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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF NATALIE HAMPSON
INTRODUCTION

My full name is Natalie Diane Hampson. I am the Director of Savvy
Consulting. I was previously a Director at Market Economics from
mid-2019 to the end of October 2023. I hold a Master of Science
degree in Geography from the University of Auckland (first class
honours).

I have worked in the field of economics for over 22 years for
commercial and public sector clients, with a particular focus on
economic assessment within the framework of the Resource
Management Act. I have specialised in studies relating to land use
analysis, assessment of demand and markets, the form and function
of urban economics and growth, policy analysis, and evaluation of
economic outcomes, effects, costs and benefits.

Relevant to this evidence, I project managed the economic
assessment of Plan Change 29 (housing plan change) in Nelson and
am familiar with the NRMP zoning and overlays. I have also
provided evidence on the economic costs and benefits of
development controls proposed by Christchurch International Airport
Limited as they related to the Airport Noise Qualifying Matter in
Christchurch City (Plan Change 14) and for the Waimakariri Proposed
District Plan (Airnoise Boundaries) and Variation 1 (Airport Noise
Qualifying Matter).

Also relevant to this evidence, I have expertise in input-output based
economic impact assessment (EIA), including having carried out
EIAs for some of New Zealand'’s largest sporting events (such as
hosting the America’s Cup and the Rugby World Cup 2011),
government funding (e.g. economic impact of funding Emirates
Team New Zealand), private sector developments (such as
Silverlight Studios) and strategic infrastructure.

The most recent EIA I have completed was for the economic
contribution of Christchurch International Airport. Through that work,
I have a sound knowledge of the operational requirements of
airports in New Zealand, including the opportunities and challenges
that airports will face in the coming years, and the importance of
safeguarding their effective and efficient operation from reverse
sensitivity effects and the risks of bird strike.

CODE OF CONDUCT

Although this is not an Environment Court hearing, I note that in
preparing my evidence I have reviewed the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note
2023. I have complied with it in preparing my evidence on technical
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matters. I confirm that the technical matters on which I gave
evidence are within my area of expertise, except where relying on
the opinion or evidence of other witnesses. I have not omitted to
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from
my opinions expressed.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

I have been asked to assist the S42A officers’ evaluation of Nelson
Airport’s Notice of Requirement (NOR) and Private Plan Change
(PPC30) application (the proposal) by reviewing economic matters
raised by submitters.

This brief of evidence addresses:

8.1 The economic costs and benefits attributable to the proposal.
The purpose of this section is to scope out the economic
effects that I would expect to have been identified, assessed
and where practicable quantified in the application;

8.2 The adequacy of the ‘Economy’ component of the multi
criteria assessment (MCA) of the two runway extension
options;

8.3 The adequacy, accuracy and completeness of the assessment
of economic costs and benefits contained within the
application;

8.4 A review of submissions relating to economic effects and
commentary on the validity of those concerns/effects under
the RMA; and

8.5 A high-level summary of the sorts of factors that may be
taken into consideration when determining the value of
compensation for a NOR.

My evidence does not provide any of my own economic assessment
or quantification of costs and benefits (other than identifying the
scope of what I consider to be relevant economic costs and
benefits). As above, the purpose of my evidence is to review the
material supplied as part of the application and identify potential
gaps in the economic evidence base so that these may be
understood by the S42A team and addressed by the applicant.

In preparing this evidence, I have read and considered:
10.1 The Planz Report, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of

Requirement and Private Plan Change - Nelson Airport, dated
8 March 2023;
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10.2 Attachments A, B, C, E (Nelson Airport 2050 Master Plan),
and K (Noise) of the Planz Report;

10.3 Martin Jenkins Report — Nelson Airport Runway Extension -
Economic benefits of airport and assessment of runway
extension options, dated 27 February 2023 (Attachment L of
the Planz Report);

10.4 The MCA (Attachment O of the Planz Report);

10.5 Submissions 16, 21, 41, 65, 98, 122, 239, 255, 257, 308,
338, 363, 370, 469, 476, 515, and 525;

10.6 The operative Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) -
maps and provisions; and

10.7 Aerial photos, Google Street View, and various websites
(where relevant).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

S32(1)(c) of the RMA requires a level of detail that corresponds to
the scale and significance of environment, economic, social, and
cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the
proposal. I consider that this clause provides some leeway on the
level of detail put into assessment and also quantification of effects,
but it does not mean that a less comprehensive approach to
identifying effects should be taken.

Failing to identify economic effects places a greater burden on
landowners/ stakeholders to invest in submissions (and experts) to
ensure that their effects are represented in the evidence base. 1
consider that it is the applicant’s duty to at least identify all relevant
economic (and other) effects, even if the subsequent assessment of
those effects (particularly costs) finds that they are immaterial,
negligible, or minor in terms of overall economic wellbeing.

Having evaluated the supporting technical economic assessment and
the Planz Report in the context of the proposed amendments, 1
consider that the economic costs and benefits of the proposal have
not been adequately addressed.

The following is @ summary of the gaps in the assessment of
economic effects that could be addressed by Nelson Airport. Further
detail is provided throughout my evidence on the nature of the costs
and benefits that would be expected to be assessed. For each cost
and benefit, assessment should clarify the scale of the effect (i.e.
number of businesses or properties impacted), the significance of
the effect and the reasons for reaching the conclusion on
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significance. Any uncertainty (including assumptions) or
insufficiency of data to assess effects should be stated.

Economic effects neither identified or assessed:

15.1

15.2

15.3

15.4

15.5

15.6

15.7

15.8

15.9

15.10

Direct costs/opportunity costs to the Nelson Golf Club from
loss of land to the proposed DAA1/Airport Zone.

Indirect cost to the Nelson/Tasman economy from loss of an
18 hole championship golf course.

Benefits/opportunity benefits to properties that move from
the operative 65dB Ldn Airnoise Boundary into the proposed
AECO.

Costs/opportunity costs to properties/businesses that move
from the operative AECO to the proposed 65db Ldn Airnoise
Boundary.

Cumulative costs/opportunity costs arising from the proposed
prohibition of new or unlawful camping and short-term living
activities in the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park that are within
the proposed 65dB Ldn Airnoise Boundary.

Potential costs to non-residential ASANs who remain in the
65dB Ldn Airnoise Boundary but are required to meet
acoustic standards for any replacement of substantial
alteration to buildings.

Benefits to lawfully established residential units in Residential
Zones that may fall within the proposed Acoustic Mitigation
Programme.

Reasonably realisable opportunity benefits to properties
within the proposed 65dB Ldn Airnoise Boundary that would
be able to develop non-ASANs that are plan enabled in the
respective zones (and no longer limited to airport related
activities or golf courses).

Costs/opportunity costs to properties/businesses (in the
Residential Zone, Lower Density Residential Zone, Suburban
Commercial Zone, Industrial Zone and Open Space Recreation
Zone) that now fall within the proposed AECO (multiple
changes in rules/conditions apply).

Benefits/opportunity benefits to properties/businesses where
the proposed height restrictions of DAA3 are more than the
operative height restrictions of DAA3.
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15.11 Costs/opportunity costs to properties/business where the
proposed height restrictions of DAA3 are less than the
operative height restrictions of DAA3.

15.12 Potential benefits (transaction and administration cost savings
for future development or operational activities that require
consent) to the Airport and/or Council relating to attributable
to a bespoke Airport Zone.

15.13 Indirect opportunity costs for the CBD for making non-
ancillary office activity more enabling in the proposed Airport
Zone.

15.14 Indirect opportunity benefits for Nelson/Tasman of potentially
providing green energy to businesses located outside the
DAA1 (i.e. within the neighbouring Industrial Zone) or to the
distribution network.

Economic effects identified but not adequately assessed:

16.1 More data on the benefit of removing operating constraints
(payload restrictions), including projections over time is
needed.

The MCA does not currently demonstrate adequate consideration of
the two options from an economic perspective and I consider it
should be restructured to function more transparently and
effectively and in a way that better aligns with the RMA.

Recommended amendments to the MCA:

18.1 Consider restructuring the MCA to allow RMA based effects
(Economic, Social/Cultural and Environmental) to be
evaluated separately from Feasibility matters relevant to the
Airport (i.e. engineering challenges, risks, costs and desired
Airport outcomes). This would allow weighting to be applied
more meaningfully, including giving results relevant to Nelson
Airport separately (and in combination) to results relevant to
the wider community.

18.2 Consider scoring ‘Reliability (payload constraints), Safety and
Resilience’ as three separate criteria. The need for further
assessment of the Reliability criterion is already discussed
above at paragraph 16.1. With respect to recommendation
18.1 above, these three criteria are relevant to the wider
community, and as such they could sit within the Economic
Effects category (and not the Airport Feasibility category).
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18.3 Check for (and minimise) any double counting across criteria.
For example, engineering complexity is usually already
factored into higher capital expenditure cost.

18.4 Check for inconsistency between capital expenditure costs in
the Martin Jenkins Report and MCA, and inconsistency
between scores for project costs within the Martin Jenkins
Report (i.e. conclusions versus earlier report sections).

