


2) Hearing Panel

3)

4)

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) 1askthe 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) 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)

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 Zezalanders,

Residential Neighbourhoods should be protacted 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 cnly 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) 1 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) |askthe 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 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/

¢) 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 Illiness, anxiety and stress.

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

iii) ,",Syhadowing of ‘Green Energy’ Solar Arrays and Passive Solar Energy Heating.

iv) blﬁfncreased 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) ﬁeduction 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 muiti-
storey development next door at any time in the future.

(1) 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) 1strongly support the inclusion 'ovaay\Iight and Sunlight policy statement Para
RE2.3.i: The reception of daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a critical
component of residential amenit»"/i"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) 1support 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)

8)

Intensification

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

g)

h)

I 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.

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) lask Council to ensure a minimum of iwo starey dwellings be built on all new green field
developments. Eg Golden Elms in Toi Toi, Mgawhatu Valiey and Marsden Valley.

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

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

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

i) lask 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) 1ask Council to ensure that more than 4 units requires notification, to restrict large ‘cut
of character’ accommodation blocks spaiining 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) lask Council to make better utilizatior 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) lask Council to retain para [Cd.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) 1ask 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) 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.

9) Intensification in hazard zones
a) | 5$k 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 2 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) 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.

ii) 1 ask Council to use traffic calming soiutions that do not lose on-street car parking
spaces. Eg. Speed Humps, instead of Choke Points.

11) 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.

b) 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) Iwould 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) 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.

b) [Iask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
our waste water systems.

c) 1askthe Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for

storm water.






2) Hearing Panel

3)

4)

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) 1ask 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) 1ask 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)

c)

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) 1 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) 1ask 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 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 filness, 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, 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) Istrongly 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) Privacyis a critical part of enjoying a property.
i) 1support 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)

8)

Intensification

a)

b)

d)

f)

g)

h)

I 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) I ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

ii) 1 ask Councii 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 asitisa complete underutilisation of land that can accommodate increased

intensification.

i) 1 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) 1 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) 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.

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) lask 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) 1ask 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) 1ask 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) 1ask 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) 1 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)

c)

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) 1would 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 Neison.

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) lask 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.






| also want to acknowledge the following points:

1) The Plan Change 29 Process:

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.

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.

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.

That | have been put in a position of hoping more qualified citizens than 1, will make more

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

ratepaying residents.

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} 1 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) 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} 1ask 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.

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.

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)

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.

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) 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.
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-

b)

home/
All existing houses built prior to and under the current daylight admission rules will be
subjected to the lass of sunlight amenity under PC29 with the following effects: -

i)
if)
i)

iv)

vi)
vii)

Increased levels of mental health lliness, anxiety and stress.

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

ilinesses.

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

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.

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

less desirable to live in.

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

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) task 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) Istrongly 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

6)

a)

Privacy is a critical part of enjoying a property.

i} Isupport 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

a)

I 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) 1 ask Council to remove HDRZ from the plan completely.

i) 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.

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} lask 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) lask 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} 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.

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.



7)

8)

9)

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.

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) lask 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} 1ask 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) lask Council to negotiate and/or incentivise Industry and car yards to relocate, to less
essential land that 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).

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.

Intensification in hazard zones

a) lask 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.

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

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.



b) 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.

11) Infrastructure
a) lask 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) 1ask the Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for
our waste water systems.

¢) 1askthe Council to include a plan to mitigate against the increased capacity requirements for

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

(Z{Entire Plan Change [] papakainga
] Residential 7 Transport
D Inner City and City Fringe |:] Mapping
] industrial [ infrastructure
[J suburban Commercial [] Area outside of Plan Change
[] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [ subdivision
[] Heritage [J other
[ oppose the Plan Change in part [ oppose the Plan Change
i/we*:  [] Support the Plan change in part g‘?upport 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)
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Melson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whalato

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).
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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) Itis 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. s 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. 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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Te Kaunihera o Whakati

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

[ gntire Plan Change
f.ﬁ?esidential

[ tnner ity and City Fringe

[ industrial

[ suburban Commercial

(] natural Hazards/Climate Change

[O] Heritage

O Papakainga

[] gransport
Mapping
Infrastructure

[] Area outside of Plan Change
[ subdivision
D Other

[%)pose the Plan Change in part

Iywe*:  [] support the Plan change in part
[[] Are Neutra! about the Plan Change

O Oppose the Plan Change
[ support the Plan Change
Reguest 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)

gee C\X(\,GQ‘()W\Q " L :

Page 2 of 3




Beaft Submission on Plan Change 29

Name \A/ \ e )&er\ Q\nc\ CO\Y\(,\:Q ,BOSL
Address \o C\f\av\f\\g.e(\qm AHP@L

i

\ O.\muV\L\vm;

Our submission is to oppose the proposed Medium Density and High-Density Residential Zones on
the Tahunanui Hills between Maire Street and Tamaki St, and Tamaki St to Winns Lane and Stansell
Avenue.

