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Following are the values agreed during the 2019 - 2022 term: 

A. Whakautetanga: respect  

B. Kōrero Pono: integrity  

C. Māiatanga: courage  

D. Whakamanatanga: effectiveness 

E. Whakamōwaitanga: humility  

F. Kaitiakitanga: stewardship  

G. Manaakitanga: generosity of spirit Karakia Timatanga 
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Nelson City Council 

4 May 2021 

 

Karakia Timatanga 

1. Apologies 

Nil 

2. Confirmation of Order of Business 

3. Interests 

3.1 Updates to the Interests Register 

3.2 Identify any conflicts of interest in the agenda 

4. Mayor’s Report 

5. Hearing of Submissions to the Draft Long Term Plan 2021 - 
2031 and to the Draft Development Contributions Policy 

2021  

Document number R24834 

Note: Council resolved on 18 March 2021, to concurrently consult on the 

Draft Long Term Plan 2021 – 2031 and on the Draft Development 
Contributions Policy 2021. Hearing of submissions will also be held 
concurrently. 

As requested, agenda page numbers have been removed from the 
submissions to align with the Hearings Schedule pages. 

5.1 Draft Hearing Schedule (4, 5 and 6 May 2021)    6 - 12 

  Document number A2628305 attached (Attachment 1) 

 

Please note that speaking slots are still being scheduled and an 

updated Hearing Schedule will be tabled at the meeting. 

5.2 Draft Long Term Plan 2021 – 2031 Index and submissions   

Draft Long Term Plan 2021 – 2031 submissions can be viewed on 
Council’s website. These documents have been circulated separately. 

 http://nelson.govt.nz/council/consultations/received-submissions/ 
  

http://nelson.govt.nz/council/consultations/received-submissions/
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5.3 Late submissions to the Draft Long Term Plan 2021 – 2031 

  13 - 72 

Document number A2628645 attached (Attachment 2) 
 

5.4 Development Contributions Policy 2021 Index and submissions  

                    73 - 159 

Document number A2624441 attached (Attachment 3) 

 
 CONFIDENTIAL Business 

6. Exclusion of the Public 

Recommendation 

That the Council 

1. Confirms, in accordance with sections 48(5) 
and 48(6) of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987, that Daryl 
Wehner, CEO of Port Nelson Ltd, remain after 

the public has been excluded, for Item 1 of the 
Confidential agenda (Port Nelson Ltd – 
Additional confidential information to 

submission 28018 to the Draft Long Term Plan 
2021 - 2031), as he is providing the 

confidential information that will assist the 
meeting. 

 

Recommendation 

That the Council 

1. Excludes the public from the following parts of 
the proceedings of this meeting. 

2. The general subject of each matter to be 

considered while the public is excluded, the 
reason for passing this resolution in relation 

to each matter and the specific grounds under 
section 48(1) of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the 
passing of this resolution are as follows:   
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Item General subject of 

each matter to be 

considered 

Reason for passing 

this resolution in 

relation to each 

matter 

Particular interests 

protected (where 

applicable) 

1 Port Nelson Ltd - 

Additional 

confidential 

information to 

submission 28018 

to the Draft Long 

Term Plan 2021 - 

2031 

 

Section 48(1)(a) 

The public conduct of 

this matter would be 

likely to result in 

disclosure of 

information for which 

good reason exists 

under section 7 

The withholding of the 

information is necessary: 

• Section 7(2)(b)(ii) To 

protect information 

where the making 

available of the 

information would be 

likely unreasonably to 

prejudice the 

commercial position of 

the person who 

supplied or who is the 

subject of the 

information 

 

  

 

Karakia Whakamutunga 
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Submission Summary
Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #27788

Mr Granville Dunstan 
Director of Corperate Trustee Dunstan Trust holdings 

 Nelson 7010 

Speaker? False 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

Agree totally with the change to the City Centre 
waiver for Residenrtial Developments being 
unlimited and being granted on Resource Consnet 
being obtained as in the past this has delayed 
Dvelopers and Investors from proceeding with 
Consents and taking the risk of Credits not being 
available .It will reactivate demand and give 
certainty on at least one part of Residential 
development
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Submission Summary 
 

   

       

  

Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #27943 
 

 

       

   

Mr Jaimie Barber 
  
 
  
Nelson 7010 
 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 I support significantly lower Development 
contributions for intensification of existing urban 
areas. 
I oppose lower development contributions for 
greenfield areas and support the full cost of 
infrastructure for greenfield developments being 
met by developers.
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Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28035 
 

 

       

   

Ms Chrissie Ward 
  
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 I oppose any reduction in infrastructure costs and 
other development fees for private development 
taking place on greenfield subdivisions that have 
been rezoned from rural classification to urban 
classification. I support a requirement for private 
developers to pay the full cost of all infrastructure 
necessary to support new greenfields 
subdivisions.
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Mrs Dianne Anyan 
  
 
 
Nelson 7011 
 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

  
 
 
 
Oppose: Any reduction in infrastructure costs and 
other development fees for private development 
taking place on greenfield subdivisions that have 
been rezoned from rural classification to urban 
classification. 
Support: A requirement for private developers to 
pay the full cost of all infrastructure necessary to 
support new greenfields subdivisions. 
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 Marsden Park is not questioning / objecting to the need to make 

payments – it is the timing that this submission relates to as the 

purpose of the payments is to “mitigate/offset adverse effects of 

increased demands on Council’s services/infrastructure”. 

 

 

 It is submitted by Marsden Park that the “increased demand” does not 

commence at S224 stage and that it potentially commences when a 

Building Consent for a dwelling is issued. 

 

 

 The developer is also required to pay a maintenance bond of per 

section (currently $1300) and to maintain the services for a period of 

two (2) years (that is maintenance of roads, sewer drains, stormwater 

drains, and water reticulation) as well pay water connection fees and 

daily charges along with rates. 

 

 

 Given that the developer has paid for the entire infrastructure and is 

responsible for all maintenance of the services that Council will be 

inheriting, Marsden Park cannot see justification in the argument that 

there is a demand on Council services generated at S224 stage. 