18.5 Account for the cost of the Acoustic Mitigation Programme
under the Feasibility category.

18.6 Either more accurately account for costs for ‘compensation’ of
the Nelson Golf Club (and not just land acquisition costs) in
the Airport’s cost criterion or remove land acquisition of the
Golf Club from the cost criterion and more accurately include
it in the Economic Effects category.

18.7 Include other economic effects discussed above in the MCA,
including indirect costs on the Nelson/Tasman economy (i.e.
from direct effects on the Golf Club and potentially the
Holiday Park).

18.8 Consider inclusion of other options raised by submitters (i.e.
alternatives to the RESA, and a scenario where there is a land
swap with the Golf Club that would allow them to retain an 18
hole course).

18.9 Consider increasing the range of scores used in the MCA to *-
5to +5’ or even '-7 to +7’ to better differentiate the
significance of effects.

The above recommended changes would improve the accuracy and
function of the MCA, would make it more comprehensive while not
necessarily making it more complex to understand. Such changes
will not however address all limitations of using an MCA approach.
Those limitations should be clearly stated so that they can be taken
into consideration alongside the results.

PROPOSED CHANGES THAT HAVE ECONOMIC COSTS AND
BENEFITS

I have carried out a high-level review of the proposed changes to
the spatial extent of the three Airport designations, the proposed
changes to the conditions of the designations, and the proposed
changes to chapters in the NRMP.

The purpose of my review was to determine the scope of proposed
changes that could give rise to actual or potential economic effects
(costs and benefits).
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It is important that such a review considers the status quo as only
the net effects of the proposal need to be assessed under S32A of
the RMA. Net economic effects arise where the proposed changes
impact more or less land, and/or impact land use (development
opportunities) in a more enabling or more stringent way than
currently under the designations and NRMP.

It is also important to consider actual and potential direct, indirect
and consequent effects, as well as cumulative effects and present
and future effects under the RMA. In the context of this NOR/PPC30,
this means that direct economic effects on landowners and activities
that fall within areas impacted by the DAA1 expansion and/or
aircraft noise and/or height restrictions are relevant, but also any
indirect effects on the wider community/economy.

Indirect effects could include (but are not limited to):

24.1 Any net additional benefits or costs derived from the presence
of the Airport over the long-term that are attributable to the
proposal (and not part of the status quo or counterfactual
future);

24.2 Any costs and benefits (including opportunity costs/benefits)
for the wider community/economy associated with the
land/activities directly affected by the proposal; and

24.3 Gains in regulatory efficiency whereby the plan change
ensures that the NRMP reflects current best practice and
standards, provides more clarity and certainty of effects and
outcomes and saves time and ratepayer money on future
processing of consents in affected areas.

Processes through which direct economic effects will arise

This section summarises the tangible changes (over and above the
status quo) of the NOR and proposed provisions of PPC30. This step
requires a critical and spatial evaluation of the proposed
amendments to determine how they will be felt ‘on the ground’. It
focusses on the actual and potential direct economic effects on
property owners/businesses, both immediately and in the future.
This may not pick up every tangible change arising from the
proposal, rather it focusses on the key and obvious ones.

My evaluation is set out in Appendix 1. In summary, the changes
are a combination of the following:

26.1 Properties/land moving from the outside the operative DAA1
(who may or may not have been within the operative Airnoise
Boundary or Airport Effects Control Overlay (AECO)) into the



26.2

26.3

26.4

26.5

26.6

26.7

26.8

26.9

proposed DAA1 (with an associated zone change to Airport
Zone). An example being the Nelson Golf Course land.

Properties/land that stay within the DAA1 despite proposed
boundary changes, but experience change due to proposed
new rules of the Airport Zone.

Properties/land moving from the operative AECO into the
proposed Airnoise Boundary (DAA2) and are subject to the
new rules of the Airnoise Boundary (for example a portion of
the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park and adjoining Residential
Zone), and vice versa (for example some Residential Zone
land on Point Road).

Properties/land moving from outside the operative AECO into
the proposed AECO and are subject to the new rules of the
AECO. Examples being the Suburban Commercial Zone at the
junction of Point Road and Songer Street and some of the
Industrial Zone land south of Quarantine Road.

Properties/land that stay within the Airnoise Boundary or
AECO despite boundary changes, but experience change due
to the proposed new rules.

Properties/land that move into a greater or lesser height area
of proposed DAA3.

Proposed rules for land within the proposed Airnoise
Boundary become more constraining in that non-residential
activities sensitive to airport noise (ASANSs) are brought
within the rule of alterations (or replacement) of existing
buildings requiring acoustic standards to be met, albeit as a
permitted activity. The proposed rules are particularly
constraining in the affected area of the Tahuna Beach Holiday
Park where new, altered or unlawfully established camping
and short-term living will be prohibited once the runway
extension is operative.! This is on top of prohibiting any new
ASANSs (or buildings containing ASANs) in that Airnoise
Boundary.

On the contrary, the proposed rules are more enabling of
other development that does not contain ASANs in the
Airnoise Boundary.

Proposed rules within the Proposed AECO become more
constraining by making new ASANs and buildings containing
ASANs non-complying. This is a key change compared to the

According to the Martin Jenkins report, the runway extension is not required for
10-15 years.
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operative AECO rules where residential units (and in some
zones, other ASANs) are permitted activities (with acoustic
standards required in some zones for residential units). The
proposed AECO rules are also more constraining in that non-
residential ASANs are brought within the rule of alterations
(or replacement) of existing buildings requiring acoustic
standards to be met, albeit as a permitted activity.

26.10 Rules within the Airport Zone (relative to the operative
Industrial Zone and airport specific provisions) are broadly
similar but become more enabling of non-ancillary office
facilities for example.

26.11 The other two key changes attributable to the application are
the Acoustic Mitigation Programme for eligible residents and
the runway extension project itself.

Identified direct and indirect/consequent economic effects

Based on the tangible changes arising from the proposal
summarised above and explained further in Appendix 1 that could
lead to economic costs or benefits, this section sets out the nature
of actual or potential economic effects that I would expect to be
identified and assessed in the application.? I have not considered
the scale or significance of these effects as that goes beyond the
scope of my brief.

Direct economic costs (including opportunity costs):

28.1 Nelson Golf Course: The loss of land (including an inability
to offer an 18 hole course) and the severance of the
clubrooms and carpark from the remaining fairways/holes
could lead to temporary or permanent loss of members (and
associated membership earnings and other revenue
generated by those members); costs to relocate/rebuild the
clubrooms, parking and access if necessary to retain a
connection with the residual golf course; loss of earnings
associated with an inability to hold tournaments contingent on
an 18 hole course; if clubrooms are relocated, potential loss
of café earnings from general public if the population within a
walkable catchment is reduced; and potential loss of earnings
(disruption of earnings) from hosting other events/functions
in the clubrooms. There is uncertainty on the timing of these
effects.3 It is acknowledged that some (but not all) of these

There may be other effects that are not included that a more comprehensive
evaluation my identify.

It may be possible for the Golf Club to keep operating (business as usual under
an arrangement with Nelson Airport) over the short-medium term if the runway
extension project is some years away. The more time that the Golf Club has to



28.2

28.3

28.4

28.5

costs could be avoided or mitigated with a compensation
package. This is discussed later in my evidence.

Tahuna Beach Holiday Park and Motel: Potential
opportunity cost for additional caretaker accommodation on-
site; opportunity costs for additional visitor accommodation
buildings and the net additional earnings that may generate;*
potential additional costs to meet acoustic standards if
replacing or substantially altering any visitor accommodation
buildings or residential units;> future loss of capacity for
camping and short-term living in the Airnoise Boundary, with
associated loss of annual earnings (applies from time runway
extension is operational).

Residential Zones: Potential loss of value for properties now
included in the proposed Airnoise Boundary or AECO (as land
adversely affected by high levels of airport noise); potential
opportunity costs for some properties that had/have
subdivision potential and would not be able to add additional
dwellings under the proposal (i.e., forgone development
potential); potential additional costs to meet acoustic
standards if replacing or substantially altering any buildings
containing ASANs;® and potential opportunity costs to develop
additional non-residential ASANs in the AECO area (should
there be demand and feasible capacity to support those
activities).

Suburban Commercial Zone (Point Road): Potential
opportunity cost to develop (whether through infill or
redevelopment) residential units and other ASANSs in that
zone location.

Amended Industrial Zone: Potential opportunity cost to
develop (whether through infill or redevelopment) ancillary
residential units in that zone location; and potential additional
costs to meet acoustic standards if replacing or substantially
altering any buildings containing ASANs.”

adjust the changes brought on by the NOR, the more that some potential
economic effects can be minimised.

Assuming a non-complying consent would not be successful or cost effective. If
non-complying consents were pursued (in any impacted zone), then there is the
potential additional transaction costs faced by the applicants and administration
costs for the Council.

Only applies if standards required greater spend than would be required or likely
under the status quo.

Ibid.
Ibid.