Reasons for our submission:

e The roads serving this part of Tahunanui are too narrow and have poor sightlines. They are
unsuitable for the increased traffic that will be generated by medium and high-density
housing, especially if no onsite parking is required for these houses. Unfortunately, there is
no longer any public transport on this part of the hills. Our local bus service was withdrawn
after the August 2022 land slips and no longer comes through these proposed new zones.

e Existing stormwater and wastewater systems on the Tahunanui Hills are not designed for
higher density housing. In recent years we have seen stormwater overflowing during high
intensity rainfall events into properties along Tahunanui Drive and in Tosswill Road.

e |nstability affects a swathe of land (old sea cliff) through the proposed Medium Density
Residential Zone and the High Density Residential Zone. The August 2022 “atmospheric river
of rain” event caused land slipping along Tosswill Rd, Chamberlain St and in the Tosswill
Reserve. The slipping was significant enough to cause road closure. Denser housing
development is likely to result in more land disturbance as building platforms are cut for
these multiple housing projects.

e There has been insufficient consultation for such a major change in housing density in
Nelson’s residential areas.

o The proposed new height limits (12m for MDR and 19m for HDR), steeper daylight angles are
too high. There are limited open space requirements and yards are too small. These rules are
likely to cause overlooking, loss of privacy and lack of daylight.

We seek the following decision from the Council:
Delete Medium Density Residential Zone and High Density Residential Zone from Tahunanui Hills.

Medium and high-density housing is best located near the larger shopping centres and large open
space reserves such as in Stoke and Nelson Central which are on flat land. These locations are
generally better served by public transport and other services.

2%.10 2027







Nelson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whakatii

RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

MEntire Plan Change O Papakainga
|:| Residential [ Transport
[] tnner City and City Fringe [] Mapping
[ industrial [ Infrastructure
[] suburban Commercial [] Area outside of Plan Change
[] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [ subdivision
|:| Heritage [ other
O Oppose the Pian Change in part O Oppose the Plan Change
Ywe*: [ 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)
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RMA Submission for Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

Submitter: Jane & John Bealing

Trade Competition
We could not gain an advantage in Trade Competition through this submission.
Council Hearing

We do wish to be heard in support of our submission.

Date:

Note: We reject PC 29 in its entirety, however if it is not rejected, then the following are our
points.

We Oppose the creation of both the Medium and High Density Residential Zones (MDZ &
HDZ), because of the height and the permitted intensity of the number of units allowed
under the proposed plan changes.

We feel that the new plan will alter the character and the living environment to such a
degree that the whole reason for our returning to the Nelson Area for its good climate and
high annual sunshine figures, will be lost, if a number of 19.5m high structures were to be
built on our northern boundary. Not only will we lose most of our direct sunshine into our
house, but also much of the production of fruit-and vegies from our large (1000+ m2
section).

Since our section has a long northern boundary (around 65m long), the shadows cast by the
mid-winter, mid-day sun (given a flat land scenario) is around 65 m or 5 average width
sections (not inducive to the Well-bejng of the affected residents). This means that the
number of MDZ & HDZ sections that the Council is allowing for over the planned design
period (if there is not a specific intensification of these new developed areas into a
concentrated few CBD blocks), has a high potential for a large proportion of existing
established dwellings being affected. i.e. Don’t scatter the skyscrapers.



Since we already have some tall groups of protected heritage trees growing across the road
and ohe or two sections to our NW, then we already are well aware of what we could be in
for if this Plan Change is allowed to go ahead.

We understand the need to allow for new people to move to our “great little city”, but we do
feel that our elected representatives should be first-looking after the existing ratepayers (in
our case, for more than 40 years at this address), ahead of new ratepayers. We get the
impression that NCC are thumbing their nose at current ratepayers.

~NCC should be encouraged to consider:

‘e . Higher riseresidential buiIdiings where whole central city blocks have been
encouraged to have units above the shops / in the CBD.

* Many sections around-the CBD and inner city occupied by Air B & B, absent landlords,
vacant commercial premises, houses vacant for most of the year owned by overseas
residents, NZ Army Compound, and numerous car sales outlets.