 

 

 Marsden Park is therefore proposing that payment of the DC’s should 

be at Building Consent stage as in reality that is when the “demand” on 

Council services will commence and can be legally justified. 

 

 

 Payment can be legally protected by registration of a “covenant” on 

each section title requiring payment before the title can be transferred. 
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 The only possible “downside” for Council is that “levies/contributions” 

payments are spread over a time span instead of one upfront payment 

by the developer. 

 

 

 Marsden Park is therefore seeking through this submission process 

that Council defers payment of the various financial and development 

contributions along with no requirement for rates, daily water charges 

and water connection fees until a section is sold or an agreed 

timeframe is reached – whichever is the sooner - with certainty of 

payment ensured by creation of a suitable legal restriction 

(covenant/consent notice) on each title. 

 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28105 
 

 

       

   

Mr Anthony Masters 
 
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy

 Developers must pay full costs of their 
developments. Such are their benefits and profits. 
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Ms Catherine Harper 
  
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 I Oppose: Any reduction in infrastructure costs and 
other development fees for private development 
taking place on greenfield subdivisions that have 
been rezoned from rural classification to urban 
classification.  
 
I Support: A requirement for private developers to 
pay the full cost of all infrastructure necessary to 
support new greenfields subdivisions. 
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Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28150 
 

 

       

   

Mrs Lindsay POWDRELL 
  
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 Any reduction in infrastructure costs and other 
development fees for private development,taking 
place on greenfield subdivisions,that have been 
rezoned from rural to urban classification,I strongly 
oppose. 
Private developers should be required to pay the 
full cost of all infrastructure necessary to support 
new green fields subdivisions.
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Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28154 
 

 

       

   

Mr Marek Guzinski 
  
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy

 The ratepayer should not need to contribute to 
developers cost if they (the developer) are the 
asset owner & profit maker.
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Mrs Alli Jackson 
  
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

  
Oppose: Any reduction in infrastructure costs and 
other development fees for private development 
taking place on greenfield subdivisions that have 
been rezoned from rural classification to urban 
classification. 
 
Support: A requirement for private developers to 
pay the full cost of all infrastructure necessary to 
support new greenfields subdivisions. 
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Submission Summary 
 

   

       

  

Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28218 
 

 

       

   

Ms Jaine Cronin 
  
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 I oppose reducing the infrastructure costs and 
other development fees for private development 
taking place on any greenfield subdivisions that 
are rezoned from rural classification to urban 
classification. 
I support requiring private developers paying he 
full cost of all infrastructure necessary to support 
all new greenfield subdivisions. 
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Submission Summary 
 

   

       

  

Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28247 
 

 

       

   

Mr Darren Meer 
  
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 I would like to object to the reduction in fees for 
Neighbourhood Reserves (greenfield) Sites. This 
shifts the balance in the wrong direction. More 
effort should be made to encourage brown field 
sites and urban intensification, these changes do 
the opposite by making Green Field sites more 
attractive. Please don't do this. The Council has 
declared a climate emergency, we need our green 
fields to be just that, green, stop destroying our 
natural environment.
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Submission Summary 
 

   

       

  

Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28276 
 

 

       

   

Young Yoon 
Legal Counsel Summerset Holdings Group Limited 
 
 
 
Wellington 6011 
 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy

 Please see attached submission. 
 
Thank you
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SUBMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF: Draft Policy on Development Contributions 2021 

TO: Nelson City Council 

FROM:  Summerset Group Holdings Limited 

DATE: 20 April 2021 

BY ONLINE SUBMISSION: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/development-contributions 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Summerset Group Holdings Limited (Summerset) is pleased to have the opportunity to submit
on the Draft Policy on Development Contributions 2021 (Policy) proposed by Nelson City Council
(Council).

BACKGROUND 

2. Summerset is New Zealand’s second largest developer and operator of retirement villages,
which makes it one of New Zealand’s largest home-builders. Summerset currently operates 29
villages across New Zealand and provides a range of living options for more than 6,200 residents.

3. Summerset develops and operates comprehensive care retirement villages, that provide a
continuum of care, with its villages containing independent (villas, townhouses and apartments)
and assisted living units and residential care (rest home, hospital and dementia level care) for
those who require greater assistance.  The average age of a resident entering Summerset’s
villages is 81 years. This resident demographic is associated with a typically low pattern of
demand on community infrastructure, amenities and facilities.

4. Over the next 50 years the number of people over 75 in New Zealand is expected to grow by
245% from 315,000 in 2018 (6% of the population) to more than one million in 2068 (17% of the
population).  It is therefore vital that the regulatory environment recognises and provides for the
development that is required to meet this growing demand, and funding for associated
infrastructure, but does so on a fair and proportionate basis.

Sub # 28276 - 1
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LOWER OCCUPANCY AND DEMAND PROFILE 

5. Summerset considers that the Policy fails to take into account the characteristics of
comprehensive care retirement villages and their occupants that, on their own or cumulatively
with those of other developments, substantially reduce the impacts of development on
requirements for infrastructure and community facilities in the district or parts of the district
both at a citywide and local area level.

6. “Retirement village” is an umbrella term given to all types of retirement living, encompassing
both “comprehensive care” and “lifestyle” retirement villages.

6.1. As discussed above, comprehensive care retirement villages provide a full range of living
and care options from independent living through to assisted living, rest home, hospital and 
memory care (dementia).  The residential care component makes up a relatively high 
percentage of the overall unit mix. 

6.2. Lifestyle retirement villages focus mostly on independent living units with occasionally a 
small amount of serviced care on a largely temporary basis. When a resident becomes frail 
over time, usually they would be forced to move from a lifestyle village. This is because care 
provision is minimal and not suitable as a long-term solution. 