10
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28.6

Obstacle Limitation Surface: Cost to remove/modify
structures or reduce heights of trees (now or in the future)
that will be in breach of proposed changed heights.®
Opportunity costs to develop structures or plant specific types
of trees in the future that will breach the changed height
limits. Does not apply to locations where the OLS height has
not changed.

Indirect/consequent/wider economic costs (including opportunity
costs and reduced economic growth/employment):

29.1

29.2

29.3

29.4

Potential loss of visitor spend in Nelson/Tasman where the
Nelson Golf Course specifically attracted (or increased the
length of stay of) golfers and their travelling companions from
outside the area seeking an 18 hole course (or
attending/viewing an 18 hole tournament), who would no
longer visit Nelson (or stay longer) because of the absence of
an 18 hole course. This opportunity cost assumes an
alternative 18 hole course was not provided elsewhere in
Nelson to retain these visitors.

Potential loss of visitor spend in Nelson/Tasman where the
loss of capacity in the Airnoise Boundary reduces the number
of visitors staying at the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park
(assuming the Holiday Park was at capacity and those
displaced visitors would not come at a different time when
there was capacity at the Holiday Park, or still come to Nelson
and stay elsewhere).

Potential opportunity costs to concentrate more demand for
office facilities in the CBD to support intensification and
mixed-use building redevelopment and the vibrancy and
vitality that comes with that additional employment (arising
from the capacity enabled (as a restricted discretionary
activity®) at the Airport Zone). Applies only to office demand
that would be feasible and reasonably expected to be realised
under the status quo (i.e. that would otherwise consider a
CBD location).

Potential reduction in the capacity of the Industrial Zone to
meet non-airport related industrial demand arising from the
land being included in the proposed DDA1/Airport Zone.
Consideration of this cost should take into account any
constraints on the land for development (including
infrastructure) and the ownership. While I understand this

Submission 21 provides some examples of potential effects of changes in the

OLs.

Restricted discretionary activities are included in anticipated ‘development
capacity’ under the NPS-UD.

11
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land is owned by Nelson Airport, leasing industrial
land/buildings is a common source of revenue for Airports,
and so the land parcels may still be considered as providing
industrial capacity in the future.®

Direct economic benefits and opportunities for increased economic
growth/employment:

30.1 Removal of operating constraints (payload restrictions) at
the Nelson Airport (once the runway extension is completed)
for turboprop aircraft in certain weather conditions. Increased
reliability of service, increased efficiency of operation, ability
to maximise capacity for freight and passengers on any given
day. This effect has been identified by Martin Jenkins but not
assessed/quantified.!?

30.2 Potential for reduced transaction costs for the Nelson
Airport to develop facilities to generate renewable energy
within the DDA1 compared to the status quo.

30.3 Runway Extension:!? The construction of the northern
runway extension (as a project) will generate short-term
economic impacts in the form of new/sustained employment,
incomes and GDP (arising from direct, indirect!* and induced
expenditure). This has been assessed by Martin Jenkins and is
considered to be a minor increase relative to the
Nelson/Tasman economy.

30.4 Mitigation Programme.!* Eligible residential properties
(including those already impacted by high levels of airport
noise or will be in the future) directly benefit from investment
that improves the indoor amenity of their homes (increase in
improvement value) under the proposed Acoustic Mitigation
Programme.

10
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12

13
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A Business Development Capacity Assessment or HBA under the NPS-UD would
be a useful cross check here - to see if the vacant land was included in feasible
and suitable industrial capacity in the short, medium or long term.

Submission 21 states that NAL does not quantify how often payload capacity is
reduced due to weather conditions or how significant the impact of these events
are, noting that they may be likely to continue for 10-15 years (para 7.25).

The expenditure required by Nelson Airport to deliver the runway extension is not
an economic cost in the context of S32. It is a cost of doing business.

In this instance, ‘indirect’ is a term relating to Input-Output modelling of
expenditure flows up a supply chain (upstream effects) and differ from indirect
effects in the context of this evidence.

The expenditure required by Nelson Airport to deliver the Acoustic Mitigation
Programme is not an economic cost in the context of S32. It is a cost of doing
business.

12
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Indirect/consequent/wider economic benefits (including opportunity
benefits and opportunities for increased economic growth/
employment):

31.1 Nelson Airport can adapt to changes in the airline industry
over time and continue to serve the air transport needs of the
community and local businesses, as well as the tourism sector
(supporting regional economic growth). Constraints on long-
term projected growth potential of the Airport (and impacts
on projected dividends to shareholders) are avoided. The
efficient and effective operation of the Airport is safeguarded
from the risk of reverse sensitivity effects. This effect has
been identified by Martin Jenkins.

31.2 Potential opportunity to increase overall employment in the
proposed Airport Zone through more intensive development
that could include (as a restricted discretionary activity) non-
ancillary office space. Potential for more efficient use of
land,®> particularly where offices support mixed-use
commercial buildings in conjunction with Airport related
activities. To the extent that the Airport may attract office-
based businesses (not related to airport activities) that would
not otherwise have come to Nelson'® this could give rise to
net additional employment growth at a district level compared
to the status quo.'”

31.3 Enabling the development of renewable energy facilities at
the Airport is anticipated to increase the resilience and self-
sufficiency of the Nelson Airport from an energy perspective.
Potential opportunities to support activities beyond the DAA1
with renewable energy, and/or contribute green energy to the
distribution network.'® May facilitate redevelopment and
demand in the nearby Industrial Zone. Opens up new job
opportunities and business types in the region.

31.4 Potential opportunity benefits for landowners outside of the
Airnoise Boundary and AECO to meet growth in demand for
ASANs (and associated development) that would otherwise
have sought to locate within the AECO. This indirect benefit
reflects the intent of the proposal to redirect demand to
locations that don't increase the risk of reverse sensitivity
effects on the Airport. I.e., an opportunity cost for one
location is an opportunity benefit for another (all else being
equal). Given the relatively small share of the Nelson/Tasman

15
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This effect has been identified in the Planz Report.
The Planz report comments on this.
The Planz report identifies this at a high-level.

This outcome is identified in the Planz report although the indirect economic
effects are not identified.

13
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urban area impacted by the proposal, I consider that there
would be no residual costs to overall urban form and growth
of ASANs once these costs and benefits are netted out.

Summary of economic effects anticipated to be identified in
the NOR/PPC30 Request

In terms of who bears the economic costs and benefits of the
proposal identified above, the majority of the benefits are to the
Airport and the majority of the costs are borne by a relatively small

number of landowners/businesses. Some of those private landowner

costs may be mitigated, but not all - net economic costs are
therefore relevant. There are also some wider economic benefits
and costs to the community from the proposal that need to be
considered.

I consider that the above costs and benefits, and opportunities for
economic growth and employment provided or reduced need to be
clearly identified in the Application (if not already) and require
assessment to determine their scale and significance (where not
already assessed). There are a range of spatial and other datasets
available, and analysis techniques that can be used to help
understand the above economic effects to the point that their
significance or otherwise can be confirmed.

ADEQUACY OF THE ECONOMIC MATTERS/CRITERIA IN THE
MCA

The MCA has been carried out to fulfil the requirement (S171(1)(b)
of the RMA) to consider and evaluate alternative options of
achieving the Airport’s objectives for the NOR. The two options
evaluated in the MCA relate to the runway extension - north or
south - and are considered largely in the context of two alternative
construction projects and the resulting flight paths enabled by the
altered runway position.

There are strengths and weaknesses of an MCA approach. A key
limitation is that positive or negative effects can only score a
maximum of +3 or -3 (in this case). As such, very significant effects
are unlikely to be recognised. Another limitation is that the scale for
scoring is used for all effects and is not necessarily used
consistently. As such, the more complex ‘design’ of the south option
scores a -3, which is the same score given to adverse effects on the
physical landscape of the south option. Similarly, favourable soil
conditions for drainage (+1) has the same score as the total
economic impact of extending the runway.

Confirming the preferred option is a precursor to preparing the NOR
(i.e., amendments to the three Airport designations) and NRMP
provisions. As such, it is critical that the right option is found - one
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which meets all of the Airport’s operational and functional needs
while minimising adverse effects on social, cultural, economic and
environmental wellbeing.

The MCA is not the assessment of effects of the NOR (i.e. under
S171(1) of the RMA) or the assessment of efficiency of the proposal
(i.e. under S32 of the RMA), but the effects of the preferred option
from the MCA flow into the wider effects assessment (so there is
considerable overlap in the effects assessed in both approaches).

That wider effects assessment (of the preferred option and
integrated amendments to the NRMP), is contained in Section 10 of
the Planz Report. The balance (and overview) of the required NOR
assessment is then contained in Section 13 and the balance (and
overview of efficiency) of the required S32 assessment is contained
in Section 14 of the Planz Report. I discuss those sections in more
detail later in my evidence.

The MCA serves as a decision support tool for the Airport. The MCA
has three broad categories of criteria — Economics/feasibility,
Environmental, and Social/Cultural. Within the Economics/feasibility
category, there are five issues — Implementation Risk, Economy,
Airport Logistics,'® Geo Hazards and Geo Coastal. I would describe
these ‘issues’ as a mix of regulatory, engineering and design, Airport
operational and functional needs, cost, and economic impact factors.