- e Development of inner-city sites, recently sold, offering ideal multi-unit sites that could
be placed in such a way, that the loss of sunshine reaching neighbours could be
minimised by reducing building heights as the building approaches their E, W and S
boundaries (a similar approach as was adopted in a minor way for Green Gables
redevelopment). Such properties as the Masonic Lodge, Trinity Church and Wainui
House are all large enough to incorporate this system.

‘Other pomts that we feel NCC should place more weight on when contemplating PC 29
resrdential development are:

o Sort out the confusion created by uslng the termmology ”dayhght” angles, where
sunllght angles are what IS important. All wmdows wnll pass “daylight”, but only
those not in shadow will pass “sunlight”.

. AII"n'eighbours that will be signiﬁcantly affected by proposed changes should have to
give ,thei,r written approval befOre any new 'bui,lding consents are approved by Council.

o Earthquake fauIt imes together wrth iand subJect to rismg sea levels, llquifaction and
flooding should be avorded

. Avoid building intensiﬁcation on self-draining, high quality, versatile soils that will
‘grow a wide range of horticultural crops Such a soil exrsts on our and on our
neighbours properties ‘

NCC needs to remember that any older exrsting resrdents who are forced to shift from their
present home (largely from loss of sunlight) may not have sufficient time left for them to
repiant some orchard trees that can take a decade or more to get into full production (e.g.
avocado trees).



Health and Safety concerns, with regard to slipping on ice, will be another concern for
‘eIderIy reS|dents left.in houses m areas with numerous hsgh rise structures.

We feel that the PC29 proposal spreads the MDZ & HDZ over a far greater area than is
needed, and that these taller buildings should be confined to the CBD, and only allowed to
spread further once the CBD is. co‘nside'red “full”,

Given that Nelson City is only classified as a “second tier city”, then there is no necessity to
go to the proposed heights to accommodate more people.

The area of “flat Ia_ndv" within the CBD, that wil‘l' be affected by “sea rise”, will place pressure
on future developments being shifted to more appropriate areas around Richmond.

In Conclusion
We feeI that PC29, as proposed, is not acceptable for the future growth of Nelson City, and
that many of the criteria used to decide what can be done, with no need for neighbours

consent, is much too lax, and that NCC policy design staff need to readdress the whole
exercise with more -appropriate restrictions. -















(4

Nelson City Council

RMA Sme|SS|On Form for Te Kaunihera o Whoketd

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

@{fire Plan Change
E{Igsidential E

nner City and City Fringe

] Papak‘éiriga :
El Transport
[[] Mapping

[ industrial

] suburban Commercial . "] Area outside of Plan Change
] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [[] subdivision
[ Heritage : ‘ [Jother

[ infrastructure -

[Eéppose the Plan Change
[ support the Plan Change
|:| Request amendments to the Plan Change

[J oppose the Plan Change in part
/wes: [ Support the Plan change in part
[ Are Neutral about 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
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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).
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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) ltis 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. s frivolous or vexatious.

Cotinue ol oveclef
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b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.

¢.  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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. = Melsen City Council
RMA Sme|SS|On Form for Te Kaunihera o Whakath

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

[3] Entire Plan Change o =[] papakainga
] residential , [F) Transport
[ ] Inner City and City Fringe ; ; s O mapping
[ Industrial ‘ 5 [ infrastructure :
[} subugban Commercial [ Area outside of Plan Change
D Natural Hazards/Climate Change : g D Subdivision
[7] Heritage ‘ L ~ ‘[lother
[J oppose the Plan Change in part Bﬁppose the Plan Change
I/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
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= . Nelson City Council
RMA Su meSSIon Form for Te Kaunihera o Whakeatd

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).
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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) Itis 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. Councit 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.

¢.  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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happen and soon. Nelson's CBD has very little permeable land, more is needed and should be
part of all developments.

HDZ: | think 3 storey terrace style housing is OK in the HDZ if it has some restrictions put on it,
as follows:

1. They must never shade out neighbours, especially to the south by more than an area
consistent existing house would.

2. They must never cast shade over existing pvs or solar hot water systems.

3. They must be light colours — large, dark coloured buildings can be very oppressive and

overpowering to many people, not to mention depressive. Full glass cladding can cause
reflective issues and so is not appropriate.

4. All such developments need neighbourhood consultation and consents to ensure it
complies with the neighbourhood plan. Plan changes are not permitted except under a full
consultation process.