7. There is a fundamental difference between a comprehensive care retirement village (as
Summerset’s new villages are) and a lifestyle retirement village. Each village attracts a very
different resident demographic. As discussed above, the average age of a resident entering
Summerset’s villages is 81 years. For completed and fully occupied villages, the average age
across all residents is closer to mid-80s. Residents are typically people that chose to live in their
own homes for as long as possible and have moved to a retirement village primarily due to a
specific need (such as deteriorating health or mobility challenges, or for companionship – many
of Summerset’s residents are widows).  By contrast, lifestyle villages cater for a younger, more
active early retiree, with a higher proportion of couples.  The average age of a resident moving
into a lifestyle village is more mid-to-late 60s.

8. Summerset’s villages typically provide an extensive range of on-site amenities that are suited to
the older residents’ specialist physical and social needs – including on-demand mini-vans for
residents’ shopping and outings, a bar, café and restaurant, small residents’ convenience shop,
pool, gym, activities room, pool table, piano, hairdressing and beauty salon, treatment room,
bowling green, hobbies shed, meeting rooms, theatre, library, communal sitting and lounge
areas, residents’ vegetable gardens and large park-like landscaped gardens. These on-site
amenities greatly reduce, and in some cases eliminate, usage of Council’s community amenities
and facilities by Summerset’s residents.

9. Summerset’s average occupancy for its independent units is 1.3 residents per unit regardless of
the number of bedrooms in the unit. Summerset’s average occupancy for its care units is
1 resident per unit. The reduced occupancy per unit, together with the reduced demand per
occupant, results in a reduced demand on both local infrastructure and community facilities
when compared against the demand assumptions for a typical household unit.

10. Summerset notes that the reduced occupancy, and demand per occupant, for comprehensive
care retirement villages has been thoroughly tested and is now provided for by Auckland Council
which has defined “Retirement Villages” in the Auckland Unitary Plan and its Development
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Contributions Policy.  This approach recognises the reduced demand placed on local 
infrastructure and community amenities. 

11. Summerset considers that Council, in developing the Policy, has not given adequate
consideration to the unique characteristics of comprehensive care retirement villages, and the
significantly lower demand profile when compared to lifestyle retirement villages, particularly
due to:

11.1. lower occupancy levels (1.3 residents per independent unit and 1 resident per care unit);

11.2. reduced activity levels of the residents due to their age and frailty; and

11.3. the provision of specialist on-site amenities provided to cater for the residents’ specific
needs. 

POLICY NOT FAIR AND PROPORTIONATE 

12. Summerset acknowledges the Council’s intention behind providing discounts for 1 and 2
bedroom dwellings that share a title with a primary dwelling. However, the Policy treats
retirement villages as a residential unit and does not distinguish retirement villages from
standard residential developments.

13. The Policy therefore does not account for:

13.1. the lower occupancy rate of retirement units and aged care rooms as compared to
standard residential dwellings; 

13.2. the unique characteristics of comprehensive care retirement villages, as compared to 
lifestyle retirement villages; 

13.3. the demographic characteristics of retirement unit and aged care room residents; or 

13.4. the extensive on-site amenities and facilities provided by comprehensive care retirement 
village operators. 

14. Section 7 of the Policy sets out certain exemptions to the requirement to pay development
contributions (including for city centre residential developments and low impact stormwater
developments). Section 7.9 of the Policy states that in exceptional circumstances, Council may
grant an exemption to pay development contributions at its discretion.

15. Summerset submits that where it is evident that a category of activity is associated with a lower
level of demand for infrastructure (such as comprehensive care retirement villages), then a
specific HUD calculation should be provided for in the Policy for that category of activity as a
starting point. Each applicant should not have to rely on Council’s “case by case” assessment as
that approach produces administrative inefficiencies and allows for potentially inconsistent
calculations and approaches across and between activities within the same category.

RELIEF SOUGHT 

16. To fairly account for the lower demand profile, both a population per unit discount (to account
for the lower occupancy) and a demand factor discount (to account for the older demographic

Dev Contributions Policy Review 2021
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and on-site amenities) should be applied to set specific contribution calculations for 
comprehensive care retirement villages. 

17. Summerset requests that a separate rate is set for retirement villages, consistent with
development contribution policies being developed by other councils. This should distinguish
retirement units, and aged care rooms, and provide separate rates for each.

18. Water and wastewater contributions should be assessed according to the demand factors for
comprehensive care retirement villages calculated and agreed with Council at resource consent
stage against those assumed for typical household unit of demand, to recognise the lower
demand on those reticulated services.

19. Stormwater contributions should be assessed according to the demand factors for
comprehensive care retirement villages based on the site-specific stormwater management
outlined and agreed with Council at resource consent stage. Council need to clearly demonstrate
the causal connection between any public stormwater infrastructure required as a result of the
increase in demand (if any) directly attributable by the retirement village.

20. Taking into account both population per unit/room, and demand factors, Summerset suggests
the rates in the table below.  These are based on the equivalent rates in the current Auckland
Council Development Contribution Policy, which were established after robust hearings
processes including the calling of expert evidence in relation to demand.

Development type Activity Units of demand 

Retirement unit Transport 0.3 HUD per unit 

All others 0.1 HUD per unit 

Aged care room Transport 0.2 HUD per room 

Community infrastructure 0.1 HUD per room 

TIMING 

21. Summerset submits that the Policy should be explicit about the assessment and timing of
payment for large staged projects that require both land use resource consent(s) and building
consent(s). Summerset supports the Policy’s assessment and timing of payment for staged
subdivision developments. However, Summerset submits that where both a land use resource
consent and a building consent are required, the activity should be assessed for development
contributions based on the relevant Policy applicable at the time that the resource consent
application is lodged, with payment of the total assessed development contributions staged such
that a proportionate amount is payable prior to uplift of the code of compliance certificates for
each staged building consent. That manner of assessment and payment is fair and reasonable
and gives developers certainty of the development contributions payable on large, staged
projects such as comprehensive care retirement villages.

22. Section 6 of the Policy provides that development contributions on building consents and
resources consents other than for subdivisions, are payable at the time that consent is granted.
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Summerset requests clarification and an amendment to section 6 of the Policy as follows, in line 
with the above approach. 