The ‘Economy’ issue includes Construction Costs for the Airport,
GDP and Employment Creation, and meeting Reliability, Safety and
Resilience Objectives. I have been asked to consider the adequacy
of the Economy component of the MCA, and whether it addresses all
the relevant economic matters/criteria. I have approached this in
two ways, as follows.

Are the Economy Criteria That Are Included Appropriate

The three Economy criterion were assessed by Martin Jenkins.

There are economic benefits from achieving the Airport’s ‘Reliability,
Safety and Resilience’ objectives as identified earlier and it belongs
in the MCA. Martin Jenkins have just described this issue and what
will be achieved by the runway extension. There is no ‘assessment’
as such. They assign a score of +2 which is described as a
moderate/major positive effect. A breakdown of that score would be
useful covering the reliability (payload constraint), safety and
resilience aspects separately. Submitter 21, for example, reasons
that the payload constraints must be minor if they are not carrying
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This subheading was not shown in the MCA but listed in page 56 of the Planz
Report.
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out the extension for 10-15 years. Some quantification of current
and projected payload restrictions would be useful.

The capital Cost of a project is not an effect that would be
considered in an RMA sense, but as a decision support tool for the
Airport, I consider it has a place in the MCA. Cost can be a critical
factor in an investment decision. The Martin Jenkins report states
that the cost criterion captures the indicative cost of planning, land
acquisitions/property rights, material and labour as well as
contingencies (page 11).

The cost range of each option has taken into account some of the
risks and complexity of each runway option. As such, it is likely that
there is some double counting of issues within the Economic/
feasibility category.2® For example, there is a separate criterion for
consenting challenges (which I take to mean planning approvals)
and some criterion for geotechnical risks. Ideally double counting of
issues/outcomes would be avoided or minimised in an MCA.

The capital expenditure cost of the north option in the Martin
Jenkins report is stated as $26.0-30.5m.?! However, the MCA states
a cost of $23-25m for that option.?? Martin Jenkins also state that
the costs of the south option is between $52.9-63.3m (and potential
additional costs of $50-100m).%3 However, the MCA states a cost of
$43.6-51m (with a proxy for additional costs of $70m). These
unexplained differences may be something that the Applicant could
examine.

The significance of the two runway extension cost estimates has
been assessed relative to projected future operational expenditure
for the Airport (which Martin Jenkins estimate could be 40% higher
by 2039 - being the year modelled for the project - than it was in
2018). I support this approach as the context will be useful for the
Airport.

The northern extension cost ($26.0-30.5m) is assessed as a minor
cost to Nelson Airport (-1) in the Market Jenkins report and MCA.
However, the concluding statements on page 25 of the Martin
Jenkins report state that the northern option scored a -2. This
inconsistency may want to be checked.?*

20
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Submitter 21 also consider that there are issues with double counting effects
(5.8).

Excluding ongoing operational costs of $0.2m per annum.

As pointed out by Submitter 21, the table in the Martin Jenkins report sums to
$23-27.5m.

Excluding ongoing operational costs of $0.5-0.6m per annum. Again, the
numbers in the table differ from the text.

This issue is also identified by Submitter 21 (5.11).
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The southern option cost (roughly double at $52.9-63.3m) is
assessed as significant (relative to Airport operation expenditure at
that time).2> While two minor costs don’t necessarily make a
significant cost, the costs would be more significant if it potentially
increased by another $50-100m.

The final Economy criterion included is the GDP and Employment
Creation of each runway extension option (capital expenditure), plus
ongoing operational/maintenance costs of the extended runway.
This is an appropriate criterion, and Martin Jenkin’s Economic
Impact Assessment (EIA) model captures the different cost
structures (as well as cost amounts) of the two options, which
reveals different flow-on effects across sectors of the economy.

From a technical perspective, care is needed in implying that
economic impacts are economic benefits as this is not necessarily
the case. There are economic costs implicit in an economic impact.
This is why S32 separates ‘opportunities for economic growth and
employment provided or reduced’ from other costs and benefits.2®
For simplicity however, economic impacts are commonly considered
positive effects.

The general rule of thumb in EIA is that the more you spend, the
bigger the impact. Hence the more expensive southern option will
sustain more business activity and more employment in the
Nelson/Tasman economy.

Should Other ‘Economy’ Criteria Have Been Included?

Given that there is a project (financial) cost criterion in the MCA,
there is one other financial cost that could have been included for
each option. Including this would better reflect the true cost to the
Airport of pursuing either runway extension option. This is the cost
of the Acoustic Mitigation Programme.?’

While the Planz Report confirms that mitigation measures are not

taken into account in the MCA, I take this to mean the benefits of

mitigation measures in offsetting adverse effects are not captured.
However, the cost of achieving those benefits could have been
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It is not clear if Martin Jenkins have spread the costs over realistic time frames
(with design, planning and land acquisition early and construction itself spread
over 2-3 years later on) and compared the annual expenditure against annual
OPEX in each year, or compared the total cost against a single years’ OPEX in 10-
15 years. The first approach would be more accurate and would show lower
significance from a financial planning perspective.

Further explanation is provided in the Guidance for S32 (MfE).

As set out earlier in the evidence, the cost of implementing the Mitigation
Programme is a cost of doing business and would not be included in an
assessment of effects under the RMA, only the benefits delivered by its
implementation.
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acknowledged and would be consistent with the existing approach of
identifying costs for the Airport.

The exact nature of those future costs borne by Nelson Airport are
not yet known and will be commercially sensitive (both in terms of
the dwellings that will be impacted by the annually monitored
Airnoise Contours in any one year, and the nature of improvements
required at each property which will influence cost). However, there
is existing data (such as the number of dwellings that fall within the
future Airnoise Contours of each option)?® that could be used as a
proxy, combined with an indicative estimate of costs per dwelling.
The total costs need not be reported (if considered commercially
sensitive) but could still be ‘scored’ so that it contributes to the
overall scores.?®

I have been asked to specifically consider whether the effects on the
Golf Course should be included in the Economy issue of the MCA. I
consider it should be, and in fact Martin Jenkins have done so
already, although only in part.

Martin Jenkins includes ‘land acquisition or property rights’ in their
Cost criterion for each option (discussed above). The report further
explains that land or property rights “are assumed to be
acquired/secured in advance of constructing either runway
extension option. The prices estimated for any land acquisition have
been calculated based on land values around the proposed
acquisition area” (page 18). The dollar value is confirmed as
commercially sensitive and grouped with other costs to protect
confidentiality.

While compensation is not mentioned in the NOR/PPC30 application
material (that I have found, other than in the Martin Jenkins report),
it is my understanding that compensation is typically provided in
NORs such as this (and submitters have quoted some other
examples around the country). Including a compensation cost
(either as its own criterion or included in the Cost criterion) would
achieve the same outcome as quantifying (in monetary terms) the
estimated direct economic effects of the extension options on the
Golf Club (as a business entity) but does it in a way that is
consistent with the approach taken in the MCA currently to identify
financial implications for the Airport.3°
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Relied on elsewhere in the MCA and prepared by Marshall Day Acoustics.

Like the capital expenditure cost criterion, the significance of this cost could be
considered relative to expected annual operating costs.

The alternative approach would be to remove land acquisition from the Cost
criterion and have a new criterion (within an economic effects category) that
represents the total direct economic impact on the Golf Club. This would be a
more transparent approach but may complicate private compensation
negotiations.
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I discuss the factors that may typically be included in a
compensation package later in my evidence, but in theory, the
compensation value would be broadly equal to the loss faced by the
Golf Club. As discussed in my identification of potential economic
costs above, the economic costs borne by the Golf Club are not
limited to the value of the land that needs to be acquired. As such, I
consider that Martin Jenkins have underestimated the acquisition
cost. This is something that should be reconsidered in the MCA to
more accurately account for the cost of using Golf Course land.

I note that a compensation cost or criterion (if separated)3! for the
impact on the Golf Club would not address the social/health effects
on members or the wider community associated with changes to the
golf course. There is a Recreation criterion which may or may not
appropriately capture these effects.3?2 A compensation cost or
criterion would also not capture any wider economic effects of the
changes to the golf course (i.e. tourism effects). These too should
be captured in the MCA.

Based on earlier sections of my evidence where I set out my
assessment of the range of actual and potential economic effects of
the proposal, it is clear that the MCA does not capture all potential
or actual economic effects of the changes to the Airport designations
that relate to the extension options.** The MCA is therefore deficient
in its assessment of economic effects of each option.

Summary of the adequacy of the MCA (economic
considerations)

While adding in the cost of the Mitigation Programme, more
accurately representing direct costs on the Golf Club (either as a
separate criteria or as a revised compensation costs for the Airport),
and adding other relevant direct and indirect economic costs
attributable to the runway extension options would make the MCA
more accurate and robust, my concern is that it would not
necessarily alter the finding of the MCA - that the northern
extension is preferred. This is because the MCA result does not
hinge on the Economy criteria as currently structured.