5. Accessible design is essential and cheaper to build in than refurbishment when needed
and should be mandatory.

6. Passive solar design should be the norm (NB: this should apply everywhere).

7. A communal area with trees is included, either as gardens or park or just a pleasant the

number of units.

| am reminded of the unintended outcomes in the UK when Councils there started pulling down
the old terraced housing and replacing them with high-rise (much higher than proposed here of
course). It destroyed the local communities that these streets had always had, and alienation
began appearing along with social isolation for the less mobile and more residents began to fear
for their safety after dark. Buildings do not have to be very high for this to happen; it's all about
the design. This is not the result we want or need in Nelson.

We need to design for people not machines.
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Nelson City Council

RMA Submission Form for Te Kaunthera o Whakati

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

%ﬂire Plan Change [] papakiinga
[] Residential . [JTransport
[J inner City and City Fringe [ mapping
[ industriat [] infrastructure
[T] suburban Commercial [] Area outside of Plan Change
[] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [] subdivision
I:I Heritage [ other
[[] oppose the Plan Change in part zéppose the Plan Change
lywe*:  [] Support the Plan change in part D Support the Plan Change
[] Are Neutral about the Plan Change %ZU(ast 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) N

iowwle Ao VoL@ M (X;ft‘m’\'\ N NO Q("Jl

Ci/u.uuf e okq W pmyo éug (u\/&g\ hoasy Ny A

locadand o pec LM% T VISV FENTE W28 @ c%’\\eg&. ‘

Yhe b m\(psd wo o oemect  loulwp b Luck R i \'LOP s ,{f)z:)

gl e s}\«/a oy Cloofla L oreod A prerty o -« t
<} L\,\Fe_ol ) lin ‘10(.01 ¢ hoduw, 1‘{"—9“ P y “W( 7

A L\Q - tJ
. . . N N w“&- LA FQ[/ >
VL/M N2V el® Y V\S"O/V\k’ 2 - FQ@ /\/\‘z(\LL[ ﬂLLL( La(-

S oo Sweer t*éﬁb (,ﬁff) .,;, ; W e \ a/b KW;
i “~ j0. ahl . L m
A e : 336’09@ U\/] ek, &) e ‘_/L,\ ek o
Jd W/]f@ 9 Lu;\/tﬁamf V= . e od SRR
ﬂ/ubb §fvest po-ert ekt ei(u < &\,.(a WM>J? = Lo
. j ” LQjL\A, VVLQ,LC/{—CA/( ‘Qﬁ’e F ‘
SPen-eey, would ot a pete U e
\;46\ (h »\f boowt ¢ gvsverR ; W \PLUL £ uu;&swgu.\p -~ " j Y
§ M/\Q/ WY b{!b((k.)., Jos é\,‘j {7 \ LlL/Ld‘J ¢ u ] |
oMD ada wot o auuhoe less Lzar Uz
et UL o e g Ty v
Ws&, el eafrL UL geud 4
! gow-¢~ MUL% vQ AU tefie a go U gu e Aeci
y )
“'ng\-l ) 4 .
A».Q (e i/ju;/() gavied @ Le( oF ‘)(L’Uff &y |
\w@@ Hal  fSwoer Hzcﬂ’ ;
{):\»@JQM f— mHeMQ 0‘-1 : e
in‘Y?L&G(‘M.c/f’\AS—Q. dﬂj %\1& 5 L‘-WV A-{\.(' L Lo <
QPPN ) - LU\A%W(—\/\‘LA do o A e
o \ ‘W%ﬂ U\j Sucha I/L/Q(Lt— ;LQAQIJH %“"L‘)tﬁ& ~
Bed ene - N e )
%:;LLT, L Chovg - auD , poakle - Véfi‘(iﬁ (LL:QH\;Q;«M“ e b
N | m“()totugﬂ e - y ot e A

\f/m %&\—Qb&—} X ‘:*} ()\’ [ L/) - (/L-LS (jl/\gd\foa l;\,b € )&({\/\G_,p@ Gl

oo S

Dol e Lo e A quﬂo (g 1

)

[
1%} a_,w]"e- ‘«_d/{ ol

)

.

