
PROPOSED PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE:  

06-01 (Catal Developments Ltd)  

 

Section 42A Planners report to the Hearing Committee on private Plan Change 06-01  

 

Date of hearing: 26th To 29TH June 2007 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Tony Quickfall and I am a self-employed planning consultant. I have been engaged 
by Nelson City Council to report on a private Plan Change request for Large Format Retailing 
(LFR) within an Industrial Zone.  I am a full member of the NZ Planning Institute and have 14 
years resource management and planning experience throughout New Zealand.  I was most 
recently employed as the Environmental Policy Manger at Nelson City Council, and my relevant 
experience includes: retail policy and consents planning (including LFR), for various Councils 
and clients covering Christchurch, Nelson and Blenheim; project manager and principal author 
of the 2002 Nelson Regional Land Transport Strategy; project manager for Nelson Urban 
Growth Strategy up to draft strategy stage, and lead consultant up to final strategy stage; former 
member of the Brightwater to Hira joint corridor study steering group1.   I am familiar with the 
site. 

1.2 The Plan Change as notified proposes a new “Large Format Overlay” over the existing site.  The 
underlying Industrial Zoning would still apply, but the overlay would allow for retailing, with 
some constraints on floor area and retailing type.    

1.3 Section 73(2) of the RMA enables any person to request a change to the District Plan. As a 
request for a Plan Change, the proposal is required to be assessed in accordance with various 
statutory requirements of the Resource Management Act (RMA).   

Process to date 

1.4 The Plan Change request was formally lodged with Council in on 21st April 2006.  Further 
information was requested, and this was subsequently provided on 2nd October 2006. 

1.5 On 14th November 2006, the Nelson City Council’s Environment Committee agreed to proceed 
with public notification of the Plan Change request as a private request. I note that under the 
First Schedule RMA the decision to accept a private Plan Change for processing is merely a 
procedural decision. Accepting a Plan Change for processing does not necessarily imply any 
support for the merits of a Plan Change.  Council had the option of adopting the plan change as 
its own, but in this case chose not to exercise that option.      

1.6 The Plan Change was notified on 26th November 2006 and received 23 submissions and 4 
further submissions. These submissions are summarised in Appendix A and described in more 
detail later. 

1.7 My report will use the following format: 

1. Introduction 

2. Overview of proposed changes 

                                                 
1 The corridor study is a joint project between Transit NZ, Tasman District Council and Nelson City Council, assessing 
future strategic roading needs from Brightwater to Hira.  The steering group is a group of senior staff and managers from the 
Councils and Transit, and functions as a technical peer review group.      
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3. Summary of submissions 

4. Resource Management Act (RMA) statutory assessment 

5. Assessment of key planning issues 

6. Part II RMA assessment 

7. Assessment of other relevant matters 

8. Summary and conclusions 

9. Recommendations 

1.8 In preparing my report, I have taken into account the RMA section 42A reporting requirements, 
as well as First Schedule RMA Plan Change procedures, in particular Clause 22(2) which states: 

“Where environmental effects are anticipated, the [plan change] request shall describe 
those effects, taking into account the provisions of Schedule 4, in such detail as 
corresponds with the scale and significance of the actual or potential environmental 
effects anticipated from the implementation of the [plan] change…”   

1.9 Given the scale and potential significance of the Plan Change, I consider the most appropriate 
approach in terms of RMA procedures is one of an independent assessment (audit) of the Plan 
Change, rather than just limiting my report to a critique or review of the requestors own 
assessment.     

 

2. PROPOSED CHANGES  

2.1 The subject property is currently zoned Industrial in the Nelson Resource Management Plan 
(‘NRMP’).  The provisions relating to the Industrial Zone were made operative in 2004. 

2.2 The Industrial Zoning allows a range of industrial activities to take place as permitted activities.  
Rather than list which activities are permitted, the Plan takes the approach of identifying those 
activities which are restricted.  Activities which are permitted in the Industrial Zone but subject 
to certain restrictions, include: 

• residential units 

• retailing 

• office facilities 
  
2.3 These activities are only permitted where they are “essential and ancillary” to a principal 

industrial activity.  The policy framework of the Plan focuses strongly on maintaining the 
integrity of the Industrial Zone intact, avoiding a mix of incompatible activities, and also 
maintaining the City Centre as a strong and vibrant focus to Nelson City.  The plan identifies the 
Industrial Zone as a scarce land resource in Nelson, which will be discussed in more detail later. 

2.4 The Plan Change as notified proposes the following key changes to the NRMP: 

a. creation of a Large Format Overlay over the subject site on the planning maps; 

b. various new definitions relating to activities within the overlay; 

c. various amendments to the Industrial Zone objectives, policies and explanations to 
provide for limited retailing on the site; 

d. various amendments to the Inner City Zone objectives and policies to identify the 
“constrained capacity” within the Inner City Zone to provide for LFR; 
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e. amendments to the Industrial Zone rules to permit the following activities within the 
overlay; 

- trade supply outlets (with no minimum floor area restrictions) 

- individual retail outlets, excluding supermarkets, larger than 500m2 gross 
floor area 

- food and beverages and retail services limited to a total of 1,200m2 or 4% of 
the enclosed gross floor area 

- a cap on the total retailing floor area within the overlay of 30,000m2 

(excluding retailing with outdoor storage) 

- office facilities ancillary to permitted uses on the site 

- parking as a controlled activity 

- a new category of parking requirements for “large format stores” of 3 spaces 
per 100m2 GFA across the whole subject site  

- new buildings on the site as a controlled activity 

2.5 The Plan Change is presented as providing for LFR.  For reasons detailed later in my report, I 
consider this may be an inaccurate description, as the effect of the Plan Change will be to permit 
a mix of retailing, both in terms of retail type (albeit with some restrictions on type) and floor 
area (with trade supply outlets having no minimum floor areas).  A number of submitters also 
express the same view.   

2.6 The Plan Change as notified will still permit industrial activities.   

2.7 The key consideration in assessing this plan change is whether the proposed location is 
appropriate for the development of a new large scale retail centre within Nelson, given the type 
of centre which could be developed under the Plan Change, and whether this meets the purpose 
of the RMA.  

 

3. SUBMISSIONS & FURTHER SUBMISSIONS 

3.1 The Plan Change attracted 23 submissions and 4 further submissions. 

 a) Submissions overview 

• Submissions in support (approve the Plan Change): 5 

• Conditional support (approve with modifications): 3  

• Submissions in opposition (reject the Plan Change): 15 

• Further submissions:     4 

 

b) Common issues in support 

• Good access & parking 

• Good location 

• Promotes business 

• Represents sustainable development 

• No cross boundary adverse effects. 
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C) Common issues in opposition 

• Inappropriate method for development (overlay) 

• Smaller format retailing tagged into large format 

• Traffic effects including reduced level of service (queues and capacity) 

• Confusing and uncertain provisions 

• Contrary to RMA 

• Increased pollution and air quality 

• Adverse effects on Nelson CBD (relocation of smaller retailers) 

• Loss / displacement of industrial land. 

 

4. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

4.1 Section 72 establishes the purpose of a District Plan as “to assist territorial authorities to carry 
out their functions in order to achieve the purpose of this Act”. 

4.2 I have added the emphasis to show that achieving the purpose of the RMA (sustainable 
management of natural and physical resources) is the ultimate reason why plans exist at all. 

4.3 Part II of the RMA sets out the purpose and principles of the Act. Section 5(1) establishes the 
purpose of the RMA as follows: 

(1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources. 

(2) In this Act, “sustainable management” means managing the use, development and protection 
of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and 
communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health 
and safety while: 

a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet 
the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and 

b) safeguarding the life supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems; and 

c) avoiding remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment. 
  

4.4 The Environment Court provides confirmation of the relevance of the purpose of the RMA as it 
relates to retailing.  Westfield v Upper Hutt City Council (W44/2001) related to a proposal for a 
LFR centre in Upper Hutt, proposed as a reference (appeal) on the Upper Hutt City Plan.  In that 
case, the Court made the following observations: 

 “…However references in the Act relating to trade competition are subservient to the overall 
thrust of the Act as set out in Part II and particularly in s.5 where community values are 
addressed.  Thus if trade competition should reach a stage where a community asset 
represented by its CBD is weakened to an unacceptable degree, then a Council can intervene.  
Intervention in such a case is a proper intervention in that it would be necessary to achieve the 
purpose of the Act in terms of s.32(c)(i).  Put another way, unbridled retail development at a 
scale and in a location driven by the whim of developers could destroy the sustainable 
management concept of the Act as it relates to promotion and preservation of a community. 
[para 61]… 

 4



 Thus s5…becomes a most important element in this case with the Court called upon to balance 
the advantages of Valley Plaza development to the region and community in general against 
the potential damage to a sub-regional centre of great vale to the community [para 166]  

4.5 Section 5, sustainable management, therefore is the ultimate test for the Plan Change.   This is 
appropriate, when the effect of the Plan change is put into context as being potentially creating 
the region’s third largest retail destination, bigger than Stoke.   

4.6 Part II of the RMA also establishes matters of national importance that must be recognised and 
provided for (section 6), and other matters to which particular regard must be had (section 7). 
Section 8 states that the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi shall be taken into account. The 
matters relevant to this Plan Change request are assessed following the assessment of the key 
planning issues.   

4.7 Section 74 sets out the matters which a territorial authority shall have regard to when changing 
its plan.  It is a mandatory requirement for Council to “have regard” to the following relevant 
matters: 

• Proposed Regional Policy Statement 

• Proposed Regional Plans 

• Management plans and strategies prepared under other Acts 

• Relevant entry in the Historic Places Register 

• Extent to which the district plan needs to be consistent with the plan for adjacent 
authorities 

• Any relevant planning document by an iwi authority and lodged with the territorial 
authority 

4.8 Section 75 specifies the contents of a district plan.  Section 75(3) and 75(4) set out the following 
mandatory obligations: 

(3) A district plan must “give effect to”: 

• Any national policy statement 

• Any New Zealand coastal policy statement 

• Any regional policy statement 

(4) A district plan must not be inconsistent with: 

• A water conservation order 

• A regional plan 

4.9 The statutory matters relevant to this request are considered in detail along with other issues in 
the following sections. 

 

Part II RMA Matters 

4.10 For reasons of a logical sequence of assessment, Part II matters are assessed in detail in part 6 of 
my report.  
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Regional Policy Statement  

4.11 The RMA requires that the Council “have regard” to the Regional Policy Statement (RPS), and 
the Plan Change must “give effect to” the RPS.  The Nelson RPS became operative in 1997.  

4.12 The RPS is a regionally based document, with objectives and policies focused on regional 
council functions like discharges, water quality, energy use, natural hazards, and the coast.  The 
RPS also contains a chapter on greenfields urban expansion, which is not relevant to the Catal 
proposal.  The most relevant chapters are discharges to air, energy, and transport. The relevant 
objectives and policies are assessed for consistency with the Plan Change as follows.   

RPS Chapter 11, Discharges to Air (page 113) 

4.13 The relevant objective and policies for air discharges are assessed as follows: 

Objective DA1.2.1 Improvement in Nelson’s ambient air quality. 

Policy DA1.3.1  To set minimum standards that are at levels which ensure that adverse 
effects on people or ecosystems at ground level are avoided or mitigated.”     

Policy DA1.3.2            Where existing air quality is higher [better] than the standards set under 
the policy 1.3.1, no significant degradation to existing ambient air quality shall be permitted. 

Policy DA1.3.7            To seek to minimise vehicle emissions from motor vehicles while 
acknowledging the effects of primary transport corridors on air quality and the resultant 
incompatibility between some land use activities and those primary transport corridors. 

4.14 Policy DA1.3.1 is implemented through the regional Air Quality Plan (“AQP”) which 
incorporates (as policy) compliance with the National Environmental Standards for air quality. 
Policy DA1.3.2 is qualified by DA1.3.7, which seeks to “minimise” rather than prohibit or 
prevent increased vehicle emissions.  Overall, the RPS has a policy framework of improving 
ambient air quality.   

4.15 By way of background, Council monitoring shows that the Tahunanui Air Shed has winter 
ambient air quality which is worse (i.e. lower quality) than the AQP standard for fine particles 
(particulate matter, “PM”).  While the primary source of this is from domestic wood burners, 
industrial discharges contribute more than a quarter and transport emissions contribute 7%.  
Monitoring has shown that most of the PM transport discharges come from diesel vehicles, 
primarily heavy transport vehicles.  Council has a programme for meeting the Council and 
National Environmental Standards for air quality through a phasing out of older domestic wood 
burners, and improved industrial discharges.  Under the policy in the AQP, a reduction in 
discharges of particles from vehicle emissions into the Tahunanui air shed is sought  (AQP 
policy A5-1.4, pg 5-7).   

4.16 Within the existing Tahunanui Industrial Zone, there are very few permitted industrial discharges 
of PM. For example, all coal or wood fired boilers are discretionary activities.  LPG burners and 
diesel burners only are permitted, because they have very low final PM emissions.  In essence, 
any discharge that involves even moderate amounts of PM needs consent and can be declined if 
the air shed cannot accommodate it.  The permitted baseline for PM emissions from industrial 
activities on the site is therefore very low under the AQP, and additional discharges may have 
difficulty fitting within the upper limits in the AQP (and the National Environment Standard for 
Air Quality). 

4.17 The traffic report provided with the request confirms that retailing on the site will result in 
higher vehicle generation than permitted industrial activities.  Council’s traffic report 
(Appendix D) interprets the traffic modelling as showing a 558 trip increase (145% increase) 
over permitted activities as follows (pg 4) “ A 30,000m2 GFA large format retail development 
would generate 840 trips (based on a trip generation rate of 2.8 trips/100m2 GFA) in the AM 
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peak hour. The traffic modelling should therefore show an increase of approximately 558 trips 
on the road network in the AM peak hour for the proposed development.”  

4.18 It therefore follows that there will be an increase in vehicle emissions, and an increase in PM 
emissions, although this does depend on vehicle mix.  A further consideration is higher stock 
turnover of retailing compared with industrial activities, and increased deliveries to site.  
Increased emissions from traffic may also be exacerbated by extra traffic on the roads in the 
vicinity and the already known corridor problems e.g. congested roundabouts.   

4.19 In summary: 

a) The RPS has a policy focus of air quality improvement, no significant degradation to 
ambient air quality, and minimising vehicle emissions. 

b) LFR will result in more traffic generation from permitted industrial activities on the site.  
This is confirmed in the traffic reports. This will consequently result in higher emissions to 
air, including PM emissions. 

c) The Air Quality Plan sets a low permitted baseline for emissions.  With the Tahunanui 
Airshed already polluted, there is little capacity within the air quality “cap” (i.e. the 
standards) for additional discharges.    

d) Because of increased emissions, the proposed Plan Change will not give effect to the relevant 
air quality objective and policies of the Regional Policy Statement, which seek a net 
improvement in air quality (i.e. reduction in emissions).   

e) The Plan Change is therefore assessed as inconsistent with and does not give effect to, the 
relevant RPS objective and policies relating to air discharges.  

f) However, this could be mitigated by further modifications to control vehicle emissions, such 
as requiring a traffic management plan in conjunction with controlled activity consents for 
carparking.  Modifications along these lines may give effect to the RPS. 

RPS Chapter 12, Energy (page 119) 

 Policy EN 1.3.2 To promote energy conservation and efficiency in city form and in the 
design of developments. 

 Policy EN 1.3.3 To encourage energy conservation and efficiency in transportation. 

4.20 The current zoning provides for a compact City Centre, with provision for LFR around the City 
Fringe as a controlled activity for LFR exceeding 2500m2 near the ‘ring road’, or as a 
discretionary activity elsewhere.  There are no planning restrictions on LFR within the City 
Centre apart from some minor building appearance controls.  The overall intention is to 
encourage multi-purpose trips, where several activities or tasks are undertaken within the one 
trip.  

4.21 The proposal will result in a new destination shopping centre.  Figures from the 2006 census 
show that roughly 74% of the Regional (Nelson and Tasman) population resides south2 of the 
Catal site.  While there are locational advantages in terms of proximity to an urban catchment, 
the traffic reports of the Plan Change and the Council (Appendix D) identify a significant 
increase in trip numbers.  This is supported by the retail assessment prepared for Council (refer 
Appendix E). Increased trip numbers would offset any efficiency gains in reduced trip length, 
and this would not give effect to the energy efficiency provisions of the RPS. 

 

 

                                                 
2 South of Annesbrook  

 7



RPS Chapter 14 Infrastructure (transport – pg 137) 

 Objective IN2.2.1 A safe and efficient land transport system which promotes the use of 
sustainable resources… 

4.22 Council commissioned a review of the Plan Change traffic report as it related to local roads.  
Council’s traffic report (Appendix D) identifies some problems with right turns from Pascoe 
Street and queue lengths on Quarantine Road extending through the Quarantine / Pascoe St 
intersection.  However at the time of preparing my report, further information was pending from 
Catal’s traffic engineer.   Because of time constraints on finalizing reports, Council’s consultant 
traffic engineer was unable to reach firm conclusions as to effects of the proposal prior to 
completing this planner’s report.  However, I understand the outstanding information is 
imminent, and this will be addressed separately. 

4.23 In respect of the State Highway, Transit has submitted that the Plan Change will affect the 
efficient functioning of the SH6 / Quarantine Rd roundabout.  This would be mitigated by an 
intersection upgrade (needed ahead of any programmed upgrade). Transit has not submitted on 
effects on the state highway beyond the immediate intersection.  However, the Corridor Study 
identifies a number of network deficiencies, such as Annesbrook Roundabout.  Although are 
issues even within the Plan change the effect of the Plan change could be to exacerbate network 
deficiencies identified in the corridor study. 

4.24 Because of insufficient information provided by the plan change requestor, it is unclear whether 
the Plan Change can give effect to the RPS land transport provisions.   

 Policy IN2.3.1 To promote the development of transportation systems which…: 

(iii) use energy efficiently 

(iv) discourage dispersed development  

4.22 The location of the Plan Change site promotes a dispersed retail pattern, and additional energy 
use through additional trip generation.  Retail dispersal is mitigated by the site being located 
within an existing urban area and not being a greenfields proposal.  However the Plan Change is 
assessed as overall not giving effect to this policy. 

Policy IN2.3.5 To encourage walking and cycling as alternatives to the use of private motorcars. 

4.23 Development of LFR is by its nature, vehicle orientated.  However the Plan Change does include 
limited ‘convenience’ retailing.  Its location near Nelson’s popular cycle network (Annesbrook 
Rd-Airport-Tahunanui Drive) could also make it an attraction for passing cyclists to ‘browse’ 
through shops and stop for a break or coffee.  There are some cycle links to the site, but these 
could be improved further.   

4.24 Additionally, by attracting shoppers in vehicles to the site, the Plan Change may undermine the 
walking and cycling initiatives and infrastructure in other parts of the City, in particular the 
CBD.  Council’s walking and cycling strategy has a strong incentive-based approach, which the 
Plan Change would be inconsistent with.   

4.25 The Plan Change, by virtue of being a vehicle oriented activity, is inconsistent with the 
Council’s walking and cycling strategy, and does not give effect to the RPS policy to encourage 
walking and cycling. 

4.26 Summary – RPS assessment. Overall, my assessment is that the Plan Change, as notified, does 
not give effect to the relevant policies of the RPS as required under section 75(3) of the RMA.  
Issues relating to air quality could be mitigated by further modifications to the Plan Change to 
control vehicle emissions.   
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Resource Management Plans and Regional Plans 

4.27 Section 75(4) of the Act requires an assessment of the Plan Change for consistency with the 
regional parts of the NRMP (as an integrated regional plan) and with the Proposed Regional Air 
Quality Plan (AQP). 

4.28 The NRMP is a combined regional and district plan.  The AQP is a stand along regional plan and 
contains specific air discharge controls, designed to improve existing air quality and to avoid 
discharges which would worsen ambient air quality.  This AQP’s overall policy focus is to 
improve air quality, rather than simply avoid it becoming worse.   The AQP controls point 
source discharges, but it does not directly control emissions from vehicles.   