22.1. Where a building consent is required to be issued for the development proposed, then 
the development contributions should be payable on the issue of associated code 
compliance certificate(s) rather than upon granting of the building consent. That is the 
point at which the land use could lawfully be given effect to without breaching the 
Building Act 2004.  Given occupancy is permitted at that point, it is also the time at which 
any additional demand on Council infrastructure would arise. In a larger staged 
development, this may mean a series of payments over time as the building work under 
each staged building consent is completed and signed off. 

22.2. In terms of the timing of the assessment and the version of the Policy that applies, 
Summerset agrees that development contributions should be calculated and assessed 
against the relevant Policy at the time that the land use consent application is lodged. 
However, this section should further clarify that those development contributions but 
payable at the time of code compliance certificate(s). 

FINAL COMMENTS 

23. Summerset is grateful for the opportunity to submit on the Policy and looks forward to engaging
with the Council during the consultation process.  Summerset would be happy to meet with the
Council or attend at a hearing to discuss this submission further if that would assist.

Aaron Smail 
General Manager Development 
Summerset Group Holdings Limited 
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Submission Summary 
 

   

       

  

Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28309 
 

 

       

   

Mr Mark Lile 
Director Landmark Lile Limited 
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
 
Speaker? False 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 The current DC Policy has proven to be 
problematic in terms of the Reserves component.  
This review and changes as proposed, are 
therefore supported as they will make the 
Reserves component of DCs easier to administer 
and also make these charges fairer.   
 
The removal of the 30 HUD limit on the City 
Centre waiver is also supported.  In recent years 
the limit has not been reached anyway.   This 
charge will however remove the budgeting risks as 
to whether credits can be secured or not.   This will 
add confidence to those trying hard to make inner 
city developments stack up financially.   
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Submission Summary 
 

   

       

  

Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28387 
 

 

       

   

Dr Monika Clark-Grill 
 
 
 
Nelson 7010 
 
 
 
Speaker? True 

 

  

       

 

Department Subject Opinion Summary 

NCC - 
Environmental 
Management 

Development 
Contributions 
Policy 

 Support:  
Removing the 30 HUD limit on city centre 
Development Contribution waivers to help with 
intensification of the city. As this is a subsidy by 
ratepayers to developers it should be reviewed for 
it effectiveness to increase inner city 
intensification. This needs to be included in the 
policy statement. 
Oppose: 
The reduction of greenfield site reserves to 1.1Ha 
per 1000 residents. The importance of substantial 
greenfield reserves grows with intensification. 
Oppose:  
The removal of the 25% reserves contribution 
discount for brownfield intensification. Brownfield 
development is so much more costly than 
greenfield. So anything that encourages 
brownfield development should be retained in or 
added to the policy. 
Support:  
DC infrastructure fees for new greenfield 
developments based on average land sales value
Oppose: 
Waiver to integrated schools 
Support: 
Discount for 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings 
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Development Contributions Policy 2021 - Submission #28397 
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Proposed Policy on Development Contributions 2021 

Submission V2 Final 

 

Name:      Peter Taylor 

Organisation represented:   Self 

Address:      Nelson, 7040 

Email:            

Phone:             

Do you wish to speak at the hearing?     Yes on the 6 May please 

1. Support: Retaining Development Contributions as a means of funding infrastructure 

and reserves.  

 

2. Support: Removing the 30 Housing Unit limit on receiving the development  

contribution waiver as this should assist housing intensification in the city. 

 

3. Support: Point 2 above is a subsidy by ratepayers to developers, therefore the 

inclusion of a statement in the DC Policy it   will be reviewed in 3 years to assess its 

effectiveness at encouraging inner city development should be included. 

 

4. Oppose: The removal of the 25% subsidy for brownfield development. Removing this 

discount may discourage intensification of the city. 

 

5. Support the retention of the 25% reserves contribution discount for brownfield sites to 

encourage intensification of the city which will contribute to its revitalisation and take 

pressure off arterial roads otherwise caused by greenfield development sprawl. 

 

6. Oppose: The proposal to no longer charge for brownfield development of reserve 

land and only charge for reserve improvements. Future communities will require 

reserve land and even small areas in built up areas support wellbeing. To remove this 

charge does not support a catchment approach to intensification and will not provide 

funding needed to acquire new reserve areas where they may be available. 

 

7. Support : A reduction DC’s payable for those undertaking brownfield developments 

or city intensification developments. 

 

8.  Support : DC infrastructure fees for new greenfield developments, especially those 

that sacrifice productive rural land or degrade community recreational areas  should 

be borne entirely by the developers.  

 

Greenfield developments make massive impacts on city infrastructure as well as 

producing destructive climate change affects, therefore new urban sprawl greenfield 

subdivision developers should bear the full cost of infrastructural services. 

 

9. Support: Calculating neighbourhood reserves contributions for greenfield sites based 

on historical land values adjusted each year. 

 

10. Oppose: The waiver of Development Contributions for State Integrated Schools. This 

is yet another subsidy from ratepayers to privately owned enterprises. 
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11. Support: Option two and continue to charge DC’s to State Integrated Schools. This 

ensures that the growth costs are borne by those that create additional demand. 

 

12. Support: The option to discount contributions for 1–2-bedroom dwellings thar share 

title with primary dwelling as this will encourage more intensive housing. However, I 

support statement ensuring the review of this subsidy in 3 years to assess its 

effectiveness. 
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SUBMISSION to the Nelson City Council 

Draft Development Contributions and Nelson Plan December 2020 

From: 
Peter Olorenshaw Architect

 Nelson 7010
tel:   email: 

1.0 Development Contributions Submission 

1.1 DCs charged should match infrastructure load and incentivise intensification 
I suggest a complete change for DCs to one that more accurately matches the load the 
development imposes on the cities infrastructure.  A one-size- fits all creates inequities and 
doesn’t reflect the minimal load that buildings built close in to the city make compared to 
buildings built in far flung suburbs.  

So DCs for Stormwater should be based on load on stormwater system - ie it should be based on 
roof area and hardstanding surfaces AND whether or not onsite rainwater detention is included 
(not just RW tanks but slow draining SW detention that might be the top half of a RW tank).