£

b

(A

[

N

o™

v

DJ/\-L»): fL(J
L,( Se g

bu/\/\f>

H“}\" - L{_{)/LQAH Luj\/t&\/» L M P aOH s NArege20f3
PNEVEEIY:) e A

saddiinstnd um,mm \w&rz&m (odd ke Loskedlled -

o ) crovedst Lenal oare Lff"@

(.DL»J\\A u«.;

Ll s



]

1

Nelson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whakatii

RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

| seek the following decision from the Council*:
(Give precise detalls, where amendments are sought prowde details below of whaZchanges you would like to see)
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Note:

1) This form is only for the purpose of making a submission on Proposed Plan Change 29 to the Nelson Resource
Management Plan. Itis 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) Itis 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. isfrivolous or vexatious.

b. discloses no reasonable or relevant case.

¢.  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 skili to

give expert advice on the matter.
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H H Nelson City Council
RMA Submission Form for Te Kaunihera o Whakatii

Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

Return your submission by 4pm on OFFICE USE

Tuesday 31 October 2023 to: Submission No: Sé 0\ 0‘

Senior Planning Administrator —
RMA Plan Submissions
Nelson City Council

PO Box 645 2 5 OCT 2023

Nelson 7040

(Hand delivery or courier to: Ground Floor, Civic House, 110 Trafalgar Street, o A
Nelson 7010 or email to: environmental.planning@ncc.govt.nz with plan C u “’to mer S ervice
change no.29 in the subject line) 2 NDOCs No: S'Sq STlez

— 1769

*Required
Submitter Details

Full Name* | James Boyd and Bridget Joyce Austin
Organisation
Contact Person | Jim Austin
Postal address*
Tetephone” [ Emaii* T jbbaustin@gmail.com

Trade Competition*

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission your right to make a
submission may be limited by clause 6 (4) of part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

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

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

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

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

Council Hearing*

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

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

[J 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

/

s

council.

. li Sridg S, MV 25/10/2023

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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Melson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whakati

RMA Submission Form for
Publicly Notified Plan Change 29

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

Entire Plan Change [] Papakainga
Residential . ‘ [ Transport
1 inner City and City Fringe ' : [] Mapping
[ Industrial : [ infrastructure
[] suburban Commercial [“] Area outside.of Pian Change
[] Natural Hazards/Climate Change [ subdivision :
[] Heritage [] other
Oppose the Plan Change in part [] oppose the Plan Change
I/we*: Support the Plan change in part [] support the Plan Change
[[] Are Neutral about the Plan Change I:l 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)

We support the principal of intensification but consider the details of Plan Change 29 are
unacceptable as they ignore the hasic advantages of Nelson, namely the sun and green
space.

We submit a different approach is desirable which has some possibility of perpetuating
the access to the sun as well as ensuring there is extensive green space and, at the
same time. mininmising the adverse effects on existing property owners.

Page 2 of 3



Melson City Council
Te Kaunihera o Whekati

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).

1] Treatthe proposed Medium and High density zones the same, otherwise the take up
will be too slow.

2] Increase the number of dwelling units from 3 per site in PC29 to one per 100 square
metres of section.

3] Building height. Any new building may have one extra storey to the building it replaces.
If agreement of adjoining property owners is obtained two extra storeys may be
added.

Height to sid% boundaries must be no more 5.5m for two storey and 8m for three
storey. Recegion plane for balance of building 25 degrees. PC29 heights of 3ny per
storey is excessive,

4] Site coverage with buildings not to exceed 50% and maximum site coverage for
vehicle accesfble area and building not to exceed 60%. This to allow for greenery,

5] Building to side boundaries should be encouraged.Set back from rear should be greatei
than set backfrom the front. This should give more garden area to residents.

6] To encourage green space any fence or wall at the front of the building should have
maximum height of one metre and side and back fences no more than 1.2m unless
adjoining property owners agree. Trees or hedges can be higher than this.

7] The current City Centre needs to be changed from a lot of low rise buildings with
lots of asphalt to ml&i storeyed buildings [ three or more] with accommodation on

higher floors. More green space required too and rooftop gardens.

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) ltis 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. s 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 knowledée or skill to

give expert advice on the matter.

Page 3 of 3













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:

Full Name: Susan Hamilton
Address: 149 Tasman Street

Nelson 7010

Telephone: 021429272
Email: sue@opoet.co.nz

Date: 25 October 2023

Delete as applicable: -
| COULD NOT obtain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

| DO NOT WISH to be heard in support of my submission.

Firstly, | oppose the Proposed Plan Change 29 (PC29) in its entirety.
If it is the Council’s intention to proceed with PC29 as currently drafted then | ask that

consideration be taken and amendments made as raised in my submission.



1) The Plan Change 29 Process

a)

b)

| understand that Council is not legally required under the Resource Management
(Enabling Housing Supply and other Matters) Amendment Act (the Act) as a Tier 2
Council, to implement intensification and densification changes to its District Plan
(Nelson Resource Management Plan).