Analysing the MCA results (as presented, and unweighted) shows
that:
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If the compensation costs were to be separated out from the capital costs, the
MCA could ‘score’ any indicative compensation costs for each option without
specifying any dollar values.

Social/cultural effects are outside the scope of my evidence.

Keeping in mind that there are some economic effects that I have identified that
are attributable to amended provisions of the NRMP that go beyond simply
amending the designations. Those effects need not be included in the MCA but
should be included (along with the NOR effects) in the S32 evaluation.
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62.1 The total Social/Cultural category scores differ by only 4
‘points’ between the north and south option (in favour of the
south option) and has only a minor contribution to the overall
differential of 45 points (in favour of the north option).

62.2 The total Environmental category scores differ by only 14
points (in favour of the north option) and has only a
moderate contribution to the overall differential of 45 points.
Landscape effects are the significant differentiator in the
Environmental Category (13 points apart, in favour of the
north option).

62.3 The total Economic/feasibility category scores differ by a
significant 35 points (in favour of the north option) and
therefore have a significant influence on the overall
differential of 45 points. Implementation and Geo Hazards are
the significant differentiators in the Economic/Feasibility
category (13 points and 17 points apart respectively in favour
of the north option).

It is because the two options are already so far apart - particularly
in terms of what I would call ‘regulatory, engineering and design,
Airport operational and functional needs, costs and economic impact
factors’ (i.e., Economic/feasibility) that the results of the MCA are
not overly sensitive to any weighting.

The weighting approach has been applied equally to both options
and only achieves a scaling of results, but not a shift in their
positions relative to each other.3* This is because, for most criteria,
the scores are either both positive, or both negative, or one is
neutral.

I consider the structure of the MCA is misleading and in order to
appropriately capture economic effects (specifically those relevant to
the RMA), a change is structure is required. An alternative MCA
structure could be to group project (engineering) challenges, risks,
costs and desired Airport outcomes separately from economic,
social/cultural and environmental effects. This would create four
categories, with Feasibility and Economic Effects separated. This
would allow weighting to be applied more meaningfully, including
giving results relevant to Nelson Airport separately (and in
combination) to results relevant to the wider community.

A separate category for Economic Effects would include Martin
Jenkins’ ‘Employment and GDP Generated’ criterion (scored equally
at +1) and the 'Reliability, Safety, Resilience’ Criterion (scored
equally at +2). This suggests that adding any of the missing
economic effects of the option (discussed above), and particularly

34

Submitter 21 also raises concerns with the sensitivity testing in the MCA (5.14).
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those costs arising from the northern option (not limited to the
effects related to the Golf Course), would be likely to demonstrate
that the southern option becomes the least cost option from an RMA
economic perspective. I consider that this alternative structure
(combined with a more comprehensive set of economic effects
criteria, and other improvements such as removing double counting)
should be tested in evidence.

In summary, the MCA has been used as a decision support tool
(largely for the Airport) to compare the two options. I consider that
it does not currently demonstrate adequate consideration of the two
options from an economic perspective and I consider that it should
be restructured to function more transparently and effectively and in
a way that better aligns with the RMA.

ADEQUACY OF THE ASSESSMENT OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS
(COSTS AND BENEFITS) OF THE PRPOSED NOR AND PPC30

This section of my evidence considers the adequacy of the
assessment of economic effects of the NOR (northern extension)
and proposed PPC30. I have not limited this assessment to the
Economic Technical Report by Martin Jenkins, so as not to preclude
other economic effects that may have been identified or assessed in
the Planz Report. The assessments of effects are summarised in the
Planz Report across Sections 10, 13 and 14.

Technical Economic Reports (Martin Jenkins)

69.1 The scope of the Martin Jenkins report is clearly stated. It is
limited to assessing the economic benefits of the Nelson
Airport to the region (referencing an earlier Economic Impact
Assessment Report) and assessing the two runway extension
options from an economic perspective. This is structured
solely around the scope of three criteria used in the MCA.3*

69.2 I have already discussed some of the limitations of the
Economy component of the MCA above (which included the
three criteria assessed by Martin Jenkins) and do not repeat
that here.

69.3 The economic value/role of the Airport for the Nelson/Tasman
region has a role in the assessment of effects, and the Planz
Report appropriately relies on that (discussed further below).

69.4 The opportunities for economic growth and increased
employment arising from the preferred runway extension (as
a capital expenditure project) would be relevant to include in
an assessment of the efficiency of the proposed amendments
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This may have been the extent of the brief to Martin Jenkins.
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69.5

69.6

69.7

but is not explicitly used/referenced by Planz in the
assessment of effects/S32 as far as I can see.

Similarly, the economic benefit identified by Martin Jenkins
(for the MCA) on improving safety, reliability and resilience
outcomes for the Airport (albeit only at a very high-level, but
still considered in terms of its level of significance) is
transferable to the effects assessment, but again is not
explicitly used/referenced by Planz (as far as I can see).

Other than these two effects that are covered by the Martin
Jenkins Report (and that are relevant in an RMA sense), due
to the narrow scope of the Martin Jenkins report, it does not
provide an adequate assessment of the economic effects
(costs and benefits) of the NOR (as a whole) and/or the
proposed amendments to the NRMP.

As far as technical expert reports are concerned, I consider
that there is a gap in the application material with respect to
assessment of economic effects of the proposal (over and
above the specific evaluation of the runway extension options
for S171).

Planz Report (s32 and NOR Effects Assessment)

70.1

70.2

70.3

The Planz Report provides a description of the “economic
effects” of the proposal in Section 10.1. This references both
the Martin Jenkins report and the Airbiz Report. This section
appropriately sets out the significant economic
contribution/role of the Nelson Airport. I consider this an
important section to include as it provides the context for why
the Airport should be recognised in the district wide
objectives as regionally and nationally significant
infrastructure in the S32 evaluation.

However, Section 10.1 is not an adequate assessment of the
economic effects (costs and benefits) of the proposal. It is
largely an assessment of the economic role of the Nelson
Airport, which is part of the status quo scenario.

Elsewhere in the report (page 101) Planz acknowledge “that
the functional attributes of the Nelson Golf Club will be
diminished by the runway as facilitated by the NOR, but that
the Nelson Golf Club layout should be able to be reconfigured
such that ...recreational activity itself as undertaken on the
balance is not eliminated”. This identifies the process through
which economic effects are likely to arise for this stakeholder
but does not identify the economic costs (in this case) of that
diminished function or reconfiguration. Assessment of the
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70.5

70.6

direct and indirect economic effects relating to the Golf Club
is a key gap throughout the application documents.

Table 18 (page 133) of the Planz Report assesses the
efficiency of the Airport Zone provisions under S32. 1
comment on the economic costs and benefits that are
identified below:

(@) As S32 requires costs and benefits of implementing the
proposal, I don’t consider that the ‘Costs associated
with the Plan Change process’ is relevant and this
should be excluded from Table 18.

(b) I don't fully understand the cost of “some transition of
industrial/trade supplier activities to the Airport Zone".
This would benefit from some further clarification such
as who bears that cost and what the change is from the
status quo.

(c) I agree with all of the economic benefits that are
identified.

(d) I also agree with all of the social benefits that are
identified. Effects related to ‘clarity’ and ‘certainty’ are
sometimes considered as economic benefits (linked to
time savings, regulatory efficiency, reduced transaction
costs). It is appropriate that these effects are identified
somewhere in Table 18.

Even with Table 18 being limited to the efficiency of the
Airport Zone provisions (which includes DAA1), and not the
wider NOR and proposed amendments to other zones (which
are covered later in the Report), the costs to the Nelson Golf
Club (that are not able to be mitigated) should be identified
(and assessed) as should the indirect effects of the impact on
the golf course. As above, this is a gap.

There are other relevant economic costs and benefits that
could be included in the scope of Table 18 that are not. As
there is no technical report to rely on covering these
economic effects, this leaves only the Planz Report to address
economic effects appropriately.

The assessment of efficiency of the proposed amendments to other
chapters in the NRMP 3¢ is limited to the following statement: “They
are also considered to be more efficient in terms of considering the
costs and benefits compared to the approach of not regulating ASAN
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The Suburban Commercial Zone is not listed in the heading but is assumed to be
included in the conclusions.
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within the AECO and ANB and the associated reduction in amenity
and the quality of the environment and impact on the wellbeing of
the community” (page 136). The costs and benefits (economic or
otherwise) are not identified or assessed to determine scale and
significance and confirm this conclusion.

One key gap in the efficiency assessment for other NRMP chapters is
the effects on the Tahuna Holiday Park — the amendments to the
Holiday Park are signalled in this section of the Report but the costs
of those amendments are not identified.

Summary on the adequacy of the assessment of economic
effects

S32(1)(c) of the RMA requires a level of detail that corresponds to
the scale and significance of environment, economic, social, and
cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the
proposal. I consider that this clause provides some leeway on the
level of detail put into assessment and also quantification (if
practicable) of effects, but it does not mean that a less
comprehensive approach to identifying effects should be taken.