So maybe at the time of development, if the size of the building to be built is unknown, an average 
sized building and hard standing is assumed.  Then at building consent stage if the building and 
hardstanding is less than average a credit is made on the consent, or if its bigger than average an 
additional payment is due.  

Likewise with Sewerage load - you need to give credit to people who install low flow fittings and 
composting toilets and have modest loading on the Sewerage pipework and treatment.  The proof 
of this is in the amount of water a building uses as that is directly related to the amount of water 
going into the sewer.  So rather than charging for sewerage DCs, perhaps that should be included 
in water metering.  If people complain that they use a lot of water on their garden that doesn’t go 
into the sewer, then they should be mulching more to reduce irrigation needs and could install a 
rainwater tank for 
gardening water


1.2 Central City DC 
waivers supported but 
should be extended to 
residential intensification 
within 1km of the city 
centre (Provincial centres 
like Nelson are 
significantly different 
from larger metropolitan 
areas - here we have a 
lot of ordinary residential 
houses in easy walking 
distance of the centre of 
the city.  The 
intensification of these 
close in areas adds to 
city vibrancy just like 
CBD living does and so 
should have DCs waived 
(another than a reserves 
DC).  The pink areas 
shown in the map on the 
right are residential areas 
that are within 1km of 
the city centre.  In any 
large metropolitan centre 

Submission on draft Development Contributions and LTP April 2021  Peter Olorenshaw Architect 
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there is no way you could be in easy walkable distance to the centre of the city and still be in an 
ordinary residential area, whereas you can in Nelson.  People living this close in are adding to the 
vibrancy of the city just like people living in the CBD and this needs to be recognised with a DC 
waiver.


1.3 Reserves DC for intensification - all intensification should include reserves DCs (including 
inner city and the 1km close-in donut) so we can have parks every 500m, even if only pocket 
parks - council should be buying houses in areas that are lacking parks, deconstructing the house 
and create a pocket park complete with a toilet block (utilising existing sewerage and water 
supply that is already there) and seating so it is attractive for the elderly.)


1.4 Support for discount for “partitioning” discount - ie support for the discount for 1 and 2 
bedroom dwellings that share a title with a primary dwelling.  However I have been unable to find 
just what this discount is, but suggest it should be 100% for roads, sewerage and water supply to 
reflect there being no difference in infrastructure load on these things.  This can be tested with the 
water meters=sewerage load.  And if the extensions to hardstanding and roof areas are less than 
10% extra or if the development includes a appropriately sized stormwater detention tank, then 
there should be no SW DC either.  


1.5 Normal Greenfield DCs inappropriate for areas close to city centre - Greenfield areas like 
Toi-Toi that are very close to the city centre should have to pay much reduced infrastructure costs 
as the lengths of pipework and roading required and needed to be maintained and renewed into 
the future would seem to be significantly less than those far flung developments.  eg people in 
Toi-toi could easily bike, bike or even walk into town rather than increasing roading requirements 
whereas people in Dodson Valley and Ngawhatu much more likely to be using cars all the time. 


Submission on draft Development Contributions and LTP April 2021  Peter Olorenshaw Architect 
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Submission for Nelson City Council Long Term Plan 2021-2031 Consultation

Subject: Housing Affordability and Intensification

Nelson City Council’s proposed approachto addressing housing affordability issues as outlined in the

Long Term Plan Consultation Document (LTP), although containing a numberofinteresting initiatives,
does not articulate the extent to whichthoseinitiatives will actually make houses more affordable. It also
focuses exclusively on measures to influence the supply side of the housing market, and as such, puts
forth an unbalancedstrategy that predisposes the range of possible solutions to pro-development

initiatives that pose significant risks to permanently altering the character of Nelson and imperiling the

lifestyle of its residents.

Whatis the ultimate state of Nelson if the types of development-supporting initiatives in the LRP are

perpetuated over forthcoming decades and centuries? Do youforesee large towers of superintense

residential living looming overthe central city? Do you imagine a point where, like Venice’s tourist

visitations, limits to growth and demand needto be instantiated? In the LRP proposals for a new library,

youconsiderthe ultra-long-range implications of flooding from climate change and propose an option

that is feasible through to at least 2200. Yet you do not considerovera similar timeframe the

implications of additional housing developmentonthe fabric of our community. You do not adequately

consider howintensification will change the amenity ofthe city, the cohesiveness of community living

muchcloser together, the loss of rural open space, the visual pollution of the beautiful natural landscapes

that contextualize our built environment, and the additional weight that further developmentwill load
onto our ecosystem. Collectively, these risks and others represent a dangerousthreat to the sustainability

of the many characteristics that have made Nelsoninto the ‘Smart Little City’ you describe it as. If we
are to be truly smart about future development, we need to adequately consider both (1) what the negative

risks are from Council’s proposals, and (2) whether those proposals are really going to be helpful in

achieving the goals.

All of the proposals that you outline in the LRP appearto be premised on an assumptionthat increasing

housing supplywill increase housing affordability, But not one of the LRP proposals appears supported

by empirical research or any quantitative data that sustains the credibility of that assumption. If you

increase housing supply but incomelevels also increase, what is the actuarial result? Furthermore, while

youprovidestatistics comparing housing affordability in Nelson with other regions, you do not even

establish a goal of what an affordable house should cost, either in concreate present-day dollar termsorin

relation to income levels. Are you seeking to make housing in Nelsonas affordable as Porirua, or merely

remain more affordable than Tauranga? Is there a specific target on the housing affordability index you
are seeking to achieve,or is the goal merely to improve Nelson’s position on the index in comparisonto

other cities? There is insufficient specificity in Council’s goals for affordable housing and the proposals

present more as a reaction to the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPSUD)and hopeful

supportive actions to the Nelson Plan, rather than a coherent collection ofinitiatives that unify around

achieving a specific quantified outcome. Rather than working with Central Governmentto blindly

implement pro-developmentinitiatives that are not targeted at a specific affordability goal, I would prefer

Council to instead focus on establishing a partnership with the Central Government that permits goal-

based proposals that have muchgreaterlevels of empirical confidence in their outcomes.