I have found it difficult to digest PC 29’s content and supporting documentation due
to its size and complexity.

Access to a paper copy of PC 29 and the Section 32 reports has not been made
available for me to read which personally makes this whole process challenging.

| find the lack of pre-notification and Council's public engagement and consultation
about PC29 unsatisfactory. PC29 has severe implications for me as an existing
ratepayer and resident. The potential removal of enjoyment of my property has
caused me unnecessary stress. This situation is replicated by many long term
residents that | have spoken to who believe Council has taken no consideration of
the environmental effects of this planning change.

Council’s 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 within the legal RMA process for public
submissions in an incomplete and inaccurate state that requires the public to leam

and understand its entirety so that the Council can re-design it.

| seek the following decision from Council:

Reject Plan Change 29.

Use a co-design process where Council engages with representatives of Nelson’s
communities with differing interests who are committed to working together
collaboratively to develop a co-agreed plan that addresses the future intensification

of Nelson.,



e Re notify a revised Plan Change 29 that has been developed through the above

process.

2) Definition of Environment
| understand that:
a) The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) defines”... .. Environment to include:—

(a) ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities; and

(b) all natural and physical resources; and

(c) amenity values; and

(d) the social, economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which affect the matters

stated in paragraphs (a) to (c) or which are affected by those matters.”

b) The current Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) contains both objectives
and policies that ensure this definition is considered in the Council’'s consideration of
resource consent applications.

PC29 proposes altering the current Lower Density Zone where | live to a High
Density Residential Zone where a resource consent will no longer be required and as
a consequence consideration of the NRMP objectives and policies aligned to the
RMA definition of environment appear to be ignored.

For my recent Resource Consent Application received in 2022 for a residential
house, Council considered the following:

« Objective RE2 (Residential Character): “An environment that is principally
residential in character.”

 Poiicy RE2.4 (Privacy and Outiook): “The location and design of buiidings should
not unduly compromise outlook and privacy of adjoining development and should
have regard to the character of the area.”

* Policy RE2.5 (Scale): “The size and scale of buildings should be compatible with

the character and amenity of the residential area.”




+ Objective RE3 (Streetscape, landscape, and natural features): “Attractive
streetscapes, and the maintenance and enhancement of those significant public
views, natural features, and landscapes that contribute to Nelson’s character and
setting.”

* Policy 3.5 (Streetscape): “Sites, buildings, fences and landscaping fronting onto
roads should present an appearance which enhances the overall streetscape, and
maintains the open, landscaped character of front yards that is typical of Nelson.
Hard landscaping including car parking, should be minimised. The design of
buildings, structures (including fences), roads and parking spaces (in front yards and
on the street) should assist in making streets safer environments by enhancing
informal surveillance, enabling community interaction, and being people-orientated.”
| believe that Plan Change 29 is not consistent with these objectives and policies
which have over time led to the development of Nelson as | know it today, as a City
with its unique and highly valued character, a place that current residents enjoy and
future residents will value.

Council’s consideration of current resource consents applications in the Lower

Density Area reviews the potential for adverse visual and physical dominance effects.
What PC 29 proposes will have substantial visual and physical dominance effects

and not retain the streetscape and residential amenity of the wider environment.

| seek the following decision from Council:
o Completion of a social assessment impact report that will inform PC29 and form part
of the S32 Report analysis completed for PC29.
e Reinstatement of the NRMP objective and policies required for the current Lower

Density Residential Zone for all proposed residential zones.



3) Hearing Panel
| strongly disagree with the make-up of the Hearings Panel. | am concerned with both the
size and makeup of the appointed Hearings Panel. Because there will be many
submissions it is likely that the Elected Members on the Panel may know submitters
personally, creating potential for conflicts of interest and a need to withdraw from the
hearings on that matter. It is possible that only the independent panel member would be
available to hear such a submission. The Christchurch City Council is currently
processing a similar Plan Change for urban intensification. It has recognised this
possibility and has appointed an Independent Hearings Panel of five members, none of
whom are elected councillors.
Because of past decision making on the Future Development Strategy, both Councillors
will have formed at least a preliminary opinion about the need for urban intensification in
the form proposed. No doubt they would be able to change this mindset, but it may take
more to convince them to do so than if they were to come to the case with no previous
views.
With respect | consider that the Nelson City Council has overstated the importance of
local knowledge on the Hearings Panel. There are many highly qualified and
experienced Hearings Commissioners in New Zealand who can and do come into
hearings and focus on local issues of importance, guided by reporting officers and
submitters. The issues in the case are not unique to Nelson, and similar urban growth
plan changes are taking place all over New Zealand following the introduction of the
National Policy on Urban Development and the introduction of the Residential Medium
Density Standards. To me, it is much more important that the Commissioners have the
training and experience to engage with technical experts and understand and apply
technical expert considerations and evidence on technical subjects, including in this case
traffic safety, parking and the engineering related to effects from the identified natural

hazards.