I consider that it is the applicant’s duty to at least identify all
relevant economic (and other) effects so that affected landowners
and the wider community are appropriately acknowledged and
informed, even if the subsequent assessment of those effects
(particularly costs) finds that they are immaterial, negligible, or
minor in terms of overall economic wellbeing. Failing to identify
economic effects places a greater burden on landowners/
stakeholders to invest in submissions (and experts) to ensure that
their effects are represented in the evidence base.

Having evaluated the supporting technical economic assessment and
the Planz Report in the context of the proposed amendments, I
consider that the economic costs and benefits of the proposal have
not been adequately addressed.

REVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS

This section of my evidence reviews submissions relating to
economic effects3” and provides a response as to the validity of
those concerns/effects under the RMA. I have broken the submitter
issues into broad themes. There is some overlap between themes.

37

I have read the following submissions (identified and supplied to me by the S42A
officers): 16, 21, 41, 65, 98, 122, 239, 255, 257, 308, 338, 363, 370, 469, 476,
515, 535,
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The MCA is Flawed

Submitters have raised concerns that the MCA is flawed, biased,
limited by subjectivity38, contains double counting of some
effects/issues, inconsistently scores criteria across experts/issues,
and that the sensitivity testing is meaningless. I have identified
similar issues, described in my evidence above.

As stated above, I consider that aspects of the current MCA could be
substantially improved. Taking into consideration my
recommendations above and the submission points on the MCA that
I agree with — these improvements could include (but are not
limited to):

78.1 restructuring the categories so that issues/outcomes relevant
to Nelson Airport can be separated from issues that measure
effects outside the Airport,

78.2 including the cost of the Acoustic Mitigation Programme,

78.3 appropriately accounting for economic and social effects
(direct and indirect) on the Nelson Golf Club, Tahuna Beach
Holiday Park, as well as affected residents, other businesses,
and landowners (i.e. capturing all identified economic effects
attributable to the changes to DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 as they
apply to each option),3®

78.4 expanding the scale of positive and negative effects from +/-
3 to +/-5 or 7 to better differentiate the significance of
effects,

78.5 improving the accuracy of the construction and contingency
costs,

78.6 avoiding double counting across criteria, and

78.7 reconsidering if there are other options that could be added,
as suggested by submitters.

The above recommended changes would improve the accuracy and
function of the MCA, would make it more comprehensive while not
necessarily making it more complex to understand, and would make
it more transparent. Such changes will not however address all
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Submission 98, 122, 255.

The approach in the application is that the scope of the MCA is narrower than the
assessment of effects and limited to the effects of the two extension options. It is
assumed that this approach is maintained, hence the MCA would not need to
capture effects related to changes to planning provisions. This needs to be clearly
articulated as it is a potential point of confusion — with some submitters perhaps
thinking the MCA is the only assessment of effects.
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limitations of using an MCA approach. Those limitations should be
clearly stated so that they can be taken into consideration alongside
the results.

The Martin Jenkins assessment cannot accurately conclude
that the northern option is the most economically efficient.4°

Submission 525 considers that in order to determine which option is
more efficient from an economic perspective, all economic costs and
benefits (including direct and indirect effects) attributable to the
changes to DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 for each option need to be
considered. I support this submission point for reasons discussed
earlier in my evidence. There is insufficient and uncertain
information in the Martin Jenkins Report to reach a conclusion that
the northern option is the most economically efficient. I consider
that the efficiency conclusion needs to be limited to effects relevant
to the RMA and not blended with financial considerations.

The payload restriction (reliability) benefit lacks detail

Submitters 22 and 122 raise concerns around the lack of evidence
base to support the claim of moderate/major positive economic
effects of removing the current restrictions on passengers/freight
under certain weather conditions by extending the runway (as
qualified by Martin Jenkins). I had also identified a lack of
assessment of this criterion, and as such support this submission
point.

Assessment of this benefit could include, for example, time series
data on the frequency of such events and the impact is had on
passenger capacity/freight capacity, as well as information on how
the Airport managed (responded to) the impact. The latter is
necessary to understand how the events impact the Airport’s
operational efficiency (i.e., whether it is dealt with quickly and easily
because there are effective systems in place, or if it creates multiple
issues that are complex and time consuming to deal with).

Recent historical trends could then be projected forward (using
scenarios as necessary) to see how the constraint changes in the
short, medium, and long-term. A relevant consideration would be
the scale and significance of the ‘cost’ in 10-15 years’ time given
that that is when the constraint could be lifted by a runway
extension. The score assigned to this criterion*! in the MCA (and
wider effects assessment) should then be tied to that assessment.

40

41

Submission 525.

As discussed earlier, I recommend that reliability, safety, and resilience be
broken into separate criteria. Consideration could also be given on whether they
sit in the economic effects category or the Airport issues/outcomes category of a
restructured MCA.
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Economic effects of changes in the Obstacle Limitation
Surfaces (OLS) have not been assessed

Submitters 255 and 525 identify this gap in the evidence base. I
support this submission point for reasons stated earlier in my
evidence (i.e., that this is a potentially relevant economic effect).
Assessment is needed to understand if the shifts in height limits in
DAA3 have net additional economic effects relative to the status
quo. The assessment should be applied to both/all runway extension
options so it can be included in the MCA under economic effects.

Submitter 525 considers that the potential changes in the OLS may
reduce construction of high-rise apartments or other commercial
buildings in the Tahunanui area. That would need to be checked as
part of that assessment, taking into consideration the interplay
between OLS heights and existing height restrictions in NRMP zones.

Impacts on property values

Several submitters have raised impacts on property values as an
economic cost that needs to be taken into account in the
application. Submitter 16 raises this gap in the context of the
northern extension option/proposed DAA1, citing anticipated
changes in neighbouring landscape, visual effects of security
fencing, and the proximity of the runway (including noise and
fumes) to particular houses. Other submitters refer to the adverse
effect of the proposed planning restrictions for the Airnoise
Boundary and AECO on property values.*?

Property value impacts are a relevant cost under S32 of the RMA.
They relate to economic wellbeing. I identified property value effects
as a relevant economic cost of the proposal (as set out above). As
such, I support this submission point and agree that they need to be
identified and assessed.

Property value impacts are an opportunity cost of future returns for
current property owners. They are a one-off drop in value, where
new buyers factor in the lower amenity at the time of purchase,
even if that change in amenity is planned but not imminent. A key
component of assessing the scale and significance of property value
impacts is to focus on the change over and above the status quo. I
have discussed this further in Appendix 1. Property value impacts
are not limited to residential zones.
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Submission 21, 122, 255, 476, 525.
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Impacts on the Nelson Golf Club

Several submissions focus on the direct and indirect economic costs
associated with the loss of land at the Nelson Golf Course.*3
Submission points include (but are not limited to):

89.1 The potential compensation cost for the Golf Club is not
adequately accounted for by Martin Jenkins (under land
acquisitions) and will be greater; 4

89.2 The effect on the Golf Club is significant;*°

89.3 The direct cost needs to account for a new clubhouse,
greenkeepers sheds and parking;4®

89.4 Impacts on other groups/users of the Clubhouse (quoted as
60+ community groups),*” including changes in accessibility
to the Clubhouse need to be taken into account;8

89.5 There is no assessment of the loss in economic benefit to the
region in losing its only 18 hole championship golf course.*’
The MCA does not capture indirect costs associated with loss
of golf course land.>® A reduction in the course’s size and
status would discourage many of the (10,000/annum)
visitors.>! Submission 469 provides an example of lost
tourism accommodation demand if the “champion golf course”
was lost.

89.6 If the golf club closed, there will be additional travel costs for
community members and visitors to access an alternative golf
course.>?

These are all potentially relevant submissions points on economic
effects. As stated earlier in my evidence, even without any detailed
knowledge of the Nelson Golf Club, and prior to reading any
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These same submissions stated that the loss of social, recreational and health
benefits is also inadequately identified and assessed. Those effects are outside
the scope of my evidence.

Submission 98, 122, 239, 308.

Also stated by Submitter 21 (4.23), submitter 41.
Submission 16, 308.

Submission 525.

Submission 16.

Submission 16, 21, 65, 122.

Submission 122, 308, 363, 525.

Submission 65, 515.

Submission 338, 469.
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submissions, I was able to identify all the same potential direct and
economic costs arising from the proposal.

I support these submission points in part. This is because the
submissions on the Golf Course effects highlight two different
scenarios which have very different direct and indirect economic
effects:

91.1 One view is that the effects of the golf course will mean that
it has to close.>? This is a worst-case scenario with the
greatest economic costs.

91.2 The other is that there are solutions (for example taking some
land out of the proposed DAA1/Airport Zone where one of the
grass runways is and using that to re-develop the golf course
to maintain 18 holes,* with associated relocation of
facilities).>> A solution such as this is probably the next best
scenario after maintaining the status quo.

91.3 In between these scenarios is the relocation of facilities to
operate a 9-12 hole course only.

In all cases there would still be some economic costs and a need for
compensation. The next best scenario (18 hole course retained)
could potentially avoid most indirect economic effects and
appropriate compensation could mitigate most direct costs.