4.29 I have undertaken an assessment of the relevant provisions of the NRMP and AQP (Appendix 
B).  As the NRMP is an integrated plan, my assessment includes consistency with the district 
parts of the NRMP, as well as the regional parts of the NRMP.  Although a district plan 
assessment is not required under section 75, I believe it is appropriate to assess the Plan Change 
against both the district and regional parts of the NRMP.  This has been undertaken because the 
NRMP is an integrated regional and district plan, to identify policy consistency, and to identify 
formatting consistency and how well the amendments integrate with the NRMP.  My assessment 
is summarised as follows:   

a) the Plan Change, as notified, is inconsistent with a number of relevant NRMP and AQP 
provisions; 

b) consistency is not achieved with the AQP which seeks a net reduction in air discharges 
(including reduced emissions from the transport sector), particularly within the 
Tahunanui Air Shed within which the site is located – however this could be mitigated by 
modifications to the Plan Change;  

c) further modifications would be needed to the proposed Plan Change amendments, as 
notified, to achieve consistency with exiting policies; 

d) for example, the proposed amendments are not specific to the subject site, and 
erroneously infer that LFR is provided for in general anywhere within Industrial Zones 
(and beyond);  

e) modifications may also be needed to achieve policy consistency, to parts of the NRMP 
which the Plan Change has not sought to change (in particular chapter 9, Suburban 
Commercial Zone); 

f) modifications needed to the proposed Plan Change are extensive; 

g) there is a legal question as to whether such extensive modifications, including 
modifications to the NRMP which have not been publicly notified, are within the scope 
of the Plan Change as it was notified. 

4.30 My overall assessment is that the Plan Change, as notified, is inconsistent with parts of the 
NRMP and the AQP, and it does not integrate well with these documents as drafted.  These 
inconsistencies may reduce the plan’s effectiveness in achieving the purpose of the RMA 
(sustainable management). I note that submitters have reached similar conclusions. 

 

 

 

Management Plans and Strategies Prepared under Other Acts 

4.31 Section 74 of the RMA requires that plan changes shall have regard to management plans and 
strategies prepared under other Acts.   
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Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP) 

4.32 Council’s LTCCP prepared under the Local Government Act sets out Council’s funding 
provision for 10 years (to 2016), and sets out the community outcomes.  The LTCCP made 
provision for an upgrade of the Nayland Rd / Quarantine roundabout in 2005/06.  This work has 
been completed.   

4.33 As indicated by the traffic reports, the proposal will require a further upgrade of the SH6 / 
Quarantine Rd intersection, and possibly other intersections.  There is no budget provision in the 
LTCCP for any further upgrades or improvements in respect of the site or its surrounds.  This 
Plan Change therefore may have budget implications for Council’s programmed roading 
upgrade.   

4.34 The LTCCP also contains a number of high level community outcomes.  Because these are 
general in nature, they are able to be interpreted in different ways.  My interpretation of the 
community outcomes assessed against the proposal is as follows: 

 

Table 1: LTCCP Community Outcomes  
Outcome Relevance Assessment 

Healthy land, sea, air and water: 
We protect the natural environment 

 

High Inconsistent – retailing as proposed will increase vehicle emissions, but 
these could be mitigated through Plan Change modifications 

People-friendly places: We build 
healthy, accessible and attractive 
places and live in a sustainable 
region 

 

High Inconsistent – Council’s retail assessment shows the Plan Change as 
notified is likely to have an adverse effect on the Nelson CBD, with 
consequential adverse effects on the City and regional land use pattern.  

A strong economy: We all benefit 
from a sustainable, innovative and 
diversified economy 

 

High Inconsistent – while the Plan Change would increase economic wealth 
relating to the subject site, Council’s retail report shows a high 
likelihood of net negative economic impacts on existing retailers in both 
Nelson’s and Tasman’s commercial areas. 

Kind, healthy people: We are part 
of a welcoming, safe, inclusive and 
healthy community 

 

Moderate Most likely consistent. 

A fun, creative culture: We are 
proud of our creative local culture 
and regional identity 

 

Low / 
none 

n/a 

Good leadership: Our leaders are 
proactive, innovative, and inclusive 

 

None n/a 

 

 

 

Regional Land Transport Strategy (RLTS) 
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4.35 At the time of drafting this report, the Council is preparing a review of its 2002 RLTS.  This 
review is on hold until the Corridor Study has been finalised.  At the time of drafting this report, 
public consultation on the Corridor Study was imminent. 

4.36 Insufficient information has been provided to enable Council’s traffic consultant to conclude 
whether there will be any roading implications.  Transit New Zealand has submitted in particular 
on the SH6 / Quarantine Rd intersection.  Effects of increased traffic generated from the site are 
also likely to occur beyond this intersection.   

4.37 The timing of the Plan Change ahead of finalising  the RLTS means that any significant 
intersection or roading upgrades will be able to be identified within the RLTS as specific 
projects.   

 

Historic places register entries 

4.38 There are no historic places entries registered for this site.   

 

Iwi planning documents 

4.39 There is only one Iwi Planning Document which has been registered with the Council.  This is 
the Nga Taonga Tuku Iho Ki Whakatu Management Plan, which sets out the iwi perspective of 5 
manawhenua iwi in Te Tau Ihu (top of the south).  The plan is structured around the spiritual 
dimensions of wind and air (discharge of contaminants), the people, trees and birds, water and 
cultivated foods. Of direct relevance to this Plan Change is the Iwi Management Plan’s key 
objectives for urban planning and land management.  These are: 

• The mauri (life-force) of nga whenua (the land) is healthy and able to support nga 
tangata, indigenous flora and fauna. 

• Nga whenua provides sustenance for present and future generations. 

• Waahi tapu (sacred places) are protected from the adverse effects of land use. 

4.40 There are a number of supporting policies and desired actions associated with urban planning 
and land management. These revolve around iwi participation, partnership and stewardship of 
the land resource, including appropriate processes.  

4.41 Various iwi have submitted in opposition, with concerns relating to consistent administration of 
the NRMP, the Plan change being contrary to Part II of the Act, and not providing security for 
use of iwi lands and assets.   

4.42 My assessment is that the Plan Change generally aligns with the desired actions in the Iwi 
Management Plan, and that the rezoning will not of itself adversely affect the identified iwi 
values in the Iwi Management Plan.   
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5. KEY PLANNING ISSUES  

Background – Existing Retailing Framework 
5.1 Nelson City’s retail landscape is represented by a Central Business District (CBD), and suburban 

commercial nodes (e.g. Tahunanui and Stoke).  The significant retail hub of Richmond and 
towns like Motueka complete the regional retail landscape. 

5.2 Nelson City Council has an integrated and consistent approach to promoting sustainable 
management of the CBD, through a “centres-based approach” to retailing focusing on the CBD 
as the “core”.  As noted by submitters, the plan change proponents have interpreted “centres-
based” as meaning that retailing occurs in different centres through the city, and that their 
proposal is therefore consistent with this approach as it provides a new centre.  While “centres-
based” does include dispersed retail nodes, there is also a clear focus on the CBD as a core 
retailing and commercial area.  The Plan Change does not give sufficient weight to this aspect.  
The issue is therefore the scale of the proposed new centre, and its relationship with and impact 
on existing centres. 

5.3 The Council has a number of non-statutory and statutory documents which provide evidence for 
a centres-based approach to retailing.  This approach is a consistent theme found in the following 
documents produced by Council: 

• The Inner City Strategy (1995). 

• The Inner City Enhancement Strategy (1999). 

• The “lanes and linkages” study (1999). 

• The provisions of the NRMP. 

• The LTCCP outcomes. 

• Nelson Urban Growth Strategy (NUGS). 

• Annual Plans. 

• Asset Management Plans. 

5.4 The most recent document is NUGS, which was adopted in 2006.  NUGS has a confirmed 
strategy for Nelson’s City Centre as the “cultural and commercial heart of the Nelson-Tasman 
region”.  NUGS is also being implemented through the Nelson Richmond Futures Working 
Group.  This group comprises staff and councillors from Tasman District Council and Nelson 
City Council, and was formed to implement the regional aspects of NUGS and Tasman District 
Council’s strategic land use planning.  The group takes a regional land use planning approach to 
providing for future residential, industrial and retail needs.   

5.5 The following map was presented to the Nelson Richmond Futures Working Group to illustrate 
the development concept proposed by NUGS and the Richmond Development Study.  I have 
shown on this map the Catal site. The map provides a useful context for how the Catal site fits 
within the wider regional urban development strategy.  I note the map identifies proposed future 
commercial land at Lower Queen Street. 
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5.6 The Council’s retailing approach is also reflected in the level of public investment in Nelson’s 
CBD and other centres like Stoke and Tahunanui, and the range of community activities which 
are synergized by co-locating with retailing.  This investment is considerable, and has been 
undertaken over a number of decades.  It involves ongoing financial commitment as part of the 
Council’s LTCCP and Annual Plans.  Examples of the level of public investment include, but is 
not limited to the following: 

Nelson CBD (City Centre and Fringe) 

• Trafalgar Street roading amenity improvements includes street side cafes. 

• Traffic calming, raised pedestrian crossings, street furniture and heritage lighting. 

• Establishment of parking squares. 

• Establishment of the I-Site Visitor Centre as the “gateway” into Nelson CBD. 

• Hanging baskets, landscaping and public art. 

• Maitai River enhancement including strategic road closure. 

• Use of public space for the Saturday Market. 

• Proposed performing arts and conference centre. 

• Nelson’s main public library. 

• Suter art gallery. 

• Support for retention and preservation of significant heritage buildings.  

• Museum. 

• Theatre Royal. 

• School of Music. 

• Trafalgar Centre. 

• Trafalgar Park. 

• Carnivals and events, including street trading, busking, and regular summertime festivals. 

Tahunanui Suburban Commercial Zone 

• Tahunanui Structure Plan and enhancement of the public space around the library. 

• Significant roading improvements. 

• Tahunanui Community library. 

Stoke 

• Street amenity enhancements. 

• Public sculpture(s). 

• Stoke public library. 

• Provision of public car parking. 

5.7 The intention of this list is to demonstrate the current vibrancy and social diversity of Nelson’s 
existing retail centres.  In addition to public investment, the Nelson CBD is undergoing 
significant private investment for retailing and offices, such as Wakatu House and Fashion 
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Island.  This further reinforces the CBD’s role as the City’s, and the region’s, centre of 
commerce and retail.   

5.8 This level of private and public investment combine with the strong heritage aspects of the CBD, 
the “café culture”, and associated tourism, to make Nelson’s CBD a vibrant and thriving retail, 
social and community centre.  This is reflected in above average Nelson CBD land values, and a 
retailing presence within Nelson’s CBD being sought after.   

NRMP 

5.9 It is considered important to outline the approach to retailing under the NRMP as it currently 
exists.  Although the Plan Change proposes amendments to many of the relevant provisions, 
identifying the existing approach is necessary to provide a starting point against which to assess 
the proposed amendments. 

5.10 The NRMP has a particular focus on the CBD, as set out in Policy DO16.1.1.  
policy DO16.1.1 zones 

2. Inner City Zone 

 A City Centre which provides a strong and vibrant focus to the city, together with a 
City Fringe which supports and complements the City Centre. 

5.11 The Inner City Zone is differentiated into two parts: the pedestrian-oriented City Centre and the 
vehicle-oriented City Fringe, as set out in Objective IC 1: 

A compact and convenient pedestrian oriented environment within the City Centre, which 
is supported and complemented by a predominantly vehicle oriented City Fringe of self-
contained sites.       

5.12 The City Centre is mostly contained within the ‘ring roads’ of Collingwood St, Halifax St, 
Rutherford St, and Selwyn Place, and is described in the NRMP as “the heart of the city” and “a 
commercial, cultural, tourist and recreational focal point to the city” .  The City Fringe more or 
less surrounds the City Centre and comprises service industries, LFR, supermarkets, offices, the 
Nelson Institute of Technology, wholesaling, car yards and some retailing.   

5.13 The Plan must be read as a whole, as noted in AD3.2.  This is explicitly reinforced by IN1.2.ii, 
which refers the reader specifically to the objectives and policies of the Inner City and Suburban 
Commercial Zone. 

5.14 Policy IC1.1 focuses on the strength of the City Centre, and highlights activities adversely 
affecting the Centre whether on their own or in combination with other activities.  In other 
words, forming alternative centres to the detriment of the City Centre. 

Activities should not set up in locations, where singly or together with other activities, 
they are likely to have a significant adverse effect on the role of the City Centre as the 
focal point for the City.  Special provision should be made for small scale activities in 
Nile Street West. 

5.15 The Explanation and Reasons explain further the Council’s approach. The first paragraph in the 
explanation to Policy IC1.1 makes the case for the City Centre being sustainably managed: 

 IC1.1.i The policy is concerned with adverse effects of activities on the City 
Centre.  The City Centre is a physical resource in terms of the Act’s definition of 
natural and physical resources.  When considered in conjunction with the definition of 
‘environment’ the City Centre is an aspect of the Nelson City community that should 
be sustained.   

5.16 The second paragraph stresses that it is the City Centre as social and cultural hub that is being 
sustained, and not individual businesses: 
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 IC1.1.ii  The policy addresses the City Centre as an entity, and does not seek to 
protect particular existing activities.   

5.17 The Explanation at IC1.1.ii goes on to say: 
 As noted in ICd.4, the City Centre is the commercial, cultural, tourist and recreational 

focal point to the city.  The policy is concerned with the vitality of the City Centre as a 
whole.  The City Centre is a complex interaction between the physical environment, 
including heritage buildings, landscaping, parking and traffic control, and the 
activities that occur within the area.  

 IC1.1.iii Certain activities setting up outside the City Centre can lead to a decline 
in the role of the Centre as a focal point for a range of purposes.  Retailing is the 
activity with the greatest potential impact.  This is because it is a major attractant of 
people.  

5.18 The Explanation under IC1.1.iii goes on to say: 
 IC1.1.iv The City Centre has had a major investment of public money to support its 

role as a community focal point e.g. the creation of the parking squares, paving, 
planting and addition of street furniture, street closures and the development of the 
ring road system.  Any significant decline in the City Centre would also threaten the 
viability of many heritage buildings which make a significant contribution to the 
character of Nelson, and the City Centre in particular.   

5.19 The NRMP currently provides for LFR as a permitted activity within the City Centre (subject to 
design and appearance controls).  LFR is a controlled activity in the City Fringe if over 2500 m2 

and if on or within 50m of the ring road.  LFR elsewhere in the City Fringe is a discretionary 
activity.  

5.20 Other policies in the Inner City zone address: 

• the preferred location of LFR within the City Centre, otherwise close to the City Centre 
with good physical links to the Centre (Policy IC1.2); 

• movement of traffic to the City Centre (and parking for it) while discouraging vehicles 
within the City Centre (IC1.3, 1.4, 1.6); 

• the importance of compactness and consolidation to create an easily walked centre 
(IC1.7); and 

• the provision of a safe and interesting pedestrian environment (IC1.8 and 1.9). 

5.21 The remaining policies in the Inner City zone address the built amenity in the City Centre and 
the activities necessary to achieve the objective of the City Centre providing a strong and vibrant 
focus to the city.   

5.22 The NRMP’s centres-based approach focused around the core CBD is consistent with 
Environment Court case law, in Westfield v Upper Hutt City Council (W44/2001) at para 167 
and para 61, and also St Lukes v North Shore City Council (A041/01, para 57), which focuses on 
the validity of the approach in terms of sustainable management: 

 “The plan’s centres based strategy as we conceive it is not aimed at protecting vested interests 
as such, but at recognising the value to the district’s people and communities of the City’s 
centres, and the “enabling” benefits stemming from such centres now and in the future.”  

5.23 The logic of the NRMP’s approach is also reflected in the Council’s retail report by Market 
Economics.  

5.24 The existing NRMP zoning and retail framework has served the City well, and has achieved the 
land use pattern and community outcomes sought in the various strategy documents.  
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Significantly, the NRMP has also provided for a number of LFR activities in three different 
zones in and around the CBD.  A sample of existing LFR in and around the CBD is as follows.  
This list does not include all LFR.   

Table 2: Existing CBD LFR Activities  

Zone LFR (represented by large floor area)  Established as 

City Centre Briscoes, Rebel Sports, Warehouse 
Stationary, Farmers 

Permitted activities within the City Centre 
Zone – note, there are no floor area or retail 
type restrictions on LFR within the City 
Centre Zone  

City Fringe Warehouse expansion, Smiths City, 
Spotlight, Woolworths, No.1 Shoe 
Warehouse, New World, Fresh Choice, 
Retravision, Colourplus 

Controlled activities if larger than 2500m2 

GFA and within 50m of ring road, otherwise 
discretionary activities. 

City Industrial 
Zone (Vanguard 
St) 

Harvey Norman (under appeal)  Discretionary activity 

5.25 Beyond the city centre, the NRMP also permits some large scale format retail within the 
Suburban Commercial Zones, with a GFA limit of 800m2 as a permitted activity in Tahunanui, 
and 1600m2 at Stoke.  There are no restrictions on the retail types within the Suburban 
Commercial Zones. These floorplate limitations further reinforce the importance of the City 
Centre as the retail focal point.  This is a relevant consideration in assessing impacts of the Plan 
Change on those smaller retail centres. 

5.26 This background provides a relevant baseline against which to consider the policy impact of the 
proposed Plan Change.  It demonstrates that the Plan Change proposes quite a fundamental shift 
in policy, from a strong focus on retaining a strong retail centre in and around the CBD to a more 
dispersed retail pattern and provision for Nelson City’s second biggest retail centre.  Of 
particular relevance is the documented commitment to retaining the CBD as the City’s retail and 
commercial centre, expressed through the NRMP as well as other Council documents. 

 

 17



Retail distribution and retail effects 

5.27 The Plan Change is presented as a large format overlay, based on demand for a specific type of 
retailing.  The Plan Change request includes a retail assessment by Marketplace NZ.  Council 
commissioned an independent review of this assessment by Market Economics (Appendix E).   

5.28 The retail experts arrive at quite different conclusions, but do agree on a number of points, 
including their estimates for Food and Grocery spend ($$).  Key differences are as follows: 

Table 3: Retail Reports, Key Differences 

Issue Plan Change 
request 
(Marketplace NZ) 

Council’s review (Market Economics) 

Size of LFR 500m2 minimum 500m2 minimum with grounds for 1000m2 as the lower 
threshold for LFR 

Future employment 
growth to 2026 

29% growth (more 
retail demand) 

23% growth 

Tourist spending Not included in retail 
assessment 

Included 

General Merchandise 
spend ($$) to 2026 

$356.1m  $370.9m (excluding tourist spend) 

Future demand for 
retail GFA floorspace 
to 2026 

Range from 33,700m2 
to 53,700m2

38,700m2 total (25,160m2 for LFR) 

Cap on floor area 30,000 GFA cap will 
limit the retail area 

GFA cap will not limit overall retailing as retailing with 
outdoor storage is excluded from the cap.   

Availability of existing 
land in Nelson for LFR 

No suitable land 
available in Nelson 

There are opportunities for LFR in the City Fringe, with LFR 
having been successfully provided for through the consent 
process (4 LFR resource consents have been approved in 
Industrial Zones – Harvey Norman, Mitre 10 Mega, Bunnings, 
Placemakers). 

Mitre 10 assessment Included within 
overall 30,000m2 
GFA cap 

Assessed as not being within cap 

Future growth effect on 
retail distribution 

Future growth will 
offset any retail flight 
to subject site 

Future growth will not fully offset any retail flight 

Retail distribution 
effects ($$ spends)on 
existing retail centres  
to 2026 

Not assessed Nelson CBD - 6% to 10% loss 

Stoke, Richmond and Motueka – 6% to 10% loss 

Assessed as significant  

Travel efficiency No significant effects The plan change likely to result in travel inefficiency through 
increased trips  

Social and community 
effects 

No significant effects Loss of retailing in Nelson CBD will adversely affect CBD 
social amenity  
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5.29 The key differences are summarised in the Market Economics report as follows: 

“The scale and nature of the proposed Plan Change will directly affect the form and function of 
Nelson-Tasman urban area, and specifically the Nelson CBD by enabling a sizeable competing 
centre to establish in a distant location with cheaper location costs.  The changes will have 
consequent effects on urban amenity, in terms of how the central city functions as a retail 
destination, the efficiency of consumer travel, and the social amenity delivered by the CBD.” [pg 
11] 

5.30 I note that Market Economics have assessed the retail effects as being region-wide, also affecting 
Richmond and Motueka.   