| suggest that the Hearings Panel should have at least four and preferably five members with

a quorum of three, and no more than one elected member.

| seek the following decision from Council:
e Appointment of a Hearings Panel of at least four and preferably five members with a
quorum of three, and no more than one elected member. This aspect needs to be
considered and reported to Council during the process prior to the Hearings

commencement.

4) Council’s Population forecast

Population forecasts are a pivotal aspect for the scale of which Nelson needs to enable
intensification and growth. The forecasts used by Nelson City Council are not Statistics NZ
medium projections, but are much higher projections that require the scale of intensification

to be greater than those of Statistics NZ.

| seek the following decision from Council:
e Use Statistics NZ medium projection forecasts for Nelson City, as recommended by
the NPSUD Capacity: Guide on Evidence and Monitoring, para 2.1.1 and amend

Council’s intensification requirements accordingly.

5) Design Led versus Developer Led Growth
a) Nelson is a very special and unique place that needs to be protected with care. It has
developed as 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) We need to protect and retain CBD historic features as an essential part of the
character of the Inner City.

d) Existing 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.

| seek the following decision from Council:

e Design comprehensive neighbourhood plans (as envisaged by the current “Future
Development Strategy”) first to provide some certainty about the form and location of
future buildings, open space areas for outiook and privacy, future public and private
green spaces, play areas, potential new laneways etc. Following the development of a
shared Plan or Vision agreed by the community set the rules and assessment criteria
that will enable implementation of this Plan.

e Conduct a co-design process where Council engages with representatives of Nelson’s
communities who are committed to working together collaboratively to develop co-

agreed neighbourhood plans.

6) Suniight Recession Planes and Shading Effects

a) Sunlight is a highly prized part of living in Nelson. It is called the ‘Sunshine Capital of
NZ’ for that reason. It is well documented that people relocate to Nelson because of
the sun and develop and manage their properties to maximise this aspect.

b) 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 potential
effects: -
iy increased levels of mental health iliness, anxiety and stress

i)y increased levels of dampness in homes



ii)

Vi)

shadowing of green initiatives such as solar panels and passive solar energy
heating

increased heating costs, air pollution, carbon foot print through reduced sunlight
reduction in property values and increased financial stress, because houses
effected are less desirable

property owners reluctance to invest in developing new (low rise) infill on their
section that may be over shadowed and devalued by a development of a multi-

storey building(s) next door at any time in the future.

¢) Receiving daylight and sunlight to each household unit is a critical component of

residential amenity that provides warmth and energy efficiency, and is also vital for

outdoor activities such as gardening and recreation. PC29 provides diminished

daylight controls and reduced space around building side and rear boundaries

causing increased shading effects.

| seek the following decision from Council:

e Maintain existing NRMP AP15 Daylight Admission protection rules

e Include the NRMP existing Daylight and Sunlight policy statement RE2.3.i.

7) Privacy and Outlook

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

i)

I support the inclusion of NRMP RE2.4.iii, with the following word amendment.
‘The Building Act controls windows in walls of buildings on or close to boundaries
and the outiook 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’.



| seek the following decision from Council:

e Amend REZ2.4.iii as above.

8) Intensification

a)

Align management of intensification and densification of development using the
Pareto Management Principle by looking for 20% of the area where 80% of the
developments will occur. This leads to development being managed centrally within
the current Inner City Zone and not covering a wide area of the proposed Medium
and High Density Zones. This provides higher residential accommodation close to
commercial activity and the Nelson Transport Hub. There will be some specific sites
outside this Zone where the remaining 20% of development can occur. The
parameters for identifying such sites should be included in the NRMP.

Create a General Residential Zone that includes the remaining areas with the NRMP
current rules and allow for 3 units intensification up to two storeys on some
adequately sized sites. There will be specific sites throughout the City where effects
can be mitigated and where higher buildings can be accommodated and developed
following resource consent approval with the opportunity for any affected parties to
make submissions. This is all about Council managing the development of the City
(one of its core tasks), not passing the initiative to other parties, and therefore
minimising unintended consequences.