As noted earlier in my evidence, the fate of the existing clubhouse is
also not certain, and the submissions do not make this any clearer.
Hence, perhaps there is a scenario where it still provides a hub for
community groups? Building the new clubhouse before closing the
old one (if that was a necessity) could, for example, eliminate any
disruption to clubroom users. The same applies to building the new
holes (if a land swap was achievable), before shutting off the holes
required by the Airport.

While the processes through which potential economic effects could
arise at the Golf Course are clear, all of these scenarios and
uncertainty indicates that there is insufficient information provided
to determine the relevant direct and indirect economic effects of the
proposed runway extension options, or whether there are other
options that have not been evaluated that would still be feasible for
the Airport. The risk of acting while there is considerable uncertainty
on economic (and social) costs at the Golf Course is potentially
significant.
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Submission 21, 469.
This scenario would need to factor in costs to the airport.

Submission 515.
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I consider that further assessment (and consultation) is required on
this matter. This may help clarify what course of action is likely to
be taken by the Golf Club under different options or outcomes. Even
if scenarios are still required, the MCA (and wider effects
assessment) can account for this by using a range of costs (or
running additional scenarios of each extension option).>¢ The
important thing is that all the relevant economic effects associated
with the Golf Course are included in the assessment of effects.

Relatedly, submission 370 considers that more realistic
compensation costs for the northern extension option would “alter
markedly the comparison between a north versus south runway
extension”. As discussed earlier, and above in terms of the flaws of
the current MCA approach, it is relevant to note that the worst score
that can currently be ascribed to an economic cost is -3 (significant
negative effect). Even if the Cost criterion for the northern option
was increased to a -3 by Martin Jenkins as a result of more accurate
compensation/land acquisition costs, this would simply match the
score for the southern option and would have no impact on the
overall result. Even if a new criterion was added for indirect effects
from the loss of golf course land, a further -3 points would also not
alter the overall result in the MCA as currently structured (although
it would likely start to move the conclusion on economic efficiency,
as would including other missing economic effects).

The analysis has not recognised any economic impacts on

surrounding businesses, and specifically the Tahuna Beach
Holiday Park>?

I support this submission point for reasons stated earlier in my
evidence. There are economic cost and opportunity costs from the
proposal on the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park that need to be
accounted for in the MCA and wider effects assessment as relevant
to the scope of those evaluations.

As with the considerations outlined above with respect to
assessment effects on the golf course, it is also important that the
opportunities for the Holiday Park to adapt to any constraints placed
on it (as would be expected for any rational business) are taken into
account (including the economic costs of that adaption). Statements
about displacing residents, causing homelessness, and forced
closure of the entire Holiday Park need to be tested carefully and
there is insufficient evidence to confirm those effects in my view.
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For example, North Option with Golf Club closing, North Option with Golf Club
Operating with 9/12 holes, North Option with Land Sway/18 Hole Course
Retained, etc.

Submission 21, 255, 476, 65.
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If further assessment can demonstrate a net reduction in stay
nights in the Holiday Park attributable to the Proposal, then I
consider that submission 525’s assertion of potential flow-on effects
for local businesses in the Tahunanui area (reduced revenue) could
be a valid effect, but one that would then need to be measured.
Currently there is insufficient information provided.

Opportunity costs for intensification/development in parts of
Tahunanui within the Airnoise Boundary and AECO.

Submission 21 considers that the net additional constraints on
development opportunities arising from the proposal will cause
“more urban sprawl” by requiring greater greenfield sites to meet
future housing needs.>® I do not accept this submission point. For
this effect to be likely, there would need to be shortfall of capacity
to accommodate growth elsewhere in Nelson/Tasman. I don't
understand this to be the case, and PC29 would further increase
development opportunities outside of overlay areas.

Several submissions stated that the direct and indirect economic
effects on Tahunanui have not been assessed®® and requested that
an assessment be carried out.®° I support these submission points
for reasons stated earlier in my evidence. There are actual and
potential economic effects across several zones that have not been
identified or assessed and should be.

SCOPE OF COMPENSATION AGREEMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH
A NOR

I have been asked to identify the sort of costs/losses that may be
taken into account when determining compensation in an NOR
situation. While I have some direct experience in this field, I do not
have extensive experience and have not carried out any research to
compare my advice with other case studies. My advice may also
differ from the advice from a legal or valuation expert. However, my
advice below is consistent with some of the submissions relating to
the Golf Course.

The following scope applies to a Golf Club that would seek to
continue to operate rather than close.

103.1 Market value of the land required by the designation authority
(i.e., land lost);
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Submission 21, 4.60
Submission 122, 338, 476, 525.
Submission 98, 122, 469.
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103.2 Market value or cost (if known) of any replacement land that
must be acquired (including any fees/costs associated with
that acquisition);

103.3 Any costs to remediate the land being lost prior to handing it
over;

103.4 Value of improvements that will be lost (if not captured in
land value).

103.5 Costs to rebuild any infrastructure (including buildings,
roads/accessways, parking and other facilities). This would
include design and approval costs as well as construction
costs;

103.6 Costs to carry out any landscaping/land improvements
(including irrigation);

103.7 Relocation costs (i.e. shifting costs);

103.8 Disruption costs (i.e., any revenue that will be lost from
unavoidable disruptions to normal operation);¢*

103.9 Lost sales (i.e., compensation for projected revenue that will
be foregone under the replacement operation).%? There would
need to be some agreement on the time period that this
applies to.

Dated: 12 February 2024

Natalie Hampson
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For example, if under a scenario where the intent is to continue to run the golf
course, there may still be a period of temporary closure where some works that
allow for the transition of a reconfigured course would not be safe to carry out
with the pubic still using parts of the course.

Examples may include where a business is forced to move to a location with a
smaller trade catchment or increased competition that will affect its ability to
earn revenue relative to the original location. In the context of the golf course, it
might include the revenue implications of reduced membership, or an inability to
hold events that would otherwise have been hosted.
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APPENDIX 1 - PROCESSES THROUGH WHICH PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS WILL LEAD TO ECONOMIC EFFECTS

This appendix provides a summary of key changes to the NRMP
proposed in the NOR/PPC30 application. Rather than simply
repeating/summarising the proposed amendments to chapters of
the NRMP, the intent is to articulate the changes in a way that
highlights the processes (tangible outcomes) through which net
additional economic effects can arise - including when, where, and
in what circumstances.

Changes to the spatial extent of designations and overlays:

105.1 There are changes to the extent/shape of the Airport’s
operational area (DAA1), which in turn forms the basis of the
proposed Airport Zone extent, to include additional land in the
Industrial Zone (east of Jenkins Stream®3), and a large
extension across the landward side of the Nelson Golf Course
(Open Space Recreation Zone), although excluding the water
storage pond, clubrooms and carpark.

105.2 There are changes to the extent/shape of the updated 65dB
Lan Airnoise Boundary (DAA2). The land area within the
proposed Airnoise Boundary is reduced (relative to the
operative Airnoise Boundary) in the southwest and now
excludes a small area of Residential Zone on Point Road.%* It
is extended in the northeast where it now includes some
Residential Zone land around Parkers Road and Golf Road and
into an area of the scheduled Tahuna Beach Holiday Park
(Open Space Recreation Zone) that was previously in the
Airport Effects Control Overlay). There is some analysis that
will help with assessing economic effects within the
Residential Zones: Marshall Day Acoustics Ltd states that the
net increase of existing dwellings in the Airnoise Boundary is
24 (an increase from 16 to 40 dwellings).5>

105.3 Changes to the extent/shape of the updated Airport Effects
Control Overlay (AECO) - now proposed to be based on the
(updated) 55dB Lg4n Air Noise Contour instead of the smaller
60dB Lgn Air Noise Contour. This (irrespective of any changes
in the provisions that apply within the AECQO) is a more
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This land is currently included in the Services Overlay and therefore has some
additional constraints for development. It is understood this land is already
owned by Nelson Airport.

This area falls within the proposed AECO instead.

Appendix K2 of the Application, Table 4, page 19. In addition to the net change,
the breakdown of that change is also relevant to the assessment of effects.
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106

conservative approach to managing the risk of reverse
sensitivity effects on the Nelson Airport.©®

105.4 The proposed AECO now includes a small amount of
additional Residential Zone land in the southwest, southeast
and along the northeastern edge, a small area of Lower
Density Residential Zone in the southeast, a small area of
Suburban Commercial Zone in the southeast, a small portion
of the Industrial Zone south of Quarantine Road,®” and more
of the Open Space Recreation Zone near Tahunanui Beach.
There is some analysis that will help with assessing economic
effects within the Residential Zones: Marshall Day confirms
that the net change in the number of existing dwellings
subject to the provisions of the AECO is 273 more dwellings
(increasing from 300 to 573 affected properties).®8

105.5 Changes to where different height restrictions apply (DAA3).
This is a complex spatial layer. However, there may be areas
where height limits have reduced relative to the status quo
and areas where the height limits have increased. This has
associated economic costs, opportunity costs and benefits
respectively.