5.31 Neither retail assessment has considered the future of Lower Queen Street3 in any detail.  This is 
appropriate given the uncertainty around what zoning may eventuate there.   

5.32 Both retail assessments focus on loss of retail spending.  The Market Economics report makes 
particular comment on retail redistribution (‘retail flight’) from existing centres to the subject 
site.   

5.33 I have also reviewed relevant Environment Court cases.  My interpretation of these cases is that 
there is a clear distinction between purely trade competition effects (which cannot be taken into 
account) and wider social and community effects on an established retail centre.  It is therefore 
appropriate to consider the wider and social economic effects of this Plan Change on established 
retail centres.   

5.34 In considering retail effects, and having reviewed both retail reports, I have adopted the findings 
of Market Economics.   This assessment applies a more precautionary approach, and includes a 
more thorough assessment of potential impacts from the proposal.  Market Economics’ findings 
also align closely with my own assessment of the Plan Change.  My assessment is therefore 
limited to matters not covered by the Market Economics assessment, and to highlighting their 
key findings. 

Assessment 

5.35 The Plan Change relies on three criteria to avoid wholesale retail flight from other established 
retail centres.  These are: 

• limitation on retailers being a ‘trade supply outlet’  

• a 500m2 minimum GFA threshold for ‘individual retail outlets’  

• and a limit of 1200m2 or 4% in total for restaurants, takeaways and retail services 
(defined in the Plan).   

5.36 The purported limitation on “trade supply outlets” will not prevent retail flight for various 
reasons.  Firstly, the definition for “trade supply” is in fact not limited to retailing to the 
tradespersons, but also allows retailing to the general public.  Secondly, the definitions include a 
general “out” clause that in effect does not limit retailing to those retailers listed.  For example, 
Office Product Supplier “means a business primarily engaged in selling goods for office-type use 
or consumption and without limiting the generality of this term, includes suppliers of…” 

5.37 Office product suppliers and other defined retail types are in fact not limited to the activities 
described, and the wording used raises interpretative uncertainty.  Furthermore, “trade supply 
outlets” do not have a minimum floor area threshold.  The definitions, and trade supply outlet 
limitation will be therefore ineffective in limiting the type and range of retailing which they are 
described as doing.     

                                                 
3 Proposals by private developers and Tasman District Council for providing for business / commercial / industrial activities 
in Lower Queen Street, Richmond. 

 19



5.38 Market Economics have identified this as a key issue with the Overlay allowing a mix of retail 
types which would compete directly with the CBD and other existing centres.  

“More significantly, however, the direct consequence of the LFSO will be the 
establishment of a substantial new centre in the Main Industrial area.  This centre will be 
the third largest centre in the Nelson urban area, with sales of around $104m compared 
with $398m in the CBD, and around half the size of Richmond.  The LFSO area will be 
considerably larger than the Stoke centre, with estimated sales of some $68m. This 
means that the new centre would account for around 15% of total retail sales in Nelson 
City, and 12% in urban Nelson.”  [pg 27] 

5.39 A commonly accepted threshold for LFR appears to be around 500m2 GFA, which is the 
proposed minimum for retail activities.  Market Economics agrees this threshold is suitable but 
also state that there are grounds for a higher minimum threshold of 1000m2 with stores of “..the 
500-1000m2 range defined as ‘medium format’” (pg 33).  While this provides an easily 
enforceable threshold, it could result in unintended planning outcomes.  As an example, a survey 
conducted by Marketplace NZ of Nelson CBD floor areas4 shows 25 individual stores in the 
CBD, ranging in floor area from 400m2 to 860m2.  Of these, an estimated 11 (44% of all stores 
over 300m2 in the Inner City) exceed 500m2.  Based on the GFA threshold these stores are large 
format and would be eligible for relocation to the subject site on the basis of floor area.  This 
reinforces the significance of retail mix in the Catal site, as identified in the Market Economics 
assessment.   

5.40 Similarly, the minimum floor area threshold may also not prevent retailers smaller than 500m2 
relocating. For some smaller retailers this may represent an opportunity for bigger premises, with 
a number of pull incentives including free parking, direct customer access, key anchor tenants, 
most probably competitive rents, and the novelty factor associated with a new centre.  Such 
relocation could further increase pressure for smaller format or an increased range of retail types, 
through the resource consent process.  Market Economics have assessed smaller retailer 
relocation as “…one likely outcome is the re-location of established retail activity from existing 
centres to the Quarantine Road site.” (page 34). The Plan Change requestor’s own survey of 
existing Nelson CBD floor areas shows a number of CBD retailers at or around 450m2 to 550m2 
in area.  This suggests that 500m2 is too small to discourage relocation from the CBD. A larger 
floor area may be more effective in discouraging retail flight by smaller retailers, but only if 
accompanied by restrictions on the retail type.  By way of comparison, the City Centre Fringe 
Zone threshold for large format (as controlled activities) is 2500m2.   

5.41 The provision of accessible and free parking also creates an imbalance between the proposal and 
other Nelson retail centres.  Access to easy (and free) parking would give small format retailers a 
distinct advantage (and a strong incentive to relocate) over retailers in the CBD. Creation of the 
third largest retail centre in the region with free parking would also be likely to attract existing 
customers away from the Nelson CBD.  This could have negative effects on the efficiency and 
utilization of considerable public investment in the existing CBD. Further, it could also erode the 
income generated by parking fees to sustain ongoing public investment within the CBD.  

5.42 CBD retailing provides a key anchor for cohesive and integrated community and social 
activities, such as libraries, performing arts, the Saturday market etc, and this synergy is clearly 
evident within the Nelson CBD.  It is also evident at Tahunanui and Stoke. Market Economics 
assesses the social and community impacts of the Plan Change as follows: 

“The scale and nature of the proposed Plan Change will directly affect the form and 
function of the Nelson-Tasman urban area, and specifically the Nelson CBD, by enabling 
a sizeable competing centre to establish in a distant location with cheaper location costs.  
The changes will have consequent effects on urban amenity, in terms of how the central 

                                                 
4 Plan Change request, appendix 7, “Response to Further Information” page 6. 
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city functions as a retail destination, the efficiency of consumer travel, and the social 
amenity delivered by the CBD”. [pg 33] 

5.43 Given this, the Plan Change has the potential to ‘de-couple’ retailing from social amenity, and to 
undermine the social fabric and vibrancy of the City Centre, Stoke and Tahunanui.  By way of 
example, I am aware through my own research that LFR in Christchurch outside the CBD has 
led to retail flight from the Christchurch CBD.  This has resulted in Christchurch City Council 
proposing a variation (CCC Plan Variation 86) to address this issue.  The effects of similar retail 
flight in Nelson would be exacerbated with its smaller economic buffer, as identified in the 
Market Economics report “In this case, where the CBD (including the Fringe) accounts for some 
68% of Nelson’s total retail activity, a relatively small impact in percentage terms of 5-8% may 
be considered quite significant, especially as the flow-on effects (for example, from reduced 
people activity in the CBD) are likely to affect a similarly high share of household service 
activities.” [page 25].      

5.44 The Plan Change retail assessment suggests that future growth will offset any loss of trade.  
However, the Market Economics assessment is that there will still be a net loss in retailing in 
established centres, even taking into account future growth.   

5.45 Further issues identified in the Market Economic report include: 

• Loss of key anchor stores to the proposed site (pg 21). 

• Confirmation of Nelson CBD as the region’s main retail centre (pg 23). 

• Nelson CBD will experience the most significant impacts in terms of dollars (-$33.4m) 
and percentage of trade (-8%, page 25). 

• Region-wide effects including loss of trade in Richmond and Motueka. 

• The proposed site will be “considerably larger” and more dominant than Stoke (page 
27). 

• The scale of the plan change will enable a significant shift in the patterns of retail and  
service activity in Nelson City, affecting urban form and function across all of the 
Nelson-Tasman into the long term (page 32). 

• Adopting the plan change is likely to result in potentially significant adverse effects on 
urban form and efficiency and social amenity (page 32). 

5.46 Market Economics’ assessment includes the following:  

“The implications of the Large Format Store Overlay on Nelson-Tasman’s urban form 
will be significant.  The Overlay presents an opportunity for all future LFR growth to 
concentrate in a new, low cost location with easier development opportunities.  This 
means that the CBD, Stoke and Richmond will have no opportunity to grow 
incrementally in line with growth for LFR retail, and also risk losing some key anchor 
stores to the new Quarantine Road centre. [pg 21] 

The key issue in this instance is not the level of SFR that would be allowed within this 
development, but the overall scale of development which would account for 78% of total 
future retail floorspace growth to 2026, including 100% of LFR requirements.” [pg 33] 

5.47 To put scale into perspective, as notified the Plan Change would permit 40 individual retail 
outlets (except for supermarkets), limited to the 500m2 minimum floor area.  Restaurants, 
takeaway food outlets and retail services are limited to 1,200m2 in total, but with no restrictions 
on floor area.  This assessment assumes that Mitre 10 is included within the 30,000m2 GFA cap.  

5.48 In summary I have adopted the Market Economics conclusions, and consider there to be a high 
probability of the Plan Change as notified, resulting in the following retail impacts: 
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• Loss in retail trade in dollar terms, in existing established centres, Nelson CBD and Stoke 
in particular but also Richmond and Motueka. 

• Retail flight of existing retailers, of various types, to the proposed new overlay, including 
loss of key anchor brands in existing centres and loss of small format retailers. 

• Adverse effects on the retail and social cohesion and overall vibrancy of the Nelson CBD 
and Stoke. 

• Consequential loss of social amenity, and the wider community function served by the 
Nelson CBD in particular. 

 

Traffic 

5.49 Council has received a report from Beca on traffic implications for local roads (refer 
Appendix D).  The purpose of this report is to review the traffic assessment submitted with the 
plan change. Transit New Zealand has submitted in respect of the State Highway.   

5.50 The Beca review of the Plan Change’s traffic report identifies some potential problems with 
right turns out of Pascoe Street into Quarantine Road as follows:  

“We note that the right turn movement out of Pascoe Street at the Quarantine Road intersection is 
expected to experience high average delays per vehicle with corresponding LOS post development of F 
in the AM peak hour and E in the PM peak hour.  While the poor LOS is undesirable we note that the 
expected LOS is consistent with that for the complying (baseline) development scenario and therefore 
the effect of the proposed development on this movement have a less than minor effect.” [page 8] 

5.51 The Beca report also notes the risk of queue lengths on Quarantine Road extending through the 
Pascoe / Quarantine Rd intersection.   

“We have some concern that the queue on the Quarantine Road west approach to the roundabout may 
extend through to the Quarantine / Pascoe intersection.  The modelling shows that the 95th percentile 
queues would be 55m long and 34m long on this approach during the AM and PM peak hours 
respectively.”  [page 8]  

5.52 During pm peak (between 4.30pm and 5.30pm), I have observed on a number of occasions, the 
queue length extending well down Quarantine Road through the Pascoe St intersection.  I have 
also observed a pm peak queue extending for some way down Pascoe Street.  Observed queue 
lengths I would estimate typically extend 200m to 300m down Quarantine Road from the State 
Highway intersection, and 100m to 150m down Pascoe Street.   

5.53 The modelling undertaken by Traffic Design Group indicates shorter queue lengths than those I 
have observed during pm peak.  My observation is that the Pascoe/Quarantine/SH6 route is a 
popular alternative route by evening southbound commuters, as this avoids the SH6 queues 
caused by right hand give way at the Annesbrook roundabout.   

5.54 The Beca review and the Plan Change traffic report both identify pm movements through this 
intersection as an existing (“baseline”) problem.  The Beca review concludes that the additional 
traffic from the retail development would have a minor impact on the existing Pascoe St right 
turn, and that there is sufficient capacity for a left turn from Pascoe St onto Quarantine Rd.   

5.55 The Beca review also identifies information gaps in the Plan Change traffic assessment.  The 
information gaps comprise the following: 

• Some anomaly with the pm peak modeled traffic flow. 

• Confirmation of the accuracy of the strategic model. 
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• Additional modelling is required for Saturday pm peak (notably, Saturday pm peak 
which has the highest trip numbers, has not been modeled or assessed as part of the Plan 
Change). 

• Confirm the adequacy of intersection capacity. 

5.56 This information was requested, and has been provided in part.  I understand the outstanding 
information was imminent at the time of completing my report.  While reporting deadlines 
precluded this from being included in the Traffic assessment and my report, an assessment of the 
further information will be provided as an addendum.     

5.57 In terms of the arterial network, Transit New Zealand has submitted that the Quarantine / SH6 
roundabout will be “significantly over capacity” with the full development, and that the 
requestor’s traffic report conclusions “vastly differ” from their own results.  Transit have not 
expressed any concerns in respect of network effects beyond the Quarantine Rd / SH6 
intersection.  The effect of the proposed retail development on the site is to advance the upgrade 
of this intersection ahead of any programmed upgrade.   

5.58 The key issues are the effect on the arterial network, and the mechanism for funding any upgrade 
ahead of that planned by Transit.  According to Transit’s submission, effects on the arterial 
network can be mitigated by intersection upgrade(s).  In terms of funding, there are broadly three 
possible mechanisms for doing this: 

• Through the Council’s Development Contributions Policy for Council roads. 

• Through the Regional Land Transport Strategy (RLTS). 

• Through the Plan Change. 

5.59 The Council’s Development Contribution Policy makes some provision for intersection upgrades 
resulting from the corridor study.  However, there are no specific contributions for upgrades of 
the Quarantine Rd / SH6 intersection. 

5.60 The RLTS is under review, and is likely to identify significant projects requiring funding.  If the 
Plan Change is adopted, necessary intersection upgrades will most likely be identified in the 
RLTS, and this would be used as the basis for funding.  

5.61 The NRMP Development Impact Levies (under the financial contributions section), have been 
replaced by the Development Contributions Policy under the Local Government Act.  Financial 
contributions for RMA purposes remain within the NRMP.   

5.62 Finally, the proposed Plan Change itself could be modified to include new financial 
contributions to offset the traffic and intersection effects from the proposal.  They might take the 
form of a new financial contribution rule specifically for any development or subdivision of the 
Catal site. 

5.63 Traffic summary: 

• The Beca review of the traffic report identifies queue lengths and the Pascoe St / 
Quarantine Rd intersection as potentially affected.  This is an existing problem, and the 
review concludes that effects of additional traffic from the proposed development would 
be minor.   Given the existing pm peak problems, there may be some cumulative effect 
from the proposal, particularly if the Quarantine Rd / SH6 roundabout is not upgraded 
concurrently with the site development.   

• Further information is required to enable an overall assessment of the proposal on the 
Council roading network and intersections, in particular Saturday peak trip numbers and 
the effects on intersections.   
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• Increased traffic from the site will have an adverse effect on the functioning of the 
arterial (State Highway) network. 

• Modelling has indicated that this effect would occur eventually, irrespective of whether 
the site was developed for retail or industrial. 

• The effect of the Plan Change is to bring forward the Quarantine Rd / State Highway 6 
intersection upgrade ahead of scheduled upgrades. 

• These effects are able to be identified and addressed through the RLTS review, which is 
yet to be finalised and into which Transit is having significant input.  The RLTS would 
be used as the basis for funding any upgrades. 

• The funding contribution from Catal towards the Quarantine Rd / State Highway 6 
intersection upgrade is a key issue.  This may be able to be addressed through additional 
modifications to the Plan Change.  Alternatively, and preferably, a separate funding 
agreement could be negotiated between the various parties.       

 

Loss of Industrial Land 

5.64 Scarcity of the industrial land resource has been raised as an issue by submitters.  A valuation 
report on industrial land supply has been provided with the Plan Change (from Telfer Young) 
and this has been reviewed by Duke and Cooke for Council (Appendix F).  These two reports 
broadly reach similar conclusions, summarised as follows: 

• Industrial Zoned land is regionally a scarce and limited land resource. 

• Current uptake in Tahunanui, Stoke and Richmond is around 5-6 ha p.a. 

• There is around 10 years supply of industrial land available. 

• There is sufficient industrially zoned land to meet short term demand. 

• Additional industrial zoned land is needed (regionally).  

• There is a high degree of uncertainty about the future expansion of industrial zoning in 
Lower Queen Street, if any, and rezoning cannot be assumed. 

• Unless further land is made available regionally for industrial land, the Plan Change 
would affect industrial land supply over the medium term (10 plus years). 

5.65 At the time of drafting this report, Tasman District Council is considering a resource consent for 
Lower Queen street which, if granted, would provide a limited amount of additional land for 
business activity.  TDC itself has publicly declared its preference for a business park on the same 
site.  The outcome of zoning future industrial land is therefore too uncertain to attach any weight 
to.   

5.66 Environment Court guidance on industrial land supply is provided in Affco New Zealand v 
Napier CC, W082/2004.  That case relates to a resource consent application to establish LFR 
within an existing Industrial Zone in Napier.   Although a resource consent rather than a Plan 
Change, I consider that case has relevance to the Catal proposal by virtue of a number of 
similarities: 

• Both relate to LFR within an existing Industrial Zone. 

• Physical constraints to further industrial development in the Napier CBD comparable 
with Nelson (sea and hills). 

 24



• A regional industrial land resource shared between two neighbouring authorities (Napier 
and Hastings – similar to the Nelson-Richmond regional industrial land use pattern). 

• Close proximity of the Napier Industrial Zone to Napier’s port and airport (again, similar 
to the Tahunanui Industrial Zone).  

5.67 In that case, the Environment Court overturned consent which had been granted, with loss of a 
finite industrial land resource being a key reason. My interpretation of this case is that scarce 
industrial land should be largely preserved for industrial purposes, particularly where it would 
make it difficult for industry to locate elsewhere, and particularly where alternative locations for 
LFR may be available. 

5.68 The retail reports for both the Plan Change and Council have considered the issue of alternative 
locations and land availability.  Evidence presented as part of resource consent RM065172 is 
also relevant.  That application, recently granted late in 2006, relates to a large format Harvey 
Norman store located in an Industrial Zone near the Nelson CBD, and is currently under appeal.  
Evidence presented by Telfer Young for that hearing concluded that within the Nelson CBD, 
there is “opportunity” for sites of 1500m2 to 2500m2 to become available, and that leasing 
options are also available5.  The Market Economics report for the Plan Change reaches similar 
conclusions as follows:  
 
“There are a number of sites that could provide for LFR in the Nelson central area given the 
potential for relocation of existing activities or redevelopment of existing sites, including: 

i. Vacant site on Wakatu Square within the ring road 

ii. New Burger King site (potential for redevelopment of old industrial buildings between 
Burger King and the library) 

iii. Hardy St Mitre 10 (potential for redevelopment) 

iv. Bowater Toyota Site (potential for relocation of activities).” [pg 32]. 

5.69 I would add to this the imminent relocation of the No.1 Shoe Warehouse from Paru Paru Road 
(City Fringe Zone). 

5.70 Therefore, both Telfer Young (through the recent Harvey Norman consent) and Market 
Economics identify opportunity for further large format development within the Nelson CBD.   

5.71 In addition to the opportunities identified by Market Economics, at the time of drafting this 
report, I am also aware of at least two existing opportunities, one being a site for sale of 3362m2 
on the corner of Rutherford and Selwyn Streets, and one of 2277m2 on Collingwood Street.  LFR 
on these sites is a controlled activity within both sites zoned City Fringe.  Other suitable sites 
that I am aware of which were recently available include BJ’s Gym, Farmers, and the former 
Mitre 10 Site, all large format sites within the City Centre.  

5.72 The Telfer Young and Market Economics analysis, and availability of sites in the CBD from 
time to time suitable for LFR, is therefore at odds with the Catal’s retail report, which states 
“there is virtually no zoned capacity for the City to accommodate the burgeoning retail and 
related commercial development demands” (Appendix 7, pg 3).   

5.73 The key issue is therefore not lack of “zoned capacity” for retailing within the CBD, rather the 
availability of sites of suitable size.  The current sites for sale demonstrate that suitable sites do 
become available from time to time.  In my view, the unavailability of suitable sites at any point 
in time is not a sound resource management reason to leapfrog established zoning which is fit for 
purpose, to create the region’s third largest retail destination away from the CBD, and in doing 

                                                 
5 Telfer Young Evidence, RM065172 hearing 
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so to utilise scarce industrial land.  I do not consider this approach to be sustainable management 
as I interpret section 5 of the RMA to mean.   