While the associated Nelson Plan consultation document discusses some of the consequences of

intensification and zoning changes, for none of the proposals in the LRP itself do youarticulate how

downsiderisks will be either prevented or mitigated. Also, your goals from the proposals are only of a
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generalized nature. We therefore have no real notion of what weare trying to achieve, the proposed

actions have insufficient specificity to judge their merits, and yet negative consequences are known with

muchgreater certainty. Once developmentslike the urbanization of the Maitai and Kaka Valley occur,

the present positive characteristics of those places are lost forever, and with them the opportunity to gift
future generations a heritage that over eleven thousandpetitioning citizens currently value higher than the

proposed plans for housing affordability and intensification. Of the options arrayed in the Long Term

Plan, I would therefore prefer that Council take no action beyondthe legislatively mandated requirements,

and that it seek to establish a more proactive partnership with Central Governmentthat can address the
demandside of the housing market rather than focus exclusively on the supply-related policies. Also, I

do not agree that Council should furtherrelax the waiver for Development Contributions, since this will
impose an additional financial burden on rates and developers would be the primary immediate
beneficiary of such a policy change rather than the community itself. The existing Development

Contributions are based onactual capital costs to Council, so the cost does not disappearthroughthis

proposed policy change — it instead must get absorbed into other areas of Council’s budget and is thereby

inappropriately burdened on to the community as a whole. I do believe that the existing waiver of 30

HUDsperannumis likely arbitrary in its application, since it is based on the date of an application in a

calendaryear, without consideration of the characteristics of a given application. A fairer policy would

be to remove the 2018 waiveraltogether and subject all developments to a Development Contribution

reflective of actual capital costs incurred by Council from new developments.

Submitter:

Piers Jalandoni

Nelson 7040
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Submission NCC Long Term Plan 

21 April 2021 

I thank Nelson City Council for this opportunity to submit on the Long Term Plan. 

Contents 

Climate change 
Nelson City Centre 
Library 
Community Facilities and Partnerships 
Housing Affordability and Intensification 
Environment 
Water supply  
Transport  
Wastewater 
Solid Waste 
Pest Plant Control 
New company model – Nelson Airport and Port Nelson 
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Climate Change 
 
 
I ask Council to play a leading role in the region’s transition to a low‐emissions economy. 
 
I ask NCC to become carbon neutral by 2030, to provide leadership in this area. 
 
I ask for transparency on the emissions profile of NCC and Nelson overall. To this end, we 
ask for an online emissions dashboard on NCC’s website that provides graphical 
representations of annual emissions data by sector (e.g., transport, energy, waste) and by 
gas type (e.g., carbon dioxide, methane), and shows targets. This way, anyone can check on 
progress in achieving our goals. 
 
I support Council’s aspiration to ‘Quickly decrease our emissions to create a zero carbon 
future‘ and to this end we ask NCC to set a firm target for reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. I suggest following the IPCC Special Report on 1.5° Warming, which states the 
need for a decrease in emissions  of at least 7.6% per year, each year to 2030. This reduction 
is necessary to limit warming to 1.5°C. 
 
I ask NCC to actively seek to end coal use in the region by 2025 for the sake of human and 
environmental health, and to combat climate change. 
 
I ask Council to support a strategy to rapidly reduce transport emissions by: 

● Making cycling the quickest and safest and most convenient way of getting around 
Nelson. 

● Reducing vehicle use by reducing the number of car parks in the city centre, reducing 
speed limits, and using physical barriers and other measures to discourage short‐
distance car trips. 

● Encourage cycling by developing a direct vehicle‐separate commuter cycle road 
between Nelson and Richmond that enables school students and commuters to 
travel between Nelson and Richmond in 30 minutes. 

● Duplicate the Nelson South Innovative Streets project model of co‐development 
with local residents and school students to other similar streets throughout Nelson. 
Combine this with the School Travel Plan project to roll out for all schools to reduce 
congestion, emissions and increase safety around schools. 

● Allocate at least 30% of the total transport budget to active transport (building on 
the recommendation of the UN’s Global Outlook on Walking and Cycling report). 

● Bring forward the timeline and increase the ambition of NCC’s part of the Regional 
Public Transport Plan 

● An ongoing marketing and education campaign that explains and promotes the 
future of transport in terms of the shift away from fossil fuel vehicles to cycling, 
walking, and public transport, and shared vehicles. Also explaining that the city 
centre will become car‐free and that cycling and walking will be the best ways of 
getting around in the city centre. The co‐benefits are significant, such as improved 
health and livability of our neighbourhoods. 
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I ask that Council and Council‐related organisations such as Nelson Airport Limited and Port 
Nelson clearly state in their annual report the projected future impacts on their business 
operations of both climate change and the Zero Carbon Act. The operations of both of these 
companies will be strongly impacted by both sea level rise and reduced fossil fuel use.  
 
I ask NCC to develop a climate change adaptation plan for Nelson in the context of the 
upcoming central government Climate Change Adaptation Act, and delay the decision on 
the location of expensive infrastructure such as the library until the decision can be made in 
the context of NCC’s adaptation plan. 
 
I ask NCC to ban new consents for fossil fuelled industrial heating systems and boilers. 
 
I ask NCC to capture and use all landfill gas. 
 
I support an Urban Greening Plan that increases and protects sequestration ecosystems 
including existing trees.  Other important sinks such as wetland and coastal blue carbon 
need acknowledgement and protection, for their biodiversity and their carbon 
sequestration. 
 
Any new council building to have low embodied carbon (new Scion Building in Rotorua). 
Note that this refers to the emissions during construction and is distinct from being energy 

efficient. Maximise the use of carbon storing timber in the structure and minimise that 

amount of concrete and steel ‐ so timber floors rather than concrete, timber columns and 

beams rather than steel or concrete.   

 
I ask NCC to make installing any new fossil gas appliance a discretionary activity.  
Fugitive emissions mean that fossil gas can be as bad as coal in terms of climate change 
emissions. LPG is not a transition fuel: it is a dead end and a dead loss for the environment.   
 
