to digest, figure out and read .. this caused much anger and anxiety for people and is unfair. Therefore | would like this Plan rejected and done properly. 

| emailed our Mayor and Councillors, re Plan Change 29, the Mayor replied personally, but only 2 Councillors read my email. 

There are many ordinary people like us who would like to submit, but who are not qualified, do not have the expertise, knowledge and confidence to do this ... also there are Many people who do not have computer, or have ability to use one. Not everyone has social media ... Face Book etc accounts. 

Please redo this Plan Change 29 ... | would like to think that local Building/ Landscape Architects will be given the Opportunity to input,(without cause for exhorbitant fees to Ratepayers) .... the process has to be done in the correct manner. 

Infrastructure and roads need attention first. Streets for People and Richmond on the Rise area waste of taxpayers’ money... there are many more important projects need commonsense and practical attention. 
Se 

other landowners. 

There is many empty housing in Nelson sitting empty - why? Where is the data re housing demand to justify this Plan? 

We need to savour our Sunshine — a factor that makes your soul soar. Blocking it affects moods and mental health. Intensive housing leads to all sorts of Social issues .. noise, loss of privacy, health, Covid and recurring viruses are here to Stay and close living has been proven to be detrimental. 

| would like to see a HEIGHT limit put on all buildings. No buildings on the ridgelines and we need to keep views of surrounds, hills, sea etc and not be blocked. 

Lighting (the night Sky) has to be an important consideration. 

Any intensification planned near existing buildings/homes, Owners must be notified and have the right of objecting. 

 












































