5.74 One further consideration in respect of finite industrial land is the effect of changing land values. 
The Plan Change valuation report and the Council’s valuation report both identify a market 
expectation for higher land values on the subject site, due to anticipated retail uses.  If the Plan 
Change was to proceed, it is reasonable to assume that any increased land values would ripple 
into neighbouring sites in Pascoe St. Although this aspect has not been addressed in the 
valuation reports or the Plan Change, it does have the potential to further increase expectations 
and pressure for more retailing in the Tahunanui Industrial Zone.  This expectation would be 
exacerbated by the proposed changes to the NRMP.  Some of the proposed changes refer to LFR 
being provided for beyond the Catal site, and imply a generally permissive planning regime for 
out-of-zone LFR.   

5.75 The Tahunanui Industrial Area is one of 6 industrial areas in Nelson, and provides for a wide 
range of industrial activities to occur as of right.  It is to some extent already undergoing an 
incremental land use change.   Examples of recent non-industrial activities include office space 
not “essential and ancillary” to industrial uses (e.g. Polymedia, Computer Concepts, Retail 
Links); retailing (e.g. Lighting Direct and Mitre 10 mega); and other commercial uses (new 
mega-gymnasium).  However, retailing activities in the zone remain few, and the overall 
character and use of the zone remains clearly industrial.  

5.76 Summary: Placing some reliance on the valuation (and retail) reports, the industrial land 
supply issue can be summarised as follows: 

• Industrial zoned land is regionally a scarce resource. 

• Future zoning of industrial land is uncertain and cannot be assumed.  

• There is opportunity for further development of LFR within the Nelson City Fringe 
through the resource consent process (which has been shown to provide for this type of 
retailing). 

• Developing the subject site under the proposed Plan Change could increase expectations 
and pressure for more retailing within and beyond the subject site. 

• The Plan Change will not affect industrial land supply in the short term, but will have a 
medium term effect if no additional industrial land is provided.  

• Suitable sites for LFR do become available within the CBD from time to time, which 
indicates there is sufficient zoned capacity within the CBD for more retailing.   

5.77 Based on this, my assessment is that: 
• There is no compelling resource management reason to create additional retail zoning 

within the Tahunanui Industrial Zone. 
• The Plan Change, as notified, could result in adverse effects on Nelson’s and the region’s 

industrial activities through displacing industrial activities.  
• Retaining an ‘underlying’ industrial zone is unlikely to mitigate this, as the proposer has 

indicated that retailing is the most likely land use even if industrial activities remain 
permitted.   

• Loss of industrial land could be considerably mitigated by additional regionally zoned 
industrial land, but there is a high level of uncertainty around if, when, and how that may 
occur.   

 

Reverse Sensitivity 
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5.78 Submitters in support suggest the Plan Change will not give rise to reverse sensitivity (Nelson 
Bays Brewery, Ras Holdings, H & G Properties, World of Wearable Art, and Chamber of 
Commerce).  One submitter (Wakatu Incorporation) believes reverse sensitivity is a 
consideration. 

5.79 The Environment Court has adopted the following definition for reverse sensitivity: 

“The legal vulnerability of an established activity to complaint from a new land use. It 
arises when an established use is causing adverse environmental impact to nearby land, 
and a new, benign activity is proposed for the land. The “sensitivity” is this: if the new 
use is permitted, the established use may be required to restrict its operations or mitigate 
its effects so as not to adversely affect the new activity.6”  

5.80 The NRMP permits a range of industrial activities in the Industrial Zone.  The policies seek to 
limit incompatible activities, referring to incompatibility between retailing and industrial 
activities.  While the Plan Change proposes to amend policies relating to incompatible activities, 
it does not seek to restrict in any way the type or nature of activities permitted on adjacent sites.  
Examples of the current activities neighbouring or near the property include: 

• Brewery 

• Scrap metal yard 

• Boat sales 

• Automotive workshops 

• Roofing systems 

• Sawmill and wood processing plant 

5.81 Adjoining landowners in support submit they will not be adversely affected.  No submissions 
have been received from any neighbours suggesting that reverse sensitivity effects would occur. 

5.82 Effects which might be expected from permitted activities (existing and new) include dust, noise, 
odour and air discharges.  According to Council records, there have been no complaints from the 
subject site (staff or customers) in respect of adjoining sites.  Environmental Inspections Ltd7 
advise that complaints have been received in respect of discharges to air from the nearby wood 
processing and sawmill sites.   

5.83 The Plan Change increases the potential for reverse sensitivity complaints.  However, the 
absence of complaints from the subject site, and the submissions received from neighbouring 
owners need to be given weight.  In addition, mitigation through building location and 
orientation, possible landscape buffers, and controls on industrial effects in the plan will also 
mitigate the risk of reverse sensitivity.   

5.84 Overall, while the Plan Change increases the potential for reverse sensitivity effects, these 
effects are assessed as minor and can be mitigated by building design and buffers, and by 
existing controls in the NRMP.   

 

                                                 
6 Article by Bruce Pardy and Janine Kerr: Reverse Sensitivity — the Common Law Giveth and the RMA Taketh Away: 
((1999) 3 NZJEL 93, 94) 
7 Brent Higgins, pers comms 
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Energy use & air discharges 

5.85 Submitters have raised concerns about the increased traffic and associated energy use and air 
discharges.  

Energy Use 

5.86 The site is not “greenfields”, and is located in very close proximity to a major arterial network, 
with public transport.  It also builds on existing activities (WOW and Mitre 10).  These factors 
combine so that locationally, the site has potential advantages in terms of serving Nelson City 
and possibly Richmond.  

5.87 Submitters have suggested that the existing Nelson City Fringe would be a more suitable 
location for LFR.  The City Fringe does have similar locational benefits compared with the 
proposed site.  While the Catal site is distinguishable from the City Fringe in terms of its 
proximity to the transport network and location more central to the urban catchment, it will 
result in a new large scale destination centre in its own right.  Both the Plan Change and the 
Council’s traffic reports confirms that the proposal would result in more trips than permitted 
uses, with Beca’s interpretation of the traffic modelling showing a net increase in additional peak 
hour trips of 145% (586 additional peak hour trips).   

5.88 My assessment is that the proposal therefore does not represent efficient energy use because of a 
significant increase in trip generation.   

Discharges 

5.89 Submitters have raised concerns in respect of additional traffic generation and additional 
discharges to the Tahunanui air shed.   

5.90 Further information was requested from the Plan Change requestors relating to an assessment of 
the effects of increase vehicle emissions on the low air quality Tahunanui airshed.  This 
information was not provided, with the Plan Change proponents simply referring to the traffic 
numbers.  The traffic report itself makes no assessment of vehicle emissions, focusing solely on 
road capacity and levels of service.  Further, it provides no analysis of vehicle types (with heavy 
delivery diesel vehicles contributing to more PM emissions).  It is therefore difficult to assess the 
actual effects of emissions from increased traffic without any modelling of those emissions. 

5.91 Notwithstanding this, based on the traffic reports, my assessment is that: 

• There are likely to be both localised and dispersed effects from increased vehicle 
emissions.   

• Increased vehicle discharges in the Tahunanui airshed may offset some of the gains made 
in reducing point source emissions. 

• Increased traffic from the retail development of the site may have the potential to 
adversely affect air quality, particularly in the Tahunanui air shed, but this cannot be 
confirmed without modelling vehicle emissions.   

5.92 I do not consider this issue to be significant, and discharges may be able to be mitigated by 
further modifications to the Plan Change to control or mitigate vehicle emissions. 

 

Effects of climate change (section 7(i) RMA) 

5.93 Climate change is included as a principle of the RMA to be assessed, and has been raised as an 
issue by submitters.  Sea level rise is a consideration as the subject site is located within a site 
identified in the NRMP as being at risk from sea inundation.  I understand the inundation overlay 
in the NRMP is based on an assumed 50cm sea level rise, plus an additional 50cm allowance for 

 28



storm surge.  The Climate Change Office predicts a “most likely” mean sea level rise of between 
30 and 50cm over the next 100 years8, with similar levels for extreme spring tides and / or storm 
surge.  The Quality Planning website suggests plans should allow for a 50cm rise over the next 
100 years.  The NRMP inundation overlay is therefore based on best estimate predictions of sea 
level rise.  

5.94 The site is subject to the inundation overlay irrespective of the type of development undertaken 
on it.  Development of Mitre 10 mega has already been undertaken within the overlay, and 
minimum floor levels would be an appropriate mitigation measure.  In addition, while retailing 
would expose more people to inundation risk than industrial activities, this risk is different from 
the risk to dwellings.  For retail activities, the risk is one of an inconvenience, rather than threat 
to life and limb.   

5.95 On this basis, I do not consider the activity to be at significant risk from the effects of climate 
change.   

 

Urban form and land use pattern of development  

5.96 For reasons already provided (mainly relating to effects on retail distribution), the Plan Change 
is assessed as having the potential to significantly affect the current and future land use pattern 
of Nelson.  Market Economics also come to the same conclusion in their report (page 33): 

 
“The scale and nature of the proposed Plan Change will directly affect the form and 
function of the Nelson-Tasman urban area, and specifically the Nelson CBD, by enabling 
a sizeable competing centre to establish in a distant location with cheaper location costs.  
The changes will have consequent effects on urban amenity, in terms of how the central 
city functions as a retail destination, the efficiency of consumer travel, and the social 
amenity delivered by the CBD.” 

5.97 Specific concerns are: 

• the large scale of the retail development; 

• the adverse social and economic effects on existing retailing centres of retail flight to the 
subject site and loss of retail trade in existing centres, not only in Nelson but also in 
Richmond and Motueka; 

• changing travel patterns (increased vehicle trips overall as a result of a new destination, 
with an increase in localised trips around the site); 

• utilisation of scarce industrial land; 

• possible displacement of industrial activities from the Tahunanui Industrial Zone and 
pressure for industries to relocate out of zone; 

• increased expectation of retail land use in the Tahunanui Industrial Zone, ahead of any 
additional industrial land being confirmed. 

 

Amenity & landscape  

5.98 Corporate signage and corporate colours has become a matter of public debate in Nelson.  This 
has been mitigated to some extent in the Plan Change with new buildings proposed to be 
controlled with colour being a matter of control.  The NRMP currently doesn’t control colour on 
the site, which is the permitted baseline.   

                                                 
8 ‘Coastal Hazards and Climate Change’. Ministry for the Environment, 2004 
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5.99 The former Honda paint shop building is in a high profile location, and being an existing 
building, does not have any controls on colour under the proposed Plan Change.  Its prominent 
location is reflected in policy DO9.1.3 of the NRMP which states: 

“Primary road routes that contribute to the experience of arriving in and departing 
Nelson, or of moving from one part of the city to another, should be protected and 
enhanced.”  

5.100 The explanation and reasons go on to refer specifically to Quarantine Road, and state that “it is 
important to ensure that any development avoids effects that may detract from the experience 
that the routes provide.” The environment results anticipated include that “buildings are 
unobtrusive”. 

5.101 It is acknowledged that the permitted NRMP baseline has no controls on colour.  This is 
appropriate for the Industrial Zoning, since industrial activities do not tend to be advertised 
through bold corporate colours.  However, retail branding typically does use corporate colours, 
with many examples in Nelson.  Corporate colours associated with prominent buildings, 
including Mitre 10 Mega, have recently been a matter of public concern in Nelson.   

5.102 A further modification to the Plan Change colour controls to include the existing paint shop 
would be appropriate, and would give effect to policy DO9.1.3. 

  

Format, Consistency and Integration with NRMP 

5.103 The Plan Change as notified, proposes an overlay approach to permit retail activities on the site.  
As set out in Appendix B, I consider an overlay to be inconsistent with the existing use of 
overlays in the NRMP.  I consider a schedule in the Industrial Zone would be a more appropriate 
planning mechanism to implement the Plan Change.  Scheduling the site would require the 
drafting of an entire new schedule with appropriate rules, which may be construed as a different 
proposal from the one which was publicly notified.      

5.104 In addition, the proposed text changes are inconsistent with several provisions and chapters of 
the NRMP.   

5.105 My assessment is therefore that the Plan Change as proposed, does not integrate well with the 
format of the Plan.   

 

Effect of Proposed Amendments 

5.106 This part of the assessment considers the specific amendments proposed and likely planning 
outcomes.  Wakatu Incorporation has submitted comprehensively on the specific amendments, 
and my assessment also takes into account its comments.  

5.107 My assessment is provided in Appendix C.  I understand that the Plan Change proponents are 
contemplating amendments to their Plan Change to address some of the submitters’ concerns.  
However, at the time of drafting this report, no formal amendments have been received, so my 
assessment can only be based on the Plan Change as it was notified. 

5.108 My conclusion is that extensive modifications are needed to the Plan Change, as notified, to 
address inconsistencies and to achieve the planning outcome which the Plan Change seeks. 
Unless modifications are made, then the proposed amendments in the Plan Change are likely to 
be ineffective in limiting the extent and type of retailing on the site.  I agree in particular with 
submitters and further submitters that the proposed objective and policy changes go beyond just 
the Catal site.  These changes are not specific to the Catal site, and infer that LFR is provided for 
in industrial zones beyond the subject site.  This could undermine the policy intent behind the 
Industrial Zones.  
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5.109 Modifications I consider are needed to address the issues identified include: 

• using a schedule rather than an overlay; 

• increasing the minimum floor area threshold; 

• further limitations on the type of retailing (e.g. to tradespersons only); 

• further modifications to objectives and policies to provide clarity and to ensure 
references to LFR in Industrial Zones is specific to the Catal site and do not apply to the 
Industrial Zones in general; 

• modifications to the definitions to provide clarity and consistency with existing 
definitions; 

• additional amendments to objectives and policies in the NRMP which have not been 
proposed (e.g. the Suburban Commercial Zone objectives and policies).   

5.110 The extent of the modifications I consider are needed would result in a substantially different 
proposal than that which was publicly notified.   

 

Planning matters – summary and conclusions 

5.111 My assessment is that the Plan Change gives rise to a number of significant planning issues, 
which could individually or together, have adverse effects on the environment, urban form and 
the land use pattern for Nelson, and potentially the region.   

5.112 I also consider the Plan Change represents a significant policy shift in retail strategy from the 
current Council policy, as represented through the NRMP and various supporting documents. A 
shift in policy implemented through the Plan Change would also pre-empt a review to provide 
for regional retail growth which is proposed in NUGS.   

5.113 Issues of most concern are:  

• Loss of retail trade and retail flight from established commercial areas. 

• Consequential impacts on the social and community functions of established retail 
centres. 

• Impact on urban form and retail distribution patterns across the city, and region, 
generally. 

• Possible traffic effects (unable to be determined, further information pending). 

• ‘Loss’ of industrial land and displacement of industrial activities in an industrial zone. 

• Inconsistency with existing NRMP format and provisions, and with the RPS and AQP. 

5.114 There is evidence of sufficient capacity of suitably zoned land within the CBD, and opportunities 
for suitable sites do become available from time to time.   

5.115 The Plan Change is likely to provide for a mix of retail types and floor areas rather than ‘true’ 
LFR.   

5.116 Reverse sensitivity, air discharges and amenity issues are able to be mitigated through 
modifications. 

5.117 The Plan Change has some locational advantages in terms of proximity to transport routes, but 
this is offset by significantly increased vehicle generation.   

5.118 On balance, the potential planning issues and overall effect on the City’s urban form and 
retailing function outweigh any locational benefits.  These issues have also been identified by 
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some submitters as being of concern.  Consequential effects of the Plan Change could be 
significant.   

 

6 PART II RMA ASSESSMENT 

6.1 The assessment must include an analysis of the Plan Change against Part II of the RMA (purpose 
and principles).  My assessment is as follows. 

Section 6 matters of national importance which Council must ‘recognise and provide for’. 

6(a) The preservation of the natural character of…rivers and their margins and the protection 
of them from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 

6.2 Jenkins Creek bounds the site to the north.  This creek has been significantly modified and 
realigned, and riparian vegetation has been planted.   

6.3 As the proposal does not seek to modify the creek or vegetation, “natural character”, if it exists 
at all, will not be affected, and the proposal is consistent with section 6(a).  

6(d) Maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along…rivers. 

6.4 The subject site bounds Jenkins Creek, and if approved, may provide an opportunity for 
additional walking and cycling links to the Creek through the subject site.   

6.5 Additional links are not proposed in the Plan Change, and access along Jenkins Creek is only 
partially formed on the opposite side from the subject site.  While this is not a significant matter, 
improved public access links could be addressed either through additional minor modifications 
to the Plan Change or through the consent process.  Given that Jenkins Creek is not a high 
priority accessway, the proposal is consistent with section 6(d).  

6(e) The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, 
water, sites, waahi tapu, and other Taonga. 

6.6 The site does not have any archaeological features identified on the planning maps.  That is not 
to say than none exist, just that none have been identified through the planning process.  Various 
iwi have submitted on the proposal, on the grounds it is contrary to Part II of the RMA (purpose 
and principles).   

6.7 Unless information is provided showing there are sites of significance on the subject site or that 
this particular site has iwi ancestral links, then the assessment can only be based on the NRMP 
and Planning Maps.  The Historic Places Act provides protection for artifacts or Taonga against 
any accidental discovery.  As no sites of significant have been identified, and any accidental 
discovery can be addressed through the Historic Places Act process, the proposal is consistent 
with section 6(e). 

Section 7 matters to which Council must have ‘particular regard’. 

7(b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources. 

6.8 This matter can be interpreted two ways.  Firstly, it could be said that the proposal makes 
efficient use of an undedrutilised physical resource (i.e. the former paint shop and vacant land).  
On the other hand, it could be said that retail use on land zoned industrial is an inefficient use of 
a scarce land resource.  Submitters make both points. 

6.9 In my view, permitted retailing on the site at the scale proposed could result in an inefficient use 
of land and infrastructure within the City Centre, City fringe, and Suburban Commercial Zones.  
The Market Economics assessment identifies loss of key anchor brands to the Catal site.  This 
would results in a “double” inefficiency of potential underutilization of appropriately zoned land, 
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and loss of existing industrial land.  This would be inconsistent with section 7(b) as I understand 
it to mean. 

7(ba) The efficiency of the use of energy  

6.10 Similarly, this principle can be interpreted two ways.  Firstly, it is a certainty that LFR on the site 
would lead to increased traffic and vehicle energy use over and above the permitted industrial 
uses.  However, the permitted industrial activities on the site could also be high energy use.  The 
difference is that energy use with retailing is more associated with vehicle use rather than 
production or manufacturing processes.  

6.11 It is certain that the proposal will result in an increase in traffic generation.  Proximity to a major 
transport corridor and location relative to the population base is offset by a significant increase in 
vehicle generation.    

6.12 While energy efficiency could be further enhanced by better provision for cycling and public 
linkages, for reasons of increased vehicle generation the Plan Change is assessed as being 
inconsistent with section 7(ba).   

7(c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values. 

6.13 The site is currently zoned Industrial, and a corresponding level of amenity could be expected, 
i.e. a “lower” level of amenity than commercial or residential zones.  In the context of section 
7(c), I believe visual amenity to be the most significant issue.   

6.14 The use of the site for LFR, enhanced landscaping, and controls on colour of new buildings 
would enhance amenity over that which might be expected from an industrial use of the site.  
The Plan Change is assessed as being consistent with section 7(c), which would be further 
enhanced by additional colour controls over the former paint shop.  

7(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment. 

6.15 Quality is very subjective, and can be interpreted widely.  My assessment is that environmental 
quality of LFR is higher than what could be achieved from the quality of an industrial use of the 
site. The proposal includes landscaping and colour controls.  However, looking further afield, 
relocation of retail from existing centres would not maintain or enhance the quality of existing 
retail centres.  Any increase in quality on the site may be offset by a reduction on quality in 
existing retail centres.  My assessment is that the Plan change is neutral (i.e. no better, no worse) 
in respect of the quality of Nelson’s urban environment.    

7(g) Finite characteristics of natural and physical resources (as it relates to finite industrial 
land within the Nelson boundary). 

6.16 Several submitters have referred to the finite industrial land resource as an area of concern.  
While there is some margin of error over exact areas of available land, the valuation reports 
show that Nelson’s industrial land is a finite resource.   

