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Memo To: Environmental Planning, Nelson City Council 

From:  Natasha Wilson, Planscapes (NZ) Ltd  

RE:  Nelson Airport Limited, NOR and PPC 30 applications  

Date:  12 February 2024 

 

As directed by Minute 2 (dated 20 October 2023) of the Independent Hearing Panel for Private 
Plan 30 and the Notice of Requirement in relation to Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 from 
the Nelson Airport Ltd, we are currently preparing the related Section 42A report and 
coordinating the preparation of expert evidence on behalf of the Council, for exchange by 1 
March 2024. In doing so it has come to our attention, through the statement of economic 
evidence prepared by Natalie Hampson of Savvy Consulting, that some gaps have been 
identified in the assessment of economic effects prepared by the Nelson Airport. We consider 
that the applicant and submitters may benefit from reading the summary and conclusions of 
this expert evidence ahead of circulating the Councils S42A and expert evidence. I have set 
out this summary and conclusions as follows:   

Statement of Economic Evidence - Summary and Conclusions  

1 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.  

2 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. I 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.  

3 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. 

4 The following is a 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 significance. Any uncertainty (including 
assumptions) or insufficiency of data to assess effects should be stated.  
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5 Economic effects neither identified or assessed: 

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

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

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

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

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

5.6 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. 

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

5.8 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).   

5.9 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).  

5.10 Benefits/opportunity benefits to properties/businesses where the proposed 
height restrictions of DAA3 are more than the operative height restrictions of 
DAA3. 

5.11 Costs/opportunity costs to properties/business where the proposed height 
restrictions of DAA3 are less than the operative height restrictions of DAA3. 

5.12 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. 

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

5.14 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.  
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6 Economic effects identified but not adequately assessed: 

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

7 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. 

8 Recommended amendments to the MCA: 

8.1 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.  

8.2 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).  

8.3 Check for (and minimise) any double counting across criteria. For example, 
engineering complexity is usually already factored into higher capital 
expenditure cost. 

8.4 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). 

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

8.6 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. 

8.7 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). 

8.8 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). 

8.9 Consider increasing the range of scores used in the MCA to ‘-5 to +5’ or even ‘-7 
to +7’ to better differentiate the significance of effects.    
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9 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. 

 