I ask NCC to not support hydrogen fuel projects. Hydrogen is remarkably energy‐inefficient 
and requires massive infrastructure investment. Please support electricity as an energy 
source, not hydrogen. 
 
I ask NCC to prohibit any new gas installations.  
 
I ask Council to develop a Climate Action Plan which would include an emission reduction 
strategy for the whole district, adaptation plan for climate‐induced risks, and a just 
transition for vulnerable communities. Council needs to provide a carbon footprint for the 
whole district, so that the emission reduction targets can be set for the whole district, as 
they are under CEMARS for Council operations.  
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Nelson City Centre 
 
I would like to congratulate Council on the new covered bike racks/spaces in Montgomery 
Sq and outside Civic House. 
 
I recognize that low‐emissions cities have a compact form, high population density, and a 
transport profile dominated by active transport and public transport. 
 
I note that Nelson city is failing in all these areas, as Council is seeking to further expand the 
urban area into a rural recreation area in the Maitai Valley, there are currently only 73 
residents within 500 m of the city centre, and the city is dominated by cars (more than 40% 
of the land area in the city is car parks and roads).  
 
I ask Council to create a safe, low‐emissions, people‐friendly city centre in two stages, as 
follows: 
 
Stage 1 
 

● Pedestrianisation of Trafalgar Street to Hardy Street. 
● Close off vehicle access to Buxton and Montgomery Square car parks from Bridge 

and Hardy Streets. 
● Reducing the number of car parks and reducing speed limits. 
● Make raised negotiated pedestrian crossings covering the whole area of the Bridge–

Trafalgar and Hardy–Trafalgar intersections, and the area from the top of Trafalgar 
Street to the Cathedral steps, with a speed limit of 10 kph.  

● Develop a ring road around the city (Collingwood, Halifax, Rutherford) to avoid 
traffic through the city itself. 

● Encourage the construction of medium‐rise apartments within the city centre. 
● Develop laneways connecting different parts of the city centre and adjacent green 

spaces (Anzac Park, Queens Gardens, Pikimai, Maitai River) 
 
Stage 2 

● Pedestrianisation of Trafalgar Street to Halifax, and Hardy Street between 
Collingwood and Rutherford. Make Bridge Street a cobbled ‘negotiated street’ 
between Collingwood and Rutherford (speed limit of ~15 kph), with few car parks. 

● Develop public spaces in pedestrianized areas. 
● Plant urban trees and develop urban green spaces. 
● New community hub (including library) and apartments among a green area in the 

site of Buxton carpark. 
 

I also want to emphasise the importance of the ‘20 minute town’ concept, in which people 

can reach where they live, work, learn, shop  and play within 20 minutes of active or public 

transport, thus greatly reducing the need for private car use. 

 

I ask Council to make the retailing of motor vehicles an Industrial Activity to free up space 
in the CBD, inner city fringe, and residential areas.  Please signal this intention now, prohibit 

Dev Contributions Policy Review 2021

DevC/Page 74 of 84



any new car sales premises outside of Industrial zoned areas, and set a timeframe for the 

change. 
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Library 
I ask Council to delay the decision on the location of expensive infrastructure such as the 
library until such decisions can be made in the context of NCC’s adaptation plan, under the 
framework of central government’s Climate Change Adaptation Act (deals with the complex 
legal and technical issues involved in the process of managed retreat, and presumably a 
nationwide funding formula) and the Strategic Planning Act (which will mandate the use of 
spatial planning, to develop long term regional spatial strategies).   
 
I support option five for the library, and support investigating alternative sites including 
Buxton carpark and areas near NMIT. 
 
I ask Council to consider having the Civic House and library together on one footprint, in a 
safe and long term accessible site. 
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Community Facilities and Partnerships 
I support option five for the library (consider a new site), and suggest Council considers 
Buxton carpark and areas near NMIT. 
 
I support a Māori ward on Council. 
 
I ask Council to be a Living Wage employer. 
 
I ask Council to support the Nelson Tasman Climate Forum to engage with communities to 
reduce carbon emissions and become more resilient using the Climate Action Book as a 
resource. 
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Housing Affordability and Intensification 
 

I oppose Council making budgetary provisions for infrastructure that supports urban 
development in the Kaka/Maitai Valley. 

  

I oppose any rezoning of land in the Maitai‐Kaka catchment for residential development. 

 

I ask for Council to make a budget allocation in the LTP to procure the Kaka Valley for 
incorporation into a recreation reserve or Regional Park in the Maitai Valley. This 

development would support Council’s wellbeing and climate change goals, and align with 

the wishes of the community (as indicated by the 11,000 signatories calling on NCC to 

oppose rezoning of rural land in the Kaka Valley to residential). 

 

I support a focus on central city apartments, intensification, and social housing.  
 
I oppose urban expansion over arable land or recreation areas. 
 

I ask Council to impose a tax on vacant properties to improve housing affordability and 

supply, as discussed by the Tax Working Group. 

 

I ask Council to restrict the rental of entire properties on Airbnb or similar agencies, to 
increase housing supply for residents. For example, any property could only be let in its 

entirety for a maximum of 5 weeks per year. 

 

I support Council’s focus on affordable housing and intensification, and approve the 
intention for all residential development in the city centre to qualify for a development 
contribution waiver. Support the use of staff time to enable this provision of more 
affordable housing. 
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Environment 
 
I ask Council to suspend boat launching from Delaware Bay estuary and to enhance boat 
launching infrastructure at Cable Bay in its place. 
 
I ask Council to phase out plantation forestry in the Maitai Valley catchment, to be 
replaced by indigenous forest. 
 
I support funding for Brook Waimarama Sanctuary. 
 
I support restoring the Maitai River through Jobs for Nature, ecological restoration plans, 
and other means.  
 
I support the planting and maintenance of indigenous forest to support biodiversity, 
erosion control, soil health, river health, recreation areas, long‐term carbon sequestration. 
 