6.17 The TDC Lower Queen Street proposal cannot be given any weight. 

6.18 There is also relevant case law (Affco New Zealand v Napier CC, W082/2004) which provides 
guidance for the Catal proposal.  The matters are discussed in some detail under the assessment. 

6.19 For reasons set out in the key planning issues, I consider the proposal to be inconsistent with 
section 7(g). 

7(i) The effects of climate change. 

6.20 Sea level rise is also a relevant consideration in this respect, as the site is located within a coastal 
inundation overlay.  For the reasons set out in the assessment of key planning issues, my 
assessment is that there will be no significant effects of climate change on the proposal, and it is 
consistent with section 7(i).  
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8 Take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.   

6.21 Several iwi have submitted that the Plan Change is contrary to the intent of the Treaty ‘in that it 
is not providing for security of use of our lands and assets”.  This could be interpreted as either 
the use of the subject land, or use of iwi land elsewhere.  

6.22 The key Treaty principles as described by Te Puni Kokori are partnership, active protection and 
redress.   I am unaware of any iwi claim on the subject land.  If one exists, this is a matter 
outside the scope of a Plan Change assessment, and one which is addressed through a separate 
judicial process. I do not consider the Plan Change will limit the use of other iwi land.  Finally, 
there are no heritage features identified on the site and no submitters have raised any concerns in 
respect of the principle of partnership.  For these reasons, the Plan Change is assessed a being 
consistent with section 8.      

Part 5 

6.23 Having considered the Principles of the RMA, and taking into account the planning issues, 
Council’s retail and traffic reports, the scale and nature of development under the Plan Change, 
and the existing Council policy focus as Nelson’s CBD being the City’s retail and commercial 
core, my assessment is that the Plan Change does not represent sustainable management as I 
interpret section 5 to mean.  In particular, the following issues I do not consider to be sustainable 
management of a physical resource (the urban environment):   

• Fragmentation of established retail centres and associated public and private infrastructure. 

• Associated economic and physical impacts arising from retail flight from established 
centres.   

• Associated physical and social impacts on the social amenity and community facilities / 
infrastructure of Nelson CBD, Stoke and Tahunanui in particular. 

• A significant increase in vehicle generation and trip numbers, and associated effects. 

• Impacts on the land use pattern and travel patterns for Nelson City as well as Richmond 
and potentially beyond (through a new large scale destination centre).  

• Inconsistencies with some of the Principles of the RMA.  

6.24 For these reasons, I consider the Plan Change is inconsistent with the Purpose of the RMA.  I 
consider that adopting the Plan Change would mean the NRMP could not give effect to 
section 5. 
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7. OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS 

Nelson Urban Growth strategy 

7.1 NUGS has been adopted by the Council, and identifies at a very broad strategic level a future 
land use pattern for Nelson.  It is directly relevant to the Plan Change, as it contains strategic 
guidance for the future of the CBD as well as retailing and industrial activities generally.  
Relevant extracts from NUGS are as follows, with key areas underlined:  

NUGS Vision 

Managed growth provides a high quality of life and a range of living choices for all. 

NUGS Growth objectives 

Business industry and commerce: Business and industrial activities located within a functional and efficient land 
use pattern. Local service centres of high amenity as an essential part of residential hubs. 

Nelson City Centre: A people friendly city centre which functions as the cultural and commercial heart of the 
Nelson-Tasman region.  

NUGS Strategy 

Business and employment activities  

• As a matter of priority, work with Tasman District Council to develop a joint regional strategy specifically for 
business and employment activities. 

Reasons 

• NUGS submissions overwhelmingly supported a regional approach to business and employment activities. 

• There is a growing body of research, including private, local government and central government, which 
consistently recommends a joint regional approach to business and employment activities. 

• These types of activities have potentially significant cross boundary effects between Tasman and Nelson, given 
their influence on shaping the regional patterns of land use, development, and transport. 

• Demand for further industrial and LFR development is strong and expected to continue. The alternative to a 
regionally planned approach is privately initiated ad-hoc development.

Nelson City Centre  

• Clearly identify the future role and function of Nelson City Centre, as it relates to the wider region. 

• Review the Inner City Strategy, and coordinate the existing planning processes for Nelson City Centre into one 
single strategy or outline development plan for the area. 

• Develop a clear preference for the form and function of the City Centre. 

Reasons 

• The role of Nelson City Centre is evolving through private developments rather than in an integrated and 
strategic way. 

• There are cost and outcome efficiencies in one single strategic study for this area, rather than a series of 
unconnected studies. Review of the Inner City Strategy provides an opportunity to implement this. 

• Identifying more clearly how the Nelson City Centre will function within the region would assist in making 
strategic decisions on issues like car parking and regional facilities. 

NUGS Implementation  

• Through private initiatives such as resource consents and private Plan Changes. 

7.2 The proposed Plan Change gives some effect to NUGS, in that it recognises private Plan 
Changes as one way of meeting retail demand.  However, NUGS also advocates a strong 
preference for a planned regional approach over ad-hoc private developments.  The Nelson 
Richmond Futures Working Group has been established to progress this.  However, strategic 
regional planning is not yet at a point where it can usefully guide the Catal Plan Change.    
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7.3 NUGS also recognises the role of the Nelson CBD as the regional “commercial heart”.  In 
addition, it advocates for a “functional and efficient” land use pattern to achieve this. 

7.4 In my view, the Plan Change is not consistent with the NUGS growth strategy. This is because it 
is not in accordance with the regional planning approach to address LFR, its potential effects on 
weakening Nelson CBD’s role, and the consequential effects the proposal could have on urban 
form for Nelson and the wider region.  The adverse consequential social and community effects 
of this on established retail centres could be significant, and could permanently affect the retail 
and social landscapes for Nelson and the region.   

 

Section 32 

7.4 A Plan Change is required to provide an RMA “section 32” report which provides support for 
the proposal.  Section 32 requires the following analysis: 

• Determine the environmental issue.  

• Evaluate the extent to which any new objective is the most appropriate way to achieve 
the purpose of the Act.  

• Evaluate whether the policies, rules, or other methods are the most appropriate for 
achieving the objective.  

• Explore different methods/ways of dealing with the issue.  

• Evaluate the benefits and costs of the proposed policies, rules, or other methods.  

• Examine the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information 
on the policies, rules, or other methods.  

• Evaluate a rule that imposes a greater prohibition or restriction on an activity to which a 
national environmental standard applies a lesser prohibition or restriction.  

• Decide which method or methods is the most appropriate to achieve the purpose of the 
RMA.  

• Carry out the evaluation prior to the provisions being adopted and summarise the 
evaluation in a report.  

7.5 The Plan Change includes a section 32 report, which has been challenged by submitters (Wakatu 
Incorporation and Ngati Rarua Atiawa Iwi Trust).  They consider the section 32 analysis 
incorrectly assesses alternative methods of providing for the proposed retailing. 

7.6 The best practice guidance in the Quality Planning website provides a good starting point for 
assessment.  The best practice guide recommends the following: 

Assess alternative methods 

• Be open-minded about the range of methods & consider all the alternatives to ensure that 
what ever the method is chosen, it is the most appropriate.  

• Identify different types of methods, rather than approaches within each method, at this stage.  

• Consider methods outside the RMA.  

• Consult to ensure all alternatives and risks are identified.  

7.7 My assessment of the Plan Change section 32 analysis against the Planning Quality best practice 
guide is that it has not analysed all methods, with two methods having been omitted from the 
analysis: 
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a) individual resource consents for individual developments within the site (as opposed to 
the analysis which only addresses one comprehensive consent for the entire site); 

b) await the outcome of the TDC Lower Queen Street proposals.   

7.8 Quality Planning section 32 Analysis best practice: 

Assess the effectiveness of the selected method(s) 

• Ask if each method is effective. How well will it achieve the objective?  

• Reject methods that are not appropriate or identify circumstances when not appropriate.  

• Review the objective, policies, and methods if no method is necessary or appropriate.  

Analyse the benefits and costs of the selected method(s). For each method or group of methods: 

• Identify the environmental benefits. How will the method contribute to achieving the 
environmental outcome and the purpose of the RMA?  

• Identify the environmental costs. How will the method run contrary to achieving the 
environmental outcome and the purpose of the RMA?  

• Identify the social and economic costs to resource users, the council, and the community.  

• Identify the social and economic benefits to resource users, the council, and the community.  

• Clearly distinguish environmental benefits and costs from social and economic benefits and 
costs  

• Identify who will bear the costs, and how costs will be apportioned.  

• State all assumptions and uncertainties clearly. If there is uncertainty, state how critical it is, 
what has caused it, and what further information might reduce it.  

7.9 I consider the Plan Change makes a fair analysis of the alternative methods which have been 
identified. However, the analysis of the resource consent process is incomplete as it does not 
include individual consents for individual on-off developments within the site. 

7.10 I therefore agree with submitters that the section 32 analysis has not considered all the possible 
alternative methods.  I also agree that the analysis has perhaps too hastily dismissed the resource 
consent process as a method, for individual consents, as opposed to one comprehensive consent.  
There are already examples of consents having been successfully granted for out-of-zone LFR 
(Mitre 10 Mega, Placemakers, Harvey Norman, Bunnings and Lighting Direct), and individual 
consents may have been a viable alternative.   

7.11 The remaining section 32 requirements have not been specifically submitted on, and I consider 
there are no issues with the balance of the section 32 analysis. 

7.12 Overall, I consider the section 32 analysis generally meets the statutory requirements, but is 
incomplete as not all the possible methods have been analysed.  Individual resource consents and 
awaiting the outcome of the Lower Queen Street rezoning proposals are legitimate alternatives to 
the proposed Plan Change which have been omitted from the analysis.     

 

Relevant Case Law 

7.13 There is case law relevant to the plan change proposal.  I have reviewed the case law, and 
referred to this where appropriate,  My interpretation of the key guiding principles from the 
Environment Court is as follows: 

• LFR is generally around 450-500m2 or larger. 
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• Reverse sensitivity is a legitimate consideration. 

• Assessing social and economic effects on other retail centres (i.e. Tahunanui, Stoke 
Nelson CBD, Richmond and Motueka), is not trade competition, and is within the scope 
of effects to be assessed.   

• Traffic matters include the provision of existing infrastructure as well as effects on traffic 
safety and function. 

• Existing ‘community demand’ for additional retailing should be weighed against created 
demand by providing a new destination shopping centre.  I interpret this as meaning there 
is a mix of ‘push’ demand (some existing community demand) and ‘pull’ demand 
(additional demand created by retail development on the site). 

• Identifying the effects of the Plan Change should use the following procedure (adopted in 
Westfield NZ v Upper Hutt CC): 

- consider the extent to which trading in existing retail centres may be affected 
(taking into account growth of the market); 

- identify those effects that are significant (being beyond the effects normally 
associated with trade competition on trade competitors);  

- make an informed prediction about consequential social and economic effects 
(including those on amenity values).  

7.14 I have applied these principles, as I interpret them, in my assessment.  

 

8. SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 

General 

8.1 This report provides a statutory and effects assessment of Plan Change 06-01.  The Plan Change 
attracted a number of submissions and further submissions, with the majority opposing the 
proposal.   

8.2 Submitters have raised a number of issues, which have been considered in the assessment. 

8.3 Relevant case law has also been considered. 

Planning Issues  

8.4 The Plan Change gives rise to the following key planning issues.   

• Change in retail distribution patterns, loss of retail trade from existing centres, and retail 
flight from established commercial areas. 

• Consequential social, economic and community effects on established retail centres, in 
particular Nelson CBD, Stoke and Tahunanui. 

• Possible traffic effects (unable to be fully determined at the time of drafting this report). 

• ‘Loss’ of industrial land and displacement of industrial activities in an industrial zone. 

• Increased vehicle discharges to an already polluted air shed. 

8.5 These issues / effects could individually or together, have adverse effects on the environment, 
urban form and the land use pattern for Nelson.   
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8.6 The scale of the proposal is significant, and the Plan Change would create the third largest retail 
destination in the region and one which is more dominant than Stoke. 

8.7 Adverse effects as assessed as being region-wide.   

8.8 The proposed amendments are inconsistent with objectives and/or policies of the Nelson 
Resource Management Plan, and the Proposed Air Quality Plan. 

8.9 The plan change methods (overlay) and proposed amendments do not integrate well with the 
Nelson Resource Management Plan. 

8.10 The Plan Change does not give effect to the Regional Policy Statement as it relates to a number 
of objectives or policies.  Nor does it give effect to the National Environmental Standard for Air 
Quality.  

8.11 The Plan change is inconsistent with the Council’s retail strategy of enhancing existing 
commercial centres with Nelson CBD as the core area. 

8.12 The Plan Change is inconsistent with the Nelson Urban Growth Strategy, which identifies 
adopting a regional approach to provide for future LFR needs (and which is being implemented 
through the Nelson-Tasman Futures Group).  

8.13 Modifications could be undertaken pursuant to clause 29(4) of the First Schedule to the RMA to 
address some of these issues.  Reverse sensitivity, air quality, amenity and some plan 
compatibility issues could be addressed through further modifications. However the 
modifications required are extensive, and would effectively require a rewrite of the Plan Change. 
For this reason, no specific modifications have been recommended.  

Procedural Issues 

8.14 Given the extent of modifications needed, and that they would include parts of the NRMP not 
proposed to be amended, modifications may result in a different proposal than the one which 
was notified. 

Statutory 

8.15 The Plan Change does not meet the statutory tests for matters to be included in Plans, under 
sections 75(3) and 75(4) for district plans.   

8.16 The Plan Change is inconsistent with section 7(b), 7(ba) and 7(g) of the RMA. 

8.17 The supporting section 32 analysis is incomplete as it has not analysed all alternative methods, 
specifically use of individual consents and awaiting the outcome of the Lower Queen Street 
rezoning. 

8.18 There is an apparent zoned capacity and availability for further LFR within the Nelson CBD 
(City Centre and Fringe).  Given this and the strategy in NUGS for a regional approach, there is 
no compelling resource management reason for creating a new LFR retail destination at the 
proposed site.   

8.19 The Plan Change is assessed as not representing sustainable management, and is inconsistent 
with the purpose of the RMA. 
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9. RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.1 It is recommended that proposed Plan Change 06-01, as notified, be rejected.  

9.2 The following recommendations are made in respect of submissions, for reasons outlined in this 
report. 

 

Submitter Recommendations 

Submission Submitter Recommendation Further submitters 

4640 Foodstuffs (South Island) Ltd Reject None 

4672 Nelson Bays Breweries Partnership Reject Foodstuffs 4760 (accept) 

Progressive Enterprises 4769 (accept) 

Moorhouse Avenue Holdings Ltd 4777 
(accept) 

4673  Ras Holdings Partnership 

 

Reject Foodstuffs 4761 (accept) 

Progressive Enterprises 4770 (accept) 

4674 H & G Investment Properties Reject Foodstuffs 4762 (accept) 

Progressive Enterprises 4771 (accept) 

 

4677 Stoke Market Ltd 

 

Accept  

4681 Wakatu Incorporation 

 

Accept AMP Capital Investors 4768 (reject) 

4682 NRAIT (Ngati Rarua Atiawa Iwi Trust) Accept  

4683 Ngati Rarua Iwi Trust 

 

Accept AMP Capital Investors 4767 (reject) 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd 4773 (accept) 

 

4684 Te Atiawa Manawhenua Ki Te Tau Ihu 
Trust 

 

Accept Progressive Enterprises Ltd 4774 (accept) 

4685 Ngati Tama Manawhenua Kit e Tau Ihu 
Trust 

 

Accept  

4686 Ngati Koata Trust Accept  

4687 Nelson Tasman Chamber of Commerce Reject  

4688 Mitre 10 (NZ) Ltd Reject Foodstuffs 4763 (accept) 
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Submission Submitter Recommendation Further submitters 

 AMP Capital Investors (NZ) Ltd 4766 
(reject) 

Progressive Enterprises Ltd 4772 (accept) 

 

4689  Transit New Zealand 

 

Accept  

4962 Robert Burdon 

 

Accept  

4693 Nelson Residents’ Association Accept  

4964 Gaire Thompson 

 

Accept Progressive Enterprises Ltd 4775 (accept) 

4695 World of Wearable Arts & Classic Cars 
Museum 

 

Reject Foodstuffs 4764 (accept) 

AMP Capital Investors 4765 (reject) 

4704 William Moulder 

 

Accept Progressive Enterprises 4776 (accept) 

4709 Ann Moulder Accept  

4708 John Black Accept  

4710 Barry Thompson Accept  

4711 Future Nelson Inc Accept  
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Appendix A: Submissions & further submissions received 

Submission Submitter Status Issues Remedy Fuehrer 
submissions 

1 Foodstuffs Support Status of supermarkets Approve with non-complying status for 
supermarkets 

none 

2 Nelson Bays Brewery 
(Tony Healey) 

Support • Positive initiative for LFR 

• Effective cluster for LFR 

• Excellent access 

Approve 3 oppose 

3 Ras Holdings Partnership 
(Tony Healey) 

Support • Positive initiative for LFR 

• Effective cluster for LFR 

• Excellent access 

Approve 

 

2 oppose 

4 H & G Investment 
Properties (Tony Healey)  

Support • Mitre 10 has been positive for business 

• Continuation of sustainable development 

Approve 2 oppose 

5 Stoke Market Ltd Oppose • Minimum of 500m2 risks disestablishment of Nelson commercial activity to the 
Plan Change site – adverse effects on vitality of CBD and commercial zones. 

• Land is available for stores less than 1000m2 in the CBD. 

• Stores should be stand alone. 

• Definitions are inclusive and without restraint. 

• Potential for unrestricted commercial. 

• Potential for unconstrained development leas to no confidence in traffic and 
parking assessment. 

• No  

Either: 

• Minimum floor size 1000m2. 

• No shared retail within individual 
buildings. 