Changes to the rules and designation conditions that apply to the
Airnoise Boundary and Airport Effects Control Overlay:

106.1 In terms of the rules and designation conditions applying to
land within the Airnoise Boundary, the proposal retains the
prohibited status of any new ASANs and the requirement for
alterations and additions to existing residential units as a
permitted activity if they meet the acoustic standards
(although the proposal clarifies that only replacement or
‘substantial’ alterations trigger this requirement, which could
be considered slightly more enabling for minor alterations to
residential units which may be exempt). While this isn't a
change in the rules, there are new areas where these rules
apply (Residential Zone and Tahuna Beach Holiday Park
(Open Space Recreation Zone) as discussed above®® which
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This may be more in keeping with current best practice around the country. Land
use controls for Christchurch International Airport for example are based on the
more conservative 50dBA Ldn Air Noise Contour.

In the Tahunanui Industrial Area (I note the Planz Report refers to the
Annesbrook Industrial Area. I am uncertain on local nhaming.

Appendix K2 of the Application, Table 4, page 19.

The proposal also adds the same rules to the Suburban Commercial Zone and
Industrial Zone, but I can’t see any physical overlap of the proposed Airnoise
Boundary and these zones. This approach may help with future proofing the
district plan as Airnoise Boundaries change over time.
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generates both economic costs and opportunity costs for
those properties.

106.2 The proposed rules are more stringent in the Airnoise
Boundary in that replacement or substantial alterations to
other ASANs (health facilities, schools/childcare centres and
visitor accommodation) now also require acoustic standards
to be met (albeit as a permitted activity). This has both
potential benefits and costs to those properties.

106.3 It also appears that the proposal rescinds Restriction
DAA2.4(i) - “Any new activity, other than an airport related
activity or golf course, shall not be permitted inside the ....
Airnoise Boundary”. My interpretation is that there could now
be growth of other activities, including buildings, that do not
contain ASANs within the proposed Airnoise Boundary under
the proposal. While applying to only a small area outside of
DAA1, this is still more enabling as it allows some scope for
these urban areas to further develop/change to meet demand
(other NRMP zone rules not withstanding)7°.

106.4 There is an additional change made within the Airnoise
Boundary where it applies to a small area of the scheduled
Tahuna Beach Holiday Park (Open Space Recreation Zone).
While camping and short-term living are currently permitted
in all of the Holiday Park, any new or unlawfully established
camping and short-term living activities”* will now be
prohibited within the updated Airnoise Boundary once the
run-way extension is operational. This will have long-term
economic costs for the Holiday Park.

106.5 In terms of the rules applying to land within the AECO, the
proposal makes no change to the density for subdivision in
residential zones within the AECO (retained at 600sgm).
While this isn't a change in the rule, as discussed above there
are new areas of Residential Zone where this rule applies
which generates both economic costs and opportunity costs
for those properties. Figure 1 shows indicatively where

This includes introducing the same density control (600sgm) to Residential Zones
within the Airnoise Boundary. There is no effective change here as any new land
included in the Airnoise Boundary was previously in the Airport Effects Control
Overlay where this density also applied.

Consideration should be given to any consents being processed that would make
unlawful short-term living activities in this location lawful prior to the runway
extension being operational.
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permitted density will change from a 400sgm minimum lot
size to 600sqm.”?

Figure 1 - Proposed Changes in Residential Density in Residential Zones
Due to changes in the Spatial Extent of the Airport Effects Control Overlay

400sgm to 600sgm

No change (600sqm)

; : Legend
8 — current Aimoise Boundary 65 dB Ldn
—— Current Airport Effects Control Overlay 60 dB Ldn
. Current Airport Effects Advisory Overlay 55 dB Ldn
SN AEDT Contours
M [ Proposed Aimoise Boundary
@2 || Proposed Airport Effects Control Overlay

Prepared by: Laurel Smith Scale @A3: 118750 N

NELSON MARSHALL DAY ) Nelson Airport - Proposed Airnoise Boundary Date: 9/00/2003 oomis 03 0w us
-

106.6 Under the operative AECO, new residential units were a
permitted activity if they met acoustic standards in
Residential Zones and the Suburban Commercial Zone, and
caretaker accommodation was a permitted activity if it met
acoustic standards in the Open Space Recreation Zone.The
proposal now makes new residential units (and caretaker
accommodation) non-complying in all three zones. This has
both economic costs and opportunity costs for any properties
that could be further subdivided or developed to include
residential units in mixed use buildings or additional caretaker
accommodation.

72 It would be necessary to check if there are other constraints to the underlying
zoning minimum lot sizes (i.e. other overlays) that need to be factored into the
status quo density for these areas of identified change.
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106.7 The proposal also makes any new non-residential ASANs or
buildings containing such ASANs non-complying in Residential
Zones, the Open Space Recreation Zone and the Suburban
Commercial Zone - effectively deterring any growth of these
activities (health facilities, schools/child care, visitor
accommodation) within the AECO.”3 The operative AECO was
silent on these non-residential ASANs and are presumed to
have been permitted activities where they complied with
other operative rules of the zone. Again, there are potential
net additional costs and opportunity costs associated with this
change.

106.8 There is no material change to the requirement for alterations
and additions to existing residential units as a permitted
activity in Residential Zones of the AECO if they meet the
acoustic standards, although the proposal clarifies that only
replacement or ‘substantial’ alterations trigger this
requirement, which could be considered slightly more
enabling for minor alterations to residential units.

106.9 The proposed rules are more stringent in the AECO in that
replacement or substantial alterations to buildings containing
other non-residential ASANs in Residential Zones, and all
ASANSs (including residential units) in the Suburban
Commercial Zone and Open Space Recreation Zone, now
require acoustic standards to be met (albeit as a permitted
activity). This has both potential benefits and costs to those
properties.

106.10 In the Industrial Zone, construction of ancillary
residential units within the AECO was permitted if it met
acoustic standards. Under the proposal, new ancillary
residential units are non-complying as they are in other zones
within the AECO. This has potential costs and opportunity
costs to industrial landowners in the AECO.

106.11 The proposed rules are also more stringent in the AECO
in the Industrial Zone in that replacement or substantial
alterations to buildings containing non-residential ASANs
(however likely in an Industrial Zone) now require acoustic
standards to be met (albeit as a permitted activity). This has
both potential benefits and costs to those industrial
properties.

73

This seems to be a perverse outcome in Tahuna Beach Holiday Park where new
buildings that provide visitor accommodation (i.e., cabins/motel units) would
provide better amenity with respect to aircraft noise than the alternative of using
sites for tents, caravans or motorhomes (which have no or very limited acoustic
insulation) and are permitted so long as they are not in the Airnoise Boundary
after the runway extension is operational).
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108

106.12 The only change to the Open Space Recreation Zone
within the AECO is limited to the scheduled Tahuna Beach
Holiday Park. New buildings that contain ASANs (nhotably
visitor accommodation) within the overlay (effectively all of
the Holiday Park outside of the proposed Airnoise Boundary
area) will be non-complying, while it was previously
permitted. This would mean no further development of
cabins/motel units in the Holiday Park

Changes associated with a bespoke Airport Zone:

107.1 The proposal for a bespoke Airport Zone will be more
effective and efficient for managing the ongoing operation,
growth and development of the airport.”* It may make
consents easier to process, which potentially reduces
transaction and administration costs for the Airport and
Council.

107.2 Based on a high-level review, the Industrial Zone exceptions
for the Airport appear to be pretty broad and enabling for
airport related activities or activities that service airport
activities. The proposed Airport Zone is similarly enabling but
provides more structure around locations of those activities
(by precinct and/or in relation to the Airnoise Boundary). One
change I have identified, though, is that non-ancillary office
facilities are proposed to be a restricted discretionary activity
rather than a discretionary activity. There are both potential
opportunity benefits and costs of this proposed amendment.

Other changes that generate direct economic effects:

108.1 Under proposed DAA2 conditions, the proposal adds a new
Acoustic Mitigation Programme for eligible residential units in
Residential Zones. Notably, the programme does not cover
other ASANSs or residential units in other zones i.e the Open
Space Zone (which may or may not be applicable depending
on where the annually monitored 60dB Ldn and 65dB Ldn
noise contours fall).”> There are economic benefits arising
from this proposal.

108.2 The construction of the northern runway extension (as a
project) will generate short-term direct and flow-on economic
impacts in the form of new/sustained employment, incomes
and GDP. The completion of the runway extension will
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There are also likely benefits for NRMP users and administrators from simplifying
the Industrial Zone chapter but removing airport related objectives, policies and
rules.

It is noted that some residential dwellings on Golf Haven Way within the
proposed Airnoise Boundary are located in the Open Space Zone and would
therefore not be eligible under the Mitigation Programme.
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generate a range of long-term economic benefits and support
a range of opportunity benefits.

108.3 Throughout the chapters of the NRMP, the proposal
introduces mechanical ventilation as an option/addition to the
acoustic standards. While this is a new change, it may just
reflect current building practice and therefore have little
tangible effect on construction costs. As such, I do not
consider that proposed amendment further.
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