Complete a Residential Spatial Plan that concentrates higher buildings in the Inner
City and quickly reduces building heights as you radiate out from the Inner City.
Generally align with the height limits that currently exist under the NRMP and enabie
growth in those areas through increased coverage or site specific allowed
development. For this process consider using a Collaborative Process that involves
representatives with diverse views e.g. Twyfords collaborative governance process
(the Power of Co), that tests the aims and objectives of the proposed Plan Change,

using independent urban designers with input from the community (not just those



Planners, community focus groups and others previously involved in preparation of

this Plan Change).

d) Form an Urban Design Panel to work with and assist developers create good quality

design outcomes in keeping with the City’s form.

| seek the following decision from Council:

Reconsider Proposed Plan Change 29 densification and intensification of the City
and whether the Council (as a Tier 2 council) has a legal obligation to make this Plan
Change 29 at this time.

Manage development in the City by amending the proposed residential zones to two
zones (one High Density Zone and the other General Residential Zone) ) i.e. a much
smaller area for higher density construction centred in the current Inner City Centre
and City Fringe areas with the remainder of the City remaining with the NRMP
current objectives and policies and allow for 3 units intensification up to to two
storeys on some adequately sized sites. Provide for specific sites throughout the City
where effects can be mitigated and where higher buildings can be accommodated
and developed following resource consent approval with the opportunity for any
affected parties to make submissions.

Complete a Residential Spatial Plan.

Form an Urban Design Panel to work with and assist developers create good quality

design outcomes for the City.

9) Progressively Phased Intensification

Take a progressively phased approach by firstly allowing intensification in the Inner City

Centre and City Fringe areas (where 80 % of such development will occur) and allow

increased two storey development on appropriate sized sites throughout the rest of the

City. Opportunities for greater high rise development in the Residential Zone (greater
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than two storeys) could be introduced when these type of developments are known to be

required. This would occur following more robust assessment to define specific areas for

this type of development.

I seek the following decision from Council:

Plan and progressively phase in intensification for each area of the City to an agreed

timeframe.

10) Intensification in Natural Hazard Zones

a)

b)

d)

It appears that consideration of Natural Hazard overlays (with the exception of water)
have been given little if no consideration in development of PC29 zones.

In addition there are also earthquake and liquefaction overlays specific to a number
of areas. The specific area that | live in has been zoned High Density under PC29.

It is necessary to apply no greater than General Residential Zoning rules in all
Hazard overiay areas. These areas have been assessed as vulnerable.

Include planning for development in areas excluded from Plan Change 29 e.g. The
Wood by enabling development to occur that considers and mitigates natural hazards
and provides appropriate residential solutions to enable intensification and
densification in these zones also. This development would support greater use of bus
transport due to its close proximity to the Inner City and the relocated Bus Hub on the
river.

In enabling further intensification development in hazard areas is Council accepting
liability for these developments. | strongly object to any financial impact of these on

Council as it would be underwritten by ratepayers.

| seek the following decision from Council:

Apply no greater than General Residential Zoning rules in all Hazard overlay areas.

11



11) On-street carparking

a)

Increased intensification will result in more on-street car parking. The narrow streets
of Nelson will become more hazardous for vehicles, pedestrians, mobility scooters,
cyclists, E buses, refuse collection and emergency service vehicles. Neighbourly
relations and communities could well become strained by increased parking and

vehicle movements.

| seek the following decision from Council:

Provide a ‘Comprehensive Car Parking Management Plan’ as strongly encouraged
by Policy 11 of the NPSUD 2020, to mitigate these issues. This plan should be
developed using a consultative approach involving representatives of Nelson’s
communities with differing interests who are committed to working together

collaboratively to develop a co-agreed plan.

12) 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 needy 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.

| seek the following decision from Council:
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e That Council work more 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 That Council work more closely with agencies e.g. Kainga Ora, NZ Police and other
social services to develop more fit for purpose interventions for antisocial behaviour

that affects an existing neighbour’'s enjoyment of their property.

13) Infrastructure

With properties’ intensification the need for infrastructure capacity will increase. Planning for
new infrastructure will be required in advance of building construction to avoid infrastructure
issues currently experienced by some properties particularly during weather events e.g

sewer overflows.

| seek the following decision from Council:
e 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 Plan to increase capacity requirements for our water, waste water and stormwater

systems.

e Plan to increase roading capacity where required.
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