• No sub-leasing 

Or 

• Reject the Plan Change 

 

 

6 Wakatu Incorporation  • Consent overlaps 

• Lack of detail in structure plan 

reject 1 oppose 
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Submission Submitter Status Issues Remedy Fuehrer 
submissions 

• Incorrect interpretation of section 32 analysis 

• Unjustified rejection of resource consent process over Plan Change option 

• Information gaps 

• Unnecessary/inappropriate alterations to existing provisions 

• Conflicting/confusing provisions 

• Inconsistent attention to Centre based retail planning 

• Spot zoning reject for wrong reasons 

• Contradictions  

7 Ngati Rarua Atiawa Iwi 
Trust 

 • Consent overlaps 

• Lack of detail in structure plan 

• Incorrect interpretation of section 32 analysis 

• Unjustified rejection of resource consent process over Plan Change option 

• Information gaps 

• Unnecessary/inappropriate alterations to existing provisions 

• Conflicting/confusing provisions 

• Inconsistent attention to Centre based retail planning 

• Spot zoning reject for wrong reasons 

• Contradictions  

reject  

8 Ngati Rarua Iwi Trust Oppose • Confusion and uncertainty for NRMP 

• Contrary to the RMA Part II and ineffective use of resources 

• Contrary to the Treaty of Waitangi 

Reject 1 oppose 

1 support 
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Submission Submitter Status Issues Remedy Fuehrer 
submissions 

9 Te Atiawa Manawhenua ki 
Te Tau Ihu trust 

Oppose • Confusion and uncertainty for NRMP 

• Contrary to the RMA Part II and ineffective use of resources 

• Contrary to the Treaty of Waitangi 

Reject 1 support 

10 Ngati Tama Manawhenua 
ki Te Tau Ihu Trust 

Oppose • Confusion and uncertainty for NRMP 

• Contrary to the RMA Part II and ineffective use of resources 

• Contrary to the Treaty of Waitangi 

Reject  

11 Ngati Koata Trust Oppose • Confusion and uncertainty for NRMP 

• Contrary to the RMA Part II and ineffective use of resources 

• Contrary to the Treaty of Waitangi 

Reject  

12 Nelson Tasman Chamber 
of Commerce 

Support • Good access 

• Landscaping needed 

• Enhance WOW complex 

• Promotes efficiencies for car parking 

• Supports provision for managed commercial growth 

• Few cross-boundary effects 

Approve  

13 Mitre 10 (NZ) Ltd Support • Overlay is appropriate 

• Amendments are relevant 

• Methods for LFR are effective and efficient  

• Shared common parking 

• Balance between retailing and visual outcomes 

Approve with new definition or 
“supermarket” 

2 oppose 

3 1 support 

14 Transit NZ Oppose • Adverse impact from high traffic generation Approve with applicant to meet the cost of 
brining forward the intersection upgrade 
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Submission Submitter Status Issues Remedy Fuehrer 
submissions 

• Adverse impact on arterial roads (Quarantine Rd) 

• Existing SH6 / Quarantine roundabout will be significantly over-capacity with 
the Plan Change 

• Roundabout will require upgrading earlier than otherwise necessary 

• Applicant’s traffic assessment conclusions incorrect  

15 Robert Burdon oppose • Changes to every aspect of current zoning 

• Fundamental alteration to a district plan 

• Activities should continue to apply for discretionary applications to justify 
development 

Reject  

16 Nelson Residents Assn Oppose • Splits up retail areas 

• Greater use of private cars 

• Active and vibrant shopping are is better for locals/tourists 

• Threat to CBD retailing base 

Reject  

17 Gaire Thompson Oppose • Enables full retail development of any shop over 500m2 

• Existing vacancies within Nelson CBD  

• Individual proposal should be considered separately 

Reject 1 support 

18 World of wearable Art & 
Classic Car Museum 

Support • Excellent location & access 

• Excellent parking  

• No adverse effects on neighbouring businesses 

Approve 1 oppose 

1 support 

19 William Moulder  • Compromise integrity of Nelson CBD 

• Increasing traffic and risk will prevent achieving air quality standards 

• Flat industrial land is a valuable resource (displacement) 

reject 1 support 
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Submission Submitter Status Issues Remedy Fuehrer 
submissions 

• Relocation of CBD and Richmond retailers to new complex 

21 John Black Oppose • Will weaken Nelson CBD 

• Increased carbon emissions and difficult for shoppers without cars 

• Increased traffic 

• Reduced supply of industrial land 

reject  

20 Ann Moulder oppose • Devastating effect on Nelson CBD 

• Increased pollution 

Reject  

22 Barry Thompson oppose • Land should remain industrial 

• Access is already overloaded – strain on roading 

• Small retail premises within a large scheme or mall type retailing – not 
permitted 

• Not adequately canvassed correctly zoned areas 

Reject  

23 Future 
Incorporated 

Nelson Oppose • Nelson has a shortage of Industrial land 

• Small shop approval tied to big box – not acceptable 

• Roading, parking and several requirements do not fit within the present plan 

reject  
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 Appendix B: Assessment of consistency and compatibility with relevant plans 
Table B1 - NRMP  

Relevant 

provision 

Description Comment Assessment 

Planning Maps Overlay is proposed  Existing overlays all relate to either district wide geophysical or planning constraints, or district wide 

features.  All overlays relate to restrictions, rather than permissions.  Existing overlays include: 

services; land management; roads; quarries; launching ramps; riparian; airport effects overlays; 

port effects overlays; conservation overlays; natural hazards; heritage features and items; coastal; 

landscape.    It would be inconsistent with the existing overlays and mapping framework to 

introduce an overlay which permits a specific land use on an individual site.  Consistency would be 

achieved with the NRMP if the site was scheduled.   

Inconsistent 

Definitions Various new definitions are proposed. Proposed definition for ‘Trade Supply Outlet’ is inconsistent with the existing definition for ‘retail 

activities / services’.  Retail definitions define retailing as sales or hire direct to the public.  Proposed 

definition for ‘trade supply outlet’ does not limit retailing to trade supplies only, but only lists a 

range of activities.  As proposed, ‘trade supply’ activities are also ‘retail activities’.   

Similarly, proposed definitions for specific types of activities are inconsistent, as those activities are 

not limited to trade supplies only, but also fall under the existing definition for ‘retail’ activities.   

Inconsistent 

Policy DO1.1.1 

Ancestral resources 

Manage resources in a way that recognises and provides 

for Maori and their relationship with Taonga 

No ancestral lands identified on the site Consistent 

Policy DO1.1.2 

Treaty principles 

Management of resource which takes into account 

principles of the Treaty of Waitangi 

The request indicates there has been no consultation with iwi in respect of the Plan Change.  I 

understand that iwi consultation under the Principle of participation to apply only for developments 

having major implications for Maori.  While the First Schedule Clause 3B consultation process 

appears not to have been followed, this is not assessed as being inconsistent with the Treaty. 

Consistent 

Objective DO2.1 

Natural Hazards 

Adverse effects of natural hazards are avoided or 

mitigated 

Proposal can be designed to avoid or mitigate effects of coastal inundation and sea level rise Consistent 

DO6.1 riparian 

margins 

Riparian margins where natural character, public access, 

natural functions, landscapes, heritage values, water 

quality and ecological values are p[protected and 

enhanced. 

Jenkins Creek adjoins the northern site boundary.  The proposal will not directly affect these values 

identified, but there is provision for enhanced public access and linkages.   

Generally consistent 
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Relevant 

provision 

Description Comment Assessment 

Policy DO6.1.1 

priority margins 

Priority margins should be acquired at the time of 

development or through negotiation. 

Margin of Jenkins Creek is already in Council ownership.  Access to the coast is identified as priority 

in Appendix 6.  Linkages to the site could enhance public access to Jenkins Creek.   

Generally consistent 

Objective DO8.1 

Signs (and related 

policies) 

Outdoor signs which convey necessary information while 

avoiding or mitigating adverse effects on public safety, 

convenience and access or visual amenity. 

Any subsequent development of the site will be bound by the sign controls, or a separate resource 

consent will be required. 

Consistent 

Policy DO9.1.2 

landscape 

(development) 

Development should avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse 

effects on the landscape…and amenity values. 

There are no colour controls on the existing paint shop.  It is reasonable to expect corporate livery 

associated with retailing development within that building. Modifications to control colour on 

existing buildings would address this. 

Potentially 

inconsistent.  

Policy DO9.1.3 

landscape, roads 

Visual transition of primary road routes contributing to 

the experience of arriving in and departing Nelson, or 

moving from one part of the city to another, should be 

protected and enhanced. 

There are no colour controls on the existing paint shop.  The paint shop is highly visible from a 

primary road route, and a main route into town from the airport.  It is reasonable to expect 

corporate livery associated with retailing development within that building. Modifications to control 

colour on existing buildings would address this. 

Potentially inconsistent 

Policy D010.1.1 

vehicles 

Environmental effects of vehicles should be avoided or 

mitigated by minimizing the number and length of 

vehicle trips. 

The net effect of the proposal would be an increase in vehicle generation and the number of trips, 

both locally and on the road network.   This could only be mitigated by modifying the Plan Change 

to further limit the type and extent of retailing. 

Inconsistent 

Policy D010.1.4 

traffic effects 

Activities should be located and designed to avoid, 

remedy or mitigate the effects of traffic generation on 

the road network.  

Unable to assess at the time of preparing the report – further information pending Unknown 

Policy D010.1.5 site 

access 

Every site should have access that provides safe entry 

and exit for vehicles from the site to a road, without 

compromising the safety or efficiently of the road 

network.  

No significant access issued identified Consistent 

Policy D010.1.6 

Parking and loading 

Sites should provide parking, loading and turning to 

avoid adverse effects on the safe and efficient operation 

of the road network. 

Sufficient parking loading and turning space available on site.  Consistent 

Policy D010.1.7 

pedestrian and 

cycles 

A safe network for pedestrian and cycle traffic should be 

developed and maintained. 

Proposal does not provide any direct linkages with the Nelson cycleway network.  There is 

opportunity to provide improved linkages. 

Inconsistent 
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Relevant 

provision 

Description Comment Assessment 

Objective D014.1 

city layout 

Development that recognises and is appropriate to the 

natural characteristics of the City and is consistent with 

the orderly and efficient use of land. 

Site may be generally suitable for some LFR, but the proposed mix of retail types and the scale of 

the proposal is likely to lead to undesirable changes to the City’s retail landscape, and inefficient use 

of land within and around the Nelson CBD.     

Inconsistent 

Policy D014.1.2 

development 

Type and intensity of development should reflect natural 

and physical capabilities of the land and characteristics 

of the zone. 

Not proposed to be amended – some inconsistencies, retail use would not reflect the overall 

industrial characteristics of the underlying zone. 

Some inconsistencies 

Policy DO14.1.3 

development 

Development should provide for use of land in an orderly 

manner, in association with cost effective and efficient 

provision of facilities and services. 

Able to be serviced effectively and efficiently. Consistent 

Objective D014.2 

amenity 

Amenity values of the built environment shall be 

maintained and enhanced though the development 

process. 

Plan Change generally consistent with the mitigation proposed. Generally consistent 

Policy D014.3.1 

roads 

Development should provide for: 

• Safe and efficient vehicle access 

• Pedestrian, cycle and amenity linkages 

• Avoidance/mitigation of adverse effects 

• Future roading requirements 

Unable to assess at the time of preparing the report – further information pending.   unknown 

Policy D014.3.2 

services 

Development should provide for: 

• Water supplies 

• Disposal of stormwater in a manner maintaining the 

quality of surface water and avoiding inundation 

• Treatment and disposal of sewage 

• Supply of electricity and telecommunications 

All these services are able to be provided.  Consistent 

D016.1.1.4 

Industrial zone 

Description of the industrial zone Proposed to be amended by the Plan Change.  Generally consistent, but further modifications are 

required for clarity and greater accuracy in the description.  Modifications would include removing 

Amendments (with 

further modification) 
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Relevant 

provision 

Description Comment Assessment 

description references to retailing within the Industrial Zone and references to retailing specific to the Catal site.  are consistent. 

Chapter 8, Inner 

City Zone.   

Explanation, objectives, policies and rules relating to the 

inner City Zone. 

The Plan Change proposes various changes to the existing provisions.  Modifications to the 

proposed changes are required, including greater consistency of terms; greater clarity; and more 

accurate descriptions.   

Amendments (with 

further modification) 

are consistent. 

Policy IC1.4  access Policy and explanation relates to locating high vehicle 

generators near the inner city ring road.  

No changes are proposed.  Modifications are required to the explanation to provide for LFR (high 

vehicle generators) also having access to the arterial network outside the ring road.  

Inconsistent (as 

proposed) 

Inner City – 

environmental 

results 

Inner City Environmental Results Anticipated This section sets out the ERAs for the Inner City.  The proposed Plan Change is assessed as 

potentially leading to the relocation of retailing from the Inner City to the subject site.  This would 

not achieve the ERAs  

Inconsistent  

Chapter 9, 

Suburban 

Commercial Zone 

Explanation, objectives, policies and rules relating to the 

Suburban Commercial Zones (including Tahunanui and 

Stoke).  Policy framework includes: 

• Reinforce zones Suburban Commercial Zones as 

community identity and focal points. 

• Concentrate ‘commercial development and related 

activities’ within Suburban Commercial Zones. 

• Contain district boundaries. 

• Promotion of civic facilities to enhance public 

convenience. 

• Consolidation of commercial activity within the 

zoned land. 

The Plan Change does not propose any changes to chapter 9.  Policy SC1.1 is subject to a Council 

plan change, with decisions still to be released.  

Relevant objectives and policies of chapter 9, strengthen the consolidation and containment focus.  

The Plan Change is inconsistent with and contrary to the ‘consolidation and containment’ of 

commercial activities, and community focus policies, particularly as it relates to the nearby 

Tahunanui and Stoke Suburban Commercial Zones.   Plan change is inconsistent with Policy SC1.1 

both before and after the Council plan change.  The previous wording indicated a preference for 

commercial development to be located within Suburban Commercial Zones.  The Council plan 

change strengthens this position.  Additional amendments are required to Chapter 9 (as it reads 

both before and after the Council plan change) to ensure consistency with this chapter.   As these 

amendments did not form part of the request as notified, it is uncertain whether they would be 

within the scope of the Plan Change.   

Inconsistent  

Chapter 10, 

Industrial Zone 

Explanation, objectives, policies and rules relating to the 

Industrial Zones. 

• Proposed change to IN1.1.i changes the whole focus of the explanation from restricting non-

industrial activities to providing for them – result is that the explanation is now inconsistent with 

policy IN1.1. 

• Plan Change is inconsistent with INe (Environmental Results Anticipated) in respect of ‘clearly 

defined industrial sector’ and ‘slowing of growth of non-industrial development within the 

industrial zone’.  

Inconsistent 
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Relevant 

provision 

Description Comment Assessment 

• Plan Change proposes changes to rules to allow retailing (with some limitations).  Proposed 

changes permit individual retail outlets down to 500m2 on the site, and trade supply outlets with 

no minimum floor size limit.  Definition for ‘trade supply outlet’ does not preclude retailing to the 

general public.  Rule changes could lead to mixed use, mixed density retailing in a format which 

is inconsistent with or contrary to the Inner City, Suburban Commercial, and Industrial Zone 

objectives and policies.  

• Changes are proposed to a range of other provisions.  While these generally achieve consistency, 

some further modifications are needed to limit references to retailing to the Catal site, and the 

provide clarity. 
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Table B2 – Air Quality Plan 

Relevant 
objective/policy 

Description Comment Assessment 

Policy A5-1.4 fine particle 

pollution 

A reduction in discharges to air from all sectors 

including transport  

Increased traffic generation likely to increase fine particle discharges.  Additional traffic generated from 

retailing on the site would be inconsistent with this policy.  

Inconsistent 

Methods A5 Methods include a range of planning initiatives to 

achieve the policies, including transportation 

planning methods. 

Able to be implemented through the Regional Land Transport Strategy and are not specific to the Plan 

Change site. 

Can be 

consistent. 

Policy A5-1.8 locational 

factors 

Land use planning decisions and urban form 

decisions to include consideration of location in 

respect of air discharges. 

Location of subject site assessed as mitigating discharges through trip minimization (number and length of 

trips).  However, the nature of the proposal (both LFR and mixed format retail) and the prospect of it 

becoming a retail destination centre may off-set any locational benefits.  

Neutral. 

 



Appendix C: Assessment of proposed amendments 
The following assessment relates to those proposed amendments where commentary is needed.  
Amendments not referred to are considered acceptable. 

Amendment & 2: Planning Maps 

 These amendments should result in the outcomes sought.  However the use of an overlay is 
inconsistent with the NRMP’s current use of overlays, which relate to geotechnical and 
topographical features and areas rather than specific land uses. 

 Amendments 3 to 9: Definitions 

 There are several problems with the proposed amendments.  Firstly, the definition for ‘trade 
supply outlet’ confuses the supply of produce to trade (as I understand it to mean) with retailing 
to the public.  The definition does not relate to supply to trade, but rather simply lists a range of 
retail activities.  There are no restrictions on retail sales to the public.  The effect is that the 
definition of ‘trade supply outlets’ is simply a list of defacto retailing activities and is not limited 
to trade supply. 

 Secondly the definitions for the specific types of activities are confusing.  While there are very 
specific types of activities limited, the definitions include the statement ‘without limiting the 
generality of this term’.  This means that the list of activities are examples are not exclusive, and 
that the actual activities described are far wider than the definitions.  For example, ‘office 
product supplies’ covers a wide range of comparison retail outlets like Dick Smith Electronics, 
Office Max, Warehouse Stationary, and Telecom mobile phone shops.  However, the list of 
products is not limited to those specified.  ‘Office product supplier’ could therefore include any 
retailer ‘primarily engaged’ in supplying office products to the public.  IN addition, it is unclear 
what is meant by ‘suitably qualified’ hire services.  In summary, the definitions are ambiguous 
and confusing, and could cause interpretation problems.   

 The proposed amendments variously refer to ‘LFR’. The Overlay to go on the planning maps is 
also proposed as a ‘large format overlay’.  However, there is no definition proposed for LFR.   

 Amendment 11: Policy amendments 

 This amendment is misleading, as it implies that LFR is provided for throughout the Industrial 
Zone.   

 Amendment 12: Paragraph amendment  

 This amendment refers to commercial activities and LFR interchangeably, and I do not agree 
with some of the statements made (e.g. the provisions will tend to reduce widespread 
“commercialism” of industrial land).  

 Amendment 13: Explanation change  

 This amendment doesn’t strictly relate to form and access. 

Amendment 15: Explanation changes 

I agree with submitters that these changes are not necessary to support the Plan Change.  In 
addition, the amendments to IC1.1.vi change the meaning of the explanation, and make a 
statement that ‘commercial activities’ (but especially ‘LFR’) cannot be provided in the City 
Centre.  This is factually incorrect and again interchanges ‘commercial activities’ in all their 
forms with ‘LFR’.   

The proposal deletes reference to ‘large footprint stores’ being controlled in the ring road in 
IC1.1.viii.  This deletion should be retained, as it provides an explanatory statement. 
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The addition of the last sentence to this explanation changes the intent from a vibrant city centre 
to enabling retail expansion beyond the CBD.   

Amendment 16: Method 

The changes refer to the Industrial Zone.  This is inappropriate since the method is specific to the 
Inner City Zone.  The added reference to commercial zones also changes the focus of the 
method, which is to retain a compact and consolidated city centre. 

Amendment 17: Policy change 

This change undermines the policy intent, to retain strong links with the City Centre.  The 
amendments suggest that locations other than just the Catal site are appropriate for large scale 
activities.   

Amendment 18: Explanation change 

The change deletes an explanatory statement which should be retained. 

Amendment 19: Method changes 

This amendment again refers to more than one location, and suggests rules which provided for 
LFR other than on the Catal site.   

Amendment 22: Policy change 

The proposed amendments change the focus of the statement, from restricting activities ‘from 
locating’ within the Industrial Zone to just restricting them within the zone.  As the Catal 
proposal is site specific, the proposed amendment, changing the explanation so it now applies to 
the entire Industrial Zone, is inappropriate. 

Amendment 22: Policy change 

This policy signage seeks to direct ‘retail activities’ to the Catal site.  This is inconsistent with 
the overall intent of the Plan Change, which seeks to provide for LFR on the site, rather than all 
retailing per se.  The change needs modification to ensure consistency with the intended 
outcomes for the overlay.   

Amendment 25: Method change 

 This change implies that retail activities are specifically provided in the entire industrial zone.  
This is incorrect.   

 Amendment 28: Changes to method 

 This change confuses the outcomes sought in the methods.  The existing method refers to rules 
which ensure higher amenity levels in zones other than the Industrial Zone.  The change 
removes this outcome. 

 Amendment 29: Rural change, permitted activities 

 This amendment is a key change, and one of the principle methods to give effect to the overlay.  
As worded, it is confusing and ineffective, with the following problems being identified 

1. ‘trade supply outlets’ as defined, are in fact not limited to trade supply, may also retail to 
the general public, and include an ‘out clause’ which does not limit them to the types of 
activities listed in the definitions – this opens up the range and types of permitted 
retailing in the overlay  

2. there is no minimum floor area threshold for trade supply outlets – this is a key and 
significant omission as it could permit a range of smaller format retailing  and undermine 
the large format integrity of the overlay 
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3. it is unclear whether the minimum floor area threshold for ‘individual retail outlets’ 
applies to individual buildings, or whether individual retailers may be enclosed within a 
retail complex building  

4. the restriction on restaurants etc is appropriate 

5. the 30,000m2 GFA ‘cap’ excludes retail activities requiring outside storage of goods.  
These activities, which would include motor vehicle sales yards, are therefore permitted 
over and above the GFA cap. 

Amendment 32: Parking as a controlled activity  

This change is appropriate, but does not allow control over the number or type of parks.  The 
number of car and loading spaces and the type (e.g. cars, loading, disabled) are fundamental to 
parking provisions and should be included as a matter of control. 

It is also unclear, in the absence of a structure plan, what the ‘central parking area’ refer to.  This 
limits control over layout only the that area, which is too limiting. 

Amendment 35 and 35: Buildings 

These amendments make all new buildings in the overlay controlled.  However, control is 
limited only to colour and modulation.  There is no control over height, daylight, or setbacks.  
The effect is that controlled activity consent would need to be granted for buildings in the new 
overlay of any height, and with no daylight controls. 

 

Various amendments referring to the constrained capacity of the Inner City to accommodate 
LFR 

There are various amendments identifying constraints on LFR within the City Centre (Fringe).  
These statements do not accord with the advice provided by Telfer Young (for the Harvey 
Norman resource consents application) or advice provide by Market Economics.  
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Martin Workman 
Nelson City Council 
Manager Environmental Policy 
PO Box 645 
NELSON 
 
 

15 May 2007  
Our Ref:  3381714/010/PCO  
R1:71121-PD175L02.DOC 

Dear Martin 

Catal Private Plan Change - Transportation Assessment Peer Review 

Beca Infrastructure Ltd (Beca) has completed our peer review of the Transportation 
Assessment prepared by Traffic Design Group (TDG) to support the Catal Developments 
Ltd plan change request.   