I support Council in recognising that ‘the environment is our foundation, and that a healthy 

natural environment is essential to our health and wellbeing and we all have a duty to care 
for it.’  

 

I ask Council to plant indigenous forest in the Grampians. 
 

I ask Council to protect and restore our coastal and marine environment, especially 
estuaries, as such environments are important carbon sinks and habitats for wildlife. 

 

I ask council to prohibit bottom dredging and trawling because it releases huge amounts of 

CO2 (Salas et al, Nature 17 March 2021) and has severe negative effects on the marine 

environment, as evidenced by the disaster of scallop fishing in Tasman Bay. 

 

I ask Council to further protect the marine environment by creating new and/or enlarging 

existing Marine Protected Areas/Marine Reserves. 
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Transport 
 
I ask Council to adopt the following vision statement for its transport policy: 
 
Make active transport and public transport the most attractive mode of transport for the 
majority of people for most journeys. 
 
 
I ask Council to work toward a mode shift to active transport and public transport via the 
following: 
 
Create safe cycling and walking routes to all schools. 
A direct commuter cycling road between Nelson and Richmond. 
Congestion charges to alleviate congestion. 
Lower speed limits (30 kph) for vehicles throughout the Nelson urban area and all 
residential areas. 
Prioritise active transport over vehicular transport in all planning, infrastructure, and 
funding decisions. 
Free public transport for students and pensioners. 
No new roads. 
Education campaign that  
Disincentives to short distance car trips. 
Ensure persons with limited mobility can access public areas. 
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Wastewater 
 
No new infrastructure to support residential subdivision in the Maitai Valley. 
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Solid Waste 
Support an end to all single use plastics including soft drink bottles, yoghurt containers, 
food containers such as plastic sushi containers. 
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Pest Plant Control 
 
Support pest control in areas of newly planted and regenerating indigenous forests. 
 
Support the intensive knockdown of pest plants.  The longer the pest plants are able to seed 
and spread the harder it will be for future generations to control. When the native forest 
canopy is destroyed it allows more light in, and weeds to flourish. Funding is needed for all 
of Nelson Nature projects and Biodiversity responsibilities. 
 
Support a rapid phasing out of widespread glyphosate use because it is likely carcinogenic 
to humans. 
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New company model – Nelson Airport and Port Nelson 
 
I ask that Council and Council controlled organisations such as Nelson Airport Limited and 
Port Nelson clearly state in their annual report the projected future impacts on their 
business operations of climate change and the Zero Carbon Act. The operations of Nelson 
Airport Limited and Port Nelson will be strongly impacted by reduced fossil fuel use as we 
strive to meet our emissions budgets.  
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	4.18 In generic terms, the best practice pricing model (known as the building blocks approach) works as follows:
	1. Value of airfield and terminal assets estimated
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	4.19 Simply put, any reduction in operating costs (see step 7), which will be known to customers due to the transparency requirements of statutory consultation, will result in a reduction in pricing to airfield users.  Allocations of overhead costs, s...
	4.20 It is therefore important that Councils recognise that operating cost savings, while welcome in their own right as efficiencies, would be shared with customers. It seems unlikely that the mitigation identified in the consultation papers - that ho...
	Accountability and performance
	4.21 We noted in the explanatory material describing the benefits of the proposed merger that reducing the accountability and performance assessment mechanisms (statements of intent and reporting requirements) from two to one was considered to be an a...
	4.22 Both companies are truly strategic assets to the region, enabling growth, economic opportunity, employment and social connectivity.  The potential cost of underdelivering on these fronts has not been well examined in the material we have seen.
	If it was appropriate and readily achievable, everyone would be doing it
	4.23 In Table 1 below we have recorded the governance structures at our member airports most comparable with Nelson Airport.  With the exception of Tauranga Airport, which remains a stand-alone business unit of Tauranga City Council, airports of simil...
	Chart 1, Comparison of structures at broadly comparable airports (400,000 to 2m passengers pa)
	4.24 Each of these airports broadly comparable to Nelson have their own dedicated board of directors.  This includes Dunedin Airport, which is held within a holding company structure among several other city-owned organisations.  We can see nothing ab...
	4.25 In Table 2 below we have listed the association’s top 20 airports according to passenger volume (2019) and identified those with a dedicated chief executive plus separate operations manager roles.  By far the most common practice in this group of...
	4.26 Tauranga Airport, with about half the passenger throughput of Nelson, has a chief executive with no designated operations manager, and Marlborough Airport, with about one third the throughput of Nelson, has a chief executive who combines this rol...
	Table 2, Top 20 Airports by passenger volume, showing those with dedicated and separate chief executive and operations manager roles
	4.27 Going down the list in Table 2, it is not until airports have passenger volumes of less than 200,000 pa (one fifth of Nelson’s) that it is common practice for the chief executive to have multiple roles.  In those instances, there is an “airport m...
	4.28 Clearly, the single board, multi company, plus multi-role chief executive is a model known and working in the airport sector.  However, it only exists at airports a fraction of the size of Nelson.
	4.29 This is strongly suggestive of an underestimation, in the material before Councils, of the complexity and diversity of management and governance challenges faced by an airport like Nelson, and it strongly points to a separate board, chief executi...
	Conclusion
	4.30 In our view the governance and management demands of a busy regional airport in a rapidly changing sector have not been correctly assessed in the proposal.
	4.31 From our knowledge, the proven and successful model for busy regional airports comprises a dedicated board, a dedicated chief executive, and a separate operations manager or airport manager.  The merger approach proposed by Councils, essentially ...
	4.32 Operating cost savings estimated to result from the proposed merger should be moderated by the likely outcomes from the regional airport price-setting methodology, which ensures such efficiencies are shared with airlines.
	4.33 The funding benefits arising from the creation of a holding company structure (access to the Local Government Funding Agency) can be achieved while maintaining an appropriate and well-proven structure for Nelson Airport, comprising a dedicated bo...

	5. recommendations
	5.1 In our view the proposed merger of NAL and PNL should not proceed, but both companies could successfully operate within a holding company structure with associated funding benefits.
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