Our initial review dated 04 April 2007 identified that additional information was required 
from TDG in order for the peer review to be completed.  Beca received the additional 
information that was requested from TDG on 23 April 2007.  

The peer review of the trip generation, trip distribution (based on strategic modelling), and 
intersection modelling follows. 

 

1 Trip Generation 
The adopted vehicle trip generation rates in the Transportation Assessment are: 

 2.8 trips/100m2 GFA in the AM peak hour 

 3.3 trips/100m2 GFA in the PM peak hour 

 5.0 trips/100m2 GFA in the Saturday peak hour 

 

1.1 AM Peak Hour 

There is little traffic survey data available from New Zealand or Australia surrounding the 
trip generating characteristics at large format retail complexes during the road network 
AM peak hour.  Typically such developments open at 9am so trip generation during the 
road network AM peak hour (usually 7:30 – 8:30am) are generally restricted to staff and 
delivery movements only.   

We would therefore consider that the adoption of 2.8 trips/100m2 is likely to be a 
conservatively high estimate of the amount of traffic likely to be generated by the complex 
(although we do not have any evidence to justify this position).   
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Recommendation: No action is necessary as the modelled flows are higher than those the peer 
reviewer expects to be generated by the site during the AM peak hour. 

 

1.2 PM Peak Hour 

In reviewing the applicability of the adopted trip generation rates for this application, Beca 
has referred to surveyed peak trip generation rates and accepted design trip generation 
rates for applications of other large format retail developments, on a Gross Floor Area 
(GFA) basis in the weekday PM peak hour, as follows:  

 The New Zealand Trips and Parking Database survey data indicates that large format 
retail stores such as the Manukau Supa Centre generate 3.7 trips/100m2. 

 Surveys undertaken at The Base Te Rapa Ltd Bulk Retail Centre as a condition of 
resource consent indicates a trip generation rate of 2.6 – 3.5 trips/100m2. 

 Tower Junction survey data indicates that Bunnings generates 2.7 – 3.0 trips/100m2. 

 Applications for Bunnings developments in Victoria, Australia use a generation rate of 
3.5 trips/100m2 (Gross Retail Floor Area). 

 

The average trip generation rate of the data that is referenced in the sources above is 3.1 
trips / 100m2 with a standard deviation of 0.5 trips / 100m2.  It is reasonable to expect that 
a trip generation rate in the order of 2.6 – 3.6 trips/100m2 (one standard deviation either 
side of the mean) should be used for applications of this nature. 

The TDG adopted rate of 3.3 trips/100m2 is within this range and therefore is considered to 
be acceptable.  This is consistent with the traffic generation rate referenced by TDG in an 
application for a large format retail development in Blenheim.  This application indicates 
that with 30,000m2 of developed GFA a development of this nature would typically 
generate 3.7 trips in the PM peak hour (including pass-by trips).  Pass-by trips for large 
format retail stores are generally in the order of 10% of all trips, but this is somewhat 
dependant on the location of the development in relation to the road network. 

Recommendation: No action is necessary as the adopted trip generation rate is within the typical 
range measured and adopted for other similar developments. 

 

1.3 Saturday Peak Hour 

For the Saturday peak-trading hour we have again referred to surveyed peak trip 
generation rates and accepted design trip generation rates for applications of other large 
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format retail developments, on a Gross Floor Area (GFA) basis in the Saturday peak-
trading hour, as follows: 

 The New Zealand Trips and Parking Database survey data indicates that large format 
retail stores such as the Manukau Supa Centre generate 5.0 – 5.7 trips/100m2. 

 Surveys undertaken at The Base Te Rapa Ltd Bulk Retail Centre as a condition of 
resource consent indicates a trip generation rate of 4.5 – 6.1 trips/100m2. 

 RTA NSW Guide to Traffic Generating Developments quotes an average generation 
rate of 6.6 trips/100m2 (Gross Leasable Floor Area). 

 Applications for Bunnings developments in Victoria, Australia use a generation rate of 
6.5 trips/100m2 (Gross Leasable Floor Area). 

 

The average trip generation rate of the data that is referenced in the sources above is 5.6 
trips / 100m2 with a standard deviation of 0.9 trips / 100m2.  It is reasonable to expect that 
a trip generation rate in the order of 4.7 – 6.5 trips/100m2 (one standard deviation either 
side of the mean) should be used for applications of this nature. 

The TDG adopted rate of 5.0 trips/100m2 is within this range, albeit towards the lower end, 
and therefore is considered to be acceptable.  However, should the traffic modelling for the 
Saturday peak–trading hour indicate that either intersection is operating at or close to 
capacity then this would trigger serious concerns, as higher traffic generation rates could 
possibly eventuate. 

The adopted rate is consistent with the traffic generation rate referenced by TDG in an 
application for a large format retail development in Blenheim.  This application indicates 
that with 30,000m2 of developed GFA a development of this nature would typically 
generate 6.0 trips in the Saturday peak-trading hour (including pass-by trips).  Pass-by trips 
for large format retail stores are generally in the order of 10% of all trips, but this is 
somewhat dependant on the location of the development in relation to the road network. 

Recommendation: No action is necessary as the adopted trip generation rate is within the typical 
range measured and adopted for other similar developments. 

 

2 Strategic Modelling 
The method of trip distribution employed for this assessment utilised a land-use type 
gravity model developed by Gabites Porter for Council, which included the subject site.  
We have assumed that the model is adequately validated in the area that it is being used.  

 



 
 
Page 4 
15 May 2007  
Our Ref:  3381714/010/PCO  
R1:71121-final traffic reprot june 8th.DOC 

 

 
 

The utilisation of such a model is an acceptable practice to determine the distribution of 
trips to a new development.  However the credibility of this method requires a sensibility 
check of the outputs. 

We have reviewed modelled flows for both the complying (baseline) development and the 
proposed development for the year 2021.  The complying development scenario represents 
the traffic generating potential of the subject site under its current industrial land use 
zoning.  We have the following comments/observations on the model outputs. 

 

2.1 AM Peak Hour 

Based on the information provided by TDG in their letter dated 19 April 2007 the 
complying development would generate 282 trips in the AM peak hour.  A 30,000m2 GFA 
large format retail development would generate 840 trips (based on a trip generation rate 
of 2.8 trips/100m2 GFA) in the AM peak hour. 

The traffic modelling should therefore show an increase of approximately 558 trips on the 
road network in the AM peak hour for the proposed development.  

Beca was provided with the complying and proposed traffic flows at the Quarantine / 
Pascoe intersection and Quarantine / Nayland / Site Access intersection.  Traffic entering 
the proposed development has the choice of entering through the Quarantine / Nayland / 
Site Access intersection (the primary access (PA) point) or via a secondary access (SA) point 
on Pascoe Street (refer Figure 1).   
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Figure 1: Proposed Site Access Configuration. 

 

Traffic using the Pascoe Street access would only pass through the Quarantine / Pascoe 
intersection if they were arriving from and departing to the south. 

The traffic modelling indicates that the proposal would generate a total of 54 additional 
movements through the aforementioned intersections, meaning that some 504 additional 
movements would be expected to occur via the Pascoe Street access to and from the north.  
Based on our knowledge of the road network this seems an unlikely scenario.  This is well 
in excess of the 15% of traffic movements that TDG expect at the Pascoe Street access.  
Therefore we suspect that there is an error in the strategic modelling. 

Recommendation: Confirm the number of additional trips at the Pascoe Street access that are 
going to and coming from the north. 
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2.2 PM Peak Hour 

Based on the information provided by TDG in their letter dated 19 April 2007 the 
complying development would generate 404 trips in the PM peak hour.  A 30,000m2 GFA 
large format retail development would generate 990 trips (based on a trip generation rate 
of 3.3 trips/100m2 GFA) in the PM peak hour. 

The traffic modelling should therefore show an increase of approximately 586 trips on the 
road network from the subject site in the PM peak hour. 

The traffic modelling indicates that the proposal would generate a total of 606 additional 
movements through the Quarantine / Pascoe and Quarantine / Nayland / Site Access 
intersections.  This means that some 20 fewer movements would be expected to occur via 
the Pascoe Street access to and from the north.  This is a possible scenario given that the 
modelling indicates that traffic flows through the Quarantine / Pascoe intersection is 
expected to decrease slightly. 

Recommendation: Confirm the reduction in trips at the Pascoe Street access that are going to and 
coming from the north. 

 

2.3 Saturday Peak Hour 

Trip distribution has not been considered for the Saturday peak-trading hour.  We assume 
this is due to the land-use type gravity model not including this period. 

The hourly patterns shown in Figure 3 of the TDG Transportation Assessment indicate that 
the Saturday peak hourly flow (around midday) on Nayland Road is in the order of 80% of 
the typical weekday peak.  On Quarantine Road the percentage is closer to 60%.  While the 
network peak flows are lower on a Saturday than a weekday, the trip generation rate for 
the Saturday peak-trading hour is significantly higher than the weekday PM peak hour and 
the network effects on traffic during the Saturday peak-trading hour need to be evaluated.  
This is especially so when one considers that the proposed development is expected to 
generate approximately 1,200 additional vehicle movements in the Saturday peak-trading 
hour compared with that for the complying development. 

Surveys at The Base Te Rapa Ltd Bulk Retail Centre reinforce this position, as they indicate 
that the Saturday network peak (post development) was more congested than the weekday 
peak and for a longer period of time. 

Recommendation: It is important that the network effects of the Saturday peak-trading hour be 
considered as part of this application.  It would be appropriate for flows to be manually assigned on 
the road network if the strategic model does not consider this period.  
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2.4 Consistency of Flows Between Intersections 

We have reviewed the consistency of entry and exit traffic flows along Quarantine Road 
between the Nayland Road and Pascoe Street intersections.   

Based on the aerial photo and plans we have reviewed, we anticipate that traffic flows 
heading east on Quarantine Road from the Pascoe Street intersection should be equal to the 
flows heading east on Quarantine Road entering the Nayland Street intersection (and vice 
versa but in a westerly direction).  While this is the case presented for the complying 
(baseline) development scenario there is some difference under the “with development” 
scenario.  While the differences are only in the order of 5 – 10% this indicates that there is 
likely to be an error in the strategic modelling, as per our comments in Section 2.1 of this 
peer review. 

Recommendation: Confirm the accuracy of the strategic modelling for the “with development” 
scenario. 

 

3 Intersection Modelling 

3.1 Traffic Modelling Procedure 

The effects of the proposed development on the Quarantine / Pascoe and Quarantine / 
Nayland / Site Access intersections have been assessed by TDG using aaSIDRA 
intersection modelling software.   

The intersection modelling is generally consistent with good practice. 

However, the modelling needs to be updated to reflect the comments that have been raised 
in the preceding points of this peer review, including the need to model the effects of the 
proposed development during the Saturday peak-trading hour. 

Recommendation: The intersection modelling will need to be updated after the items noted above 
have been addressed.  Both intersections also need to be modelled during the Saturday peak-trading 
hour. 

 

3.2 Traffic Modelling Outputs 

The traffic modelling outputs provided thus far illustrate that both intersections considered 
as part of this peer review have adequate capacity to accommodate the additional traffic 
generated by the proposed development (based on trip generation rates adopted by TDG).  
Some further work is required to confirm this is the case in the Saturday peak-trading 
period although it is expected that the capacity of the intersections will remain adequate. 
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Recommendation: Confirm that adequate intersection capacity exists after the modelling has been 
updated. 

3.2.1 Pascoe Street Right Turn Movement 

We note that the right turn movement out of Pascoe Street at the Quarantine Road 
intersection is expected to experience high average delays per vehicle with corresponding 
LOS post development of F in the AM peak hour and E in the PM peak hour.  While the 
poor LOS is undesirable we note that the expected LOS is consistent with that for the 
complying (baseline) development scenario and therefore the effect of the proposed 
development on this movement have a less than minor effect.  

Further, traffic wishing to head west on Quarantine Road from the proposed development 
has the option to use the Quarantine / Nayland / Site Access intersection over the 
Quarantine / Pascoe intersection. 

Recommendation: No action is necessary. 

3.2.2 Queue Lengths Between Intersections 

We have some concern that the queue on the Quarantine Road west approach to the 
roundabout may extend through to the Quarantine / Pascoe intersection.  The modelling 
shows that the 95th percentile queues would be 55m long and 34m long on this approach 
during the AM and PM peak hours respectively.   

The drawings acknowledge this risk through the provision of keep clear markings on 
Quarantine Road across the Pascoe Street intersection to prohibit vehicles from stopping, 
thereby maintaining the flow of vehicles into and out of Pascoe Street.   

We expect that the modelled performance of the left turn movement out of Pascoe Street is 
likely to be overestimated as aaSIDRA is unable to consider the effect of downstream 
queued traffic constraints on the capacity of specific turning movements.  That said, there 
would appear to be sufficient capacity for the left turn movement from Pascoe Street to 
accommodate any reduction in capacity caused by this queuing.   

Recommendation: No action is necessary. 

 

4 Recommendation 
The peer review has highlighted some inconsistencies and shortcomings with the 
Transportation Assessment prepared for the proposed development.  The key issues we 
have identified relate to: 

 The accuracy of the information coming from the strategic model; and 

 The lack of modelling of the network effects during the Saturday peak-trading hour. 

 



 
 
Page 9 
15 May 2007  
Our Ref:  3381714/010/PCO  
R1:71121-final traffic reprot june 8th.DOC 

 

 
 

We recommend that these issues would best be addressed by the applicant prior to any 
hearing and accordingly recommend that this peer review be issued to the applicant’s 
transportation consultant (TDG) as a ‘Request For Further Information’. 

We trust that the information presented in this Transportation Assessment Peer Review is 
clear and concise.  If you have any questions surrounding the information presented in this 
peer review then please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely 
Paul Durdin  
Senior Transportation Engineer 
 

 

 
on behalf of 

Beca Infrastructure Ltd 
Direct Dial: +64-3-363 3451 
Email: paul.durdin@beca.com  

 

 
Copy 

Tony Quickfall - Quickfall Associates Ltd 
David Petrie - Traffic Design Group 
 

 

mailto:paul.durdin@beca.com
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1 Introduction 
1.1 The Proposed Plan Change 

 Catal Developments Limited is applying for a Plan Change to the Nelson Resource 
Management Plan (NRMP) to amend the existing Industrial Zone retailing rule INr.21 by 
providing a Large Format Store Overlay on the portion of the land at 99 Quarantine Road 
that is not already developed by Mitre 10 Mega. 

 According to Section 1.1.1 of the application, the proposed Large Format Store Overlay 
will permit trade supply outlets, retail outlets of no less than 500m² and associated 
activities to establish on the site, to a maximum floor area of 30,000m². 

 However proposed Amendment 29 in the application may be interpreted as meaning that 
trade-based retail would not be included in the 30,000m² cap. This would mean that the 
combined area of retail and activities selling bulky goods and/or with substantial storage 
requirements may exceed the 30,000m² cap. 

 Currently, the site is governed by Rule INr.21 which allows retail activity in the Industrial 
Zone if the activity: 

i. Involves the sale of food, groceries and related consumables and the area for 
retail activity and display does not exceed 100m², or; 

ii. Involves the sale of motor fuels and vehicle accessories and ancillary goods, 
provided the area for ancillary retail activity (including i. above) does not exceed 
100m², or; 

iii. Sells goods produced or processed on the site, and which is ancillary to the 
industrial use of the site, or; 

iv. Requires the outside storage of large bulky items such as building materials, 
heavy equipment and vehicle sales, or wood and concrete products, landscape 
supplies, or plants and gardening materials. 

 The assessment criteria for rule INr.21 are: 

i. Any potential cumulative effects on the stock of industrial land of allowing activities 
to locate within the Zone. 

ii. Any cumulative effects on the commercial zones of allowing such activities to 
locate out of zone. 

iii. Any special needs and effects which mean that the activity does not fit within the 
commercial zone. 

iv. The scale and nature of activity. 

 The applicant justifies the request for a plan change for the following reasons: 

i. Demand for large format retailing is significant in the Nelson Region and there is 
insufficient space to meet existing demand, and future growth, for large format 
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retailing (LFR) in the Inner City or other commercial zones. 

ii. There is no other appropriately zoned land that is capable of meeting existing and 
future needs for large format retailing growth. 

iii. The current resource consent process for assessing the effects of the large format 
retailing on industrial land “is cumbersome and results in ad hoc development”. 

iv. The community’s ability to provide for its needs will be hindered if the demand for 
large format retailing cannot be met. 

v. “The effects of the proposal are minimal while its advantages are significant and in 
pace with the region’s growth”. 

 The applicant’s planner’s report contends that the current planning framework does not 
enable the community to meet its social and economic needs.  It highlights that 
significant growth has occurred throughout the Region in the last 10 years and stresses 
that the Council has not attempted to monitor the effects of this growth and review the 
District Plan accordingly. 

 The applicant claims that the current planning framework is ineffective because recently 
several (at least four) resource consent applications have been required for large format 
retailing activity in industrial zoned areas.  The applicant maintains that there should be a 
strategic approach rather than assessing ad hoc consents as discretionary activities. 

1.2 Report Objective 

 Nelson City Council have commissioned Market Economics Ltd (MEL) to undertake a 
detailed assessment of the impact of the proposed Plan Change on the Region’s 
commercial retail precincts and urban form. 

 The following four key considerations were specified in the brief: 

i. The extent to which the proposed overlay provides for general (non-LFR) retailing, 
in addition to LFR 

ii. The demand for additional land supply for LFR and how effective this proposal is 
at meeting that demand.  

iii. The impact of the proposal on the functioning and retail cohesiveness of Nelson 
CBD in particular, but also the Stoke shopping centre. 

iv. The accuracy of the retail analysis and conclusions provided by the plan change 
proponents. 

1.3 Report Structure 

 There are four sections in this report: 

i. Section One: Introduction.  This section outlines the proposed Plan Change and 
the objectives of Market Economics’ retail and urban form assessment. 

ii. Section Two: Key Issues.  Section Two outlines the key resource management 
issues relevant to the proposed Plan Change to contextualise the assessment in 
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RMA terms. 

iii. Section Three: Proposed Plan Change Retail and Urban Form Impact 
Assessment: This section details the methodology and assumptions used to 
assess the likely retail distributional effects of the proposed Large Format Store 
Overlay on Nelson-Tasman’s current urban form. 

iv. Section Four: Retail and Urban Form Impact Conclusions.  Section Four 
documents the key conclusions from the assessment of retail and urban form 
impact.  The key conclusions are discussed in relation to the relevant resource 
management issues discussed in Section Two. 
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2 Key Issues 
2.1 Introduction 

 Currently, the Nelson Planning framework (District Plan, Nelson Resource Management 
Plan (NRMP) and the Nelson Urban Growth Strategy (NUGS)) aim to support and 
enhance the central business district as the main retail and service centre for the Nelson 
urban area, and the Nelson-Tasman Region. 

 The proposed Large Format Store Overlay (LFSO) is especially important because it will 
enable development of a significant amount of retail capacity in a new location, and one 
which is a predominantly industrial area outside the established network of retail centres. 
In particular, it would enable a substantial change from the current structure, in which 
retail and service activity is strongly concentrated in Nelson’s CBD core and fringe - the 
largest retail destination in the urban area and region – and is supported by a number of 
smaller centres. 

 A substantial change in the pattern of retail activity will have long term effects on the 
urban form and function of urban Nelson.  

 The scale of the LFSO would make it the second largest retail area within Nelson City, 
and the third largest within the urban area, and it would function primarily as a large 
format retail centre. 

 A number of potential benefits accrue from concentrating retail and service activity in the 
CBD and other centres, including travel efficiency and centre vibrancy.  Consolidation of 
appropriate and compatible retail and service activity in these locations encourages 
efficient operation of urban economies. 

 The immediate issue is whether Quarantine Road is an appropriate location for a new 
centre within Nelson, or whether existing alternative development opportunities would 
offer a better outcome in RMA terms. 

 The location of retail activity in the Nelson-Tasman urban economy is a significant issue 
in Resource Management Act (RMA) terms.  The purposes of the Act – to achieve 
sustainable management of resources, and community and economic wellbeing – are 
directly and indirectly affected by the location of retail activity and associated household 
service activity.  This is because retail and service location patterns are a major and 
pervasive influence on urban form, function and travel efficiency, and on how the urban 
environment delivers amenity. 

 In broad terms, centres-based patterns of retail development are consistent with the 
purpose of the RMA.  Where significant amounts of retail activity are able to locate ‘out of 
centre’, the result is a less efficient and consequently less sustainable urban form; 
primarily because of greater levels of private travel, and reduced amenity throughout the 
urban area but especially in commercial centres. 
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 To appreciate the significance of the proposed plan change, it is necessary to 
understand: 

i. The processes by which retail and service location patterns affect urban form and 
function and travel; 

ii. The significance of these activities within an urban economy; 

iii. The likely resource management consequences of particular retail and service 
location patterns. 

2.2 Travel Efficiency and Sustainability 

 Resource sustainability is directly affected by efficiency in the urban environment.  The 
more efficient the urban form, the more sustainable it is. 

 Efficiency in travel is a major contributor to overall urban efficiency.  This is explicitly 
recognised in District Plans and Regional Policy Statements throughout New Zealand, 
through objectives and policies which seek to reduce or minimise the volume of private 
travel which is required for people to meet their everyday needs.   

 Urban form directly affects travel efficiency – longer, more complex or less direct travel 
patterns mean higher levels of resources (time and travel costs) are consumed in 
meeting peoples’ needs.  Shorter trips, and/or trips where more than one need can be 
satisfied, consume fewer resources to meet those same needs. 

 Travel efficiency can be affected by the location patterns of retail and service activities in 
two ways.  First, the location of retail and service outlets in relation to residential areas 
and other business activities directly affects travel patterns to access goods and 
services.  Second, retail location directly affects the location choices of other activities – 
especially household services, community facilities and public facilities. 

 The retail policy environment is a critical determinant of consumer travel patterns to 
access retail goods and services.  The direct effect of retail and service location patterns 
on consumer travel arises because people need to access retail and service outlets to 
purchase goods and services for normal household operation and day to day needs. 

 The travel efficiency of shopping trips can be assessed broadly according to the amount 
of resource used in travel in relation to the benefit gained.  The amount of resource used 
is commonly measured in terms of time and direct dollar costs, mainly vehicle operating 
cost, with costs dependant on the length of a trip and its complexity, including the 
number of stops and starts. 

 Research into shopping travel behaviour shows that consumers generally plan their 
travel, and seek to minimise or limit the travel costs incurred in accessing goods and 
services, as time and money resources are limited.  The main methods of achieving 
lower cost or more cost efficient travel are to access the closest suitable provider of 
required goods or services, and by undertaking multi-purpose trips, where consumers 
visit several outlets in the course of a single trip.   
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 Therefore, the location of shops is an important influence on consumer trip patterns, 
particularly the number of separate centres or stand alone stores, and the travel distance 
from residential areas.  Generally, concentration of retail into relatively few locations 
results in more efficient travel. Various studies have shown that 85-90% of household 
shopping trips are made by private vehicles. Where shops are grouped together within 
walking distance, there is greater opportunity for one-stop, multi-purpose vehicle trips. 
These trips are associated with lower vehicle travel – for example, a trip from home to 
the shops, a single stop to park, visits to several shops, then return trip home.  Where 
shops are dispersed, the walking time between them is higher and there is more 
likelihood of either a multi-stop vehicle trip or consumers making separate trips to each 
destination. 

 However, the benefits gained from the shopping trip(s) - i.e. the goods and services 
purchased - are the same for both the single-stop multi-purpose trip, as for the multi-stop 
trip.  The travel cost per unit of benefit gained is higher for the multi-stop trip.  Therefore, 
the travel efficiency is lower for multi-stop trips or multiple trips. 

 Similar effects may occur where retail and service activity is developed in two or more 
nodes, as distinct from a single, larger centre. At the city level, development of 
substantial new centres some distance from existing centres – where the intervening 
distance requires vehicle trips between them, and the new centre serves a city-wide 
market – generally means greater levels of consumer travel, as consumer needs are met 
from two centres rather than one.  This outcome is generally associated with two centres 
serving the whole market, and can be distinguished from a situation where a new centre 
is developed to service needs in a growth area, for example. 

 The concentration of retail and service activity into compact centres represents a more 
efficient urban form than if such activity is dispersed.  This is because there is greater 
opportunity for multi-purpose trips by consumers, so that fewer resources are used in 
meeting peoples’ needs. Concentration of business activity also usually achieves greater 
efficiency in the utilisation of built resources, and provision of service infrastructure. 

 If retail activity is spatially concentrated within a CBD or centre, then there is greater 
opportunity for one-stop, multi-purpose shopping trips.  However, if retail and service 
activity is dispersed, and it is not convenient for shoppers to walk between shops, 
shoppers will make more multi-stop trips, driving between precincts rather than walking 
between stores, and/or they will make more trips, visiting one precinct on one trip, 
another on the next trip. 

2.3 Willingness to Travel and Consumer Choice 

 It is important to recognise which part of the community bears the cost of shopper travel.  
Many commentators have advanced the argument that travel efficiency impacts of retail 
location patterns are not resource management issues, since consumers make their own 
shopping destination choices.  Therefore, their willingness to travel to a particular store 
means they are prepared to incur the private travel costs involved, and that these travel 
costs are less than the private benefit gained otherwise they would not make the trip. 
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 However, that argument ignores two key aspects. First, it assumes there is completely 
free choice for consumers in where they undertake their shopping. Second, it ignores the 
fact that resource management issues arise from the volume of travel undertaken, 
irrespective of whether that travel affects some ‘freedom of choice’. 

 Consumers do not have unlimited choice among retail outlets because of the economics 
of the retail and service sectors.  The number of outlets in any retail sector is determined 
by the size of the retail market, and only a finite number of outlets can be sustained.  
This means that consumers have a limited choice of shops, and must select destinations 
from those available, determining their shopping travel according to the most satisfactory 
means of achieving their needs. 

 Consequently, the retail location decisions made by developers, retailers and local 
authorities are the key determinants of subsequent consumer travel patterns.  Retail 
location decisions affect trip distance, destination choice and the ability of consumers to 
undertake multi-purpose shopping trips. 

 The sequence of effects is critical.  The current District Plan and NRMP enable retail 
activity in specific zones.  Given the opportunity (i.e. through resource consents and Plan 
Changes), developers and retailers determine store location in response to a range of 
other factors, including land and development costs, and opportunities for co-location 
with other retail, accessibility to the market and so on. 

 Generally, larger stores with greater drawing power have more ability to establish and 
operate successfully as ‘stand-alone’ destinations than do smaller stores.  However, the 
effect of a policy allowing LFR stores in new locations is not limited to enabling only 
larger stores to establish there.  This is because retail and service outlets tend to co-
locate and derive benefits from being close to each other.  The establishment of a large 
stand-alone store usually attracts other (often smaller) stores to establish nearby, so that 
they can benefit from the customer numbers generated by the larger store. 

 Consequently, while larger stores generally lead a pattern of retail development, in the 
medium term smaller stores and service businesses will follow the location patterns of 
the larger shops.  The natural tendency of smaller stores to co-locate means in the long 
term shops and services tend to aggregate into new centres. 

 The store size restrictions contained in the proposed plan change will go some way 
towards ensuring that the zoning is taken up by mainly medium-large and large format 
retailers in the short term.  However, longer term there will be pressure for a more 
general flow of medium or small-scale retailers and service outlets to be allowed to follow 
the location decisions of large stores, as a new dominant centre is developed. 

2.4 Social and Functional Amenity 

 There are several flow-on effects of ‘out of centre’ retail development on existing 
shopping and service centres.  The first direct effect is driven by the direct retail sales 
impacts of ‘out of centre’ retail on other retail and service activity in centres.  This has 
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consequent (indirect) effects on those centres provision of functional and social amenity. 

 To meet RMA requirements, assessment of effects must cover both the direct trade 
impacts from retail and service activity – which generally fall to the industry itself as trade 
effects – and the wider impacts which flow on less directly to consumers and the 
community in general. 

 While direct sales or trade impacts are not a concern under the RMA, the consequences 
of such sales impacts on the wider social and community roles of centres is a relevant 
consideration.  Such effects arise as a direct consequence of the sales impacts, because 
the sales impacts are reflected in reduced shopper numbers, store reductions and 
closures, and so on, which in turn reduce the social and community focus roles of 
centres. 

 The scale of impact depends on the sales performance of the new store(s), derived from 
its attractiveness relative to existing stores (mainly from its size, product choice, pricing 
and accessibility).  Potential impacts can vary from negligible to undermining the viability 
of existing centres. 

 The pattern of retail activity affects the social role of the city centre and its contribution to 
amenity for the urban and regional community.  Amenity is directly affected by patterns of 
retail and service activity, because they play a dominant role in the development of 
commercial centres and generating people activity. 

 Amenity outcomes arise in part from urban efficiency.  The ease (time, costs, and 
convenience) with which people can undertake their day to day business and personal 
activity contributes directly to their functional amenity.  The form and function of the 
central area also contributes directly to social amenity, where its role as a community 
focus, a place of people activity, enhancement of community identity, opportunity for 
people interaction, and a focal point for public places and facilities, are all important.   

 Retail activity has a very important role in the provision of social amenity in the urban 
setting, which is generally enhanced by the concentration of retailing, services and public 
facilities.  This concentration helps to generate and focus people activity and community 
identity.  Equally, more dispersed patterns of retail and other commercial and public 
activity are rarely effective in providing social amenity. 

 Both functional and social amenity increases with centre size because as centres 
become larger they provide a wider variety of goods and services, offer more choice 
among outlets, and attract community and public facilities.  Accordingly, larger centres 
provide a higher level of amenity than do smaller centres. 

 The scale and nature of the proposed Plan Change will directly affect the form and 
function of the Nelson-Tasman urban area, and specifically the Nelson CBD, by enabling 
a sizeable competing centre to establish in a distant location with cheaper location costs.  
The changes will have consequent effects on urban amenity, in terms of how the central 
city functions as a retail destination, the efficiency of consumer travel, and the social 
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amenity delivered by the CBD. 
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3 Proposed Plan Change Retail & Urban Form Impact 
Assessment 

3.1 Introduction 

 To address the key issues, the proposed Large Format Store Overlay has been 
examined in terms of its direct implications for the location patterns of retail and service 
activities, the consequent urban form, and the implications for sustainability and amenity. 

 There are four aspects to this analysis: 

i. The size of the retail market in Nelson-Tasman, and the growth potential in terms 
of spending power ($m) and sustainable floor space in the medium and long term 
(out to 2026). 

ii. The implied demand for zoned land area to accommodate retail growth, and 
possible locations for accommodating this growth, including the CBD, Inner City 
and the proposed Large Format Store Overlay. 

iii. The likely future patterns of retail and service activity in Nelson-Tasman if the 
proposed Plan Change is implemented compared with the current situation, and 
compared with a situation where LFR growth occurs mainly in the Large Format 
Store Overlay area. 

iv. The implications of these different future retail patterns for Nelson’s urban form 
and function, and the likely consequences for sustainability and amenity. 

3.2 Scope 

 It is important to set the proposed Plan Change in context, especially the retail 
development potential which will be enabled by the Large Format Store Overlay relative 
to the growth in the retail market in the medium term (2016) and the longer term (2026).  
To do this, we have examined the size of the retail market in Nelson-Tasman, along with 
the growth potential in terms of spending power ($m) and sustainable gross floor area 
(gfa) measured in square metre terms (m²). 

 This retail assessment covers: 

i. Retail demand ($m) for each major store type arising from the Nelson-Tasman 
catchment, from household, business and tourist spending. 

ii. Future growth in retail demand, arising from households, business and tourist 
growth, and increases in real average spend per household, by ten year periods to 
2026. 

iii. The implied demand for retail floor space in LFR and small-medium format (SFR) 
outlets, based on shares of current and future sales in each store type likely to be 
met by the LFR and SFR sectors. 

iv. Current Nelson-Tasman sales ($m) for each major store type by location. 

v. A retail impact assessment, covering the likely performance and future role of the 



 

Page 14 

proposed Large Format Store Overlay, and the range of likely effects on the future 
Nelson-Tasman retail environment and centres structure. 

3.3 2006-2026 Retail Demand by Store Type 

 Estimates of retail demand for each major store type have been derived from Market 
Economics’ proprietary Retail Demand Model 2007 (RDM).  The model estimates 
spending power in $2006 terms according to the number and mix of households in each 
location (for household expenditure), employment levels (for business expenditure) and 
international visitor nights (for tourism expenditure by overseas visitors). 

 To understand the patterns of retail demand, Nelson has been subdivided into six 
catchments, defined at Census Area Unit (CAU) level, for comparability with Census and 
other SNZ data. Similarly, Tasman District has been subdivided into seven catchments 
(Map 1). 

 Map 1 Nelson-Tasman Central Retail Demand Catchments 

 

 Future retail demand for each store type has been estimated to 2026, according to 
projected growth in household numbers, employment levels, and international visitor 
numbers.  This includes allowance for future increases in real average spend per 
household, at 0.8% p.a. from 2006-2016, and 0.45% p.a. from 2016-2026.   

3.3.1 Household Growth 

 In March 2006, the Statistics New Zealand (SNZ) Census of Population and Dwellings 
(Census) recorded 34,460 private occupied dwellings (households) in Nelson City and 
Tasman District combined.  This figure is slightly (1.3%) lower than that estimated in the 
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Marketplace NZ Report (May 2006)1 of 34,900 households. 

 The Retail Demand Model calculates household spend for a June year end date.  MEL 
has derived a June 2006 household number by estimating growth from March to June 
2006, and adjusting for Census over- or under-count (assuming the same difference 
applied to the Census 2006 count as was evident in the Census 2001 count).  

 We have used the SNZ medium growth household projections at CAU level to estimate 
future household numbers by catchment out to 2026.   

 The Nelson-Tasman area is expected to grow by 24% (8,740 households) in the long 
term, reaching 44,920 households by 2026.  Tasman District is expected to grow slightly 
faster (25%) than Nelson City (23%) (Table 3.1).  The Nelson-Tasman Urban Area will 
account for 62% of growth, around 5,460 households.   

 The MEL household projections for Nelson-Tasman Region in 2026 are 3% lower (1,200 
households fewer) than those used in the Marketplace NZ Ltd May 2006 report. 

 Table 3.1 2006-2026 Households by Nelson-Tasman Catchment 

Nelson-Tasman Catchment 2006 2016 2026 2006-26 
Growth (n)

2006-26 
Growth (%)

Northern Suburbs 1,640          1,890          2,060          420             26%
Central Suburbs 5,180          5,650          5,930          750             14%
Southern Suburbs 6,030          6,700          7,270          1,240          21%
Stoke Surrounds 5,070          5,920          6,700          1,630          32%
Rural Nelson 330             440             590             260             79%
Harbour Nelson -              -              -              -              0%
Nelson City 18,260         20,610         22,540         4,280          23%
Richmond Surrounds 6,350          7,340          8,120          1,770          28%
Motueka Surrounds 3,360          3,760          3,980          620             18%
Takaka 520             540             530             10               2%
Wakefield 670             790             910             240             36%
Murchison 220             230             220             -              0%
Rural Tasman 6,810          7,790          8,630          1,820          27%
Harbour Tasman -              -              -              -              0%
Tasman District 17,920         20,440         22,380         4,460          25%
Nelson-Tasman Urban Area 23,600         26,640         29,060         5,460          23%
Nelson-Tasman Total 36,180         41,050         44,920         8,740          24%  

3.3.2 Employment Growth  

 For the 2006 year, the SNZ Business Directory (BD) recorded 41,230 ECs (persons 
employed, broadly equating to jobs) in Nelson and Tasman. SNZ has historically 
collected detailed information about employment by sector at a fine geographic level 
(meshblock), and until 2003 recorded employment as full-time equivalents (FTEs) and 
total persons engaged (TPEs).  From 2004, SNZ has revised their collection methods to 
record data as an Employment Count (ECs).  The EC is a combination of full and part 
time employment, though not adjusted to reflect the full- vs part-time mix. Also, the EC 

                                                      

1 Report on Foreseeable Growth, Related Employment & Servicing Considerations and the 
Implications for an Efficient Regional Growth Strategy – Market Place NZ Ltd (May 2006) 
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does not include all working proprietors. . 

 To estimate employment growth, the Market Economics Economic Futures Model (EFM) 
has been applied to the Nelson and Tasman Regions.  The EFM uses detailed data on 
population growth and export growth under “business-as-usual” conditions, together with 
a detailed input-output model of the Region’s economy, to estimate future economic 
activity by sector.  The model applies regional household projections to estimate 
domestic (household) consumption and international export projections (based on time 
series analysis of commodity production). It produces projections for each sector, which 
allow for both the direct effect of demand growth from the household sector and export-
led growth, and also the flow-on effects through other sectors within the Region. The key 
outputs are projected activity and employment by sector from direct, indirect and induced 
effects, over time.  

 Table 3.2 shows anticipated employment growth under a “business-as-usual” scenario 
for Nelson-Tasman Region.  Employment is expected to grow by 9,520 ECs (23%) 
between 2006 and 2026, to reach 50,750 ECs.  Tasman District is expected to account 
for the larger share (61%) of employment growth during this period, around 5,830 ECs. 

 The Marketplace NZ Ltd estimates of actively engaged residents are not directly 
comparable with the SNZ BD estimates of employment based on ECs.  Nevertheless, we 
note that the Marketplace NZ Ltd used a higher estimate for employment than MEL 
(57,290 compared with 50,750 ECs for 2026), and that the assumed growth of 29% by 
2026 is substantially higher than our estimate of 23%. 

 Table 3.2 2006-2026 Employment by Nelson-Tasman Catchment 

Nelson-Tasman Catchment 2006 2016 2026 2006-26 
Growth (n)

2006-26 
Growth (%)

Northern Suburbs 240             260             280             40               17%
Central Suburbs 13,030         14,090         15,100         2,070          16%
Southern Suburbs 6,510          6,990          7,490          980             15%
Stoke Surrounds 3,040          3,270          3,510          470             15%
Rural Nelson 170             190             210             40               24%
Harbour Nelson 300             340             380             80               27%
Nelson City 23,280         25,140         26,970         3,690          16%
Richmond Surrounds 6,460          7,420          8,360          1,900          29%
Motueka Surrounds 4,190          4,850          5,530          1,340          32%
Takaka 880             1,010          1,110          230             26%
Wakefield 360             410             470             110             31%
Murchison 250             280             310             60               24%
Rural Tasman 5,810          6,810          7,990          2,180          38%
Harbour Tasman 10               10               10               -              0%
Tasman District 17,950         20,780         23,780         5,830          32%
Nelson-Tasman Urban Area 28,830         31,790         34,670         5,840          20%
Nelson-Tasman Total 41,230         45,920         50,750         9,520          23%  

3.3.3 International Visitor Growth 

 The Ministry of Tourism produces annual forecasts of international visitor nights.  The 
latest publication (August 2006) shows that the Nelson Region Tourism Organisation 
(RTO), which includes all of Nelson City and Tasman District, had 1.5m international 
visitor nights in 2006.  MEL has pro-rated these nights across the Nelson-Tasman 
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catchments to estimate the number of nights spent in each catchment according to 
available commercial accommodation, and resident household numbers. 

 The latest forecasts estimate international visitor nights out to 2012, from this point 
onwards MEL has estimated international visitor nights based on the annual growth rate 
between 2011 and 2012.  Table 3.3 shows expected international visitor nights by 
location.  By 2026, Nelson-Tasman Region will have grown by 1.2m international visitor 
nights (76%).  The Marketplace NZ Ltd May 2006 report does not provide an estimate of 
tourist spending, so no direct comparison can be made for this assumption. 

 Table 3.3 2006-2026 International Visitor Nights by Nelson-Tasman Catchment 

Nelson-Tasman Catchment 2006 2016 2026 2006-26 
Growth (n)

2006-26 
Growth (%)

Northern Suburbs 44,600         63,740         78,520         33,920         76%
Central Suburbs 588,660       841,340       1,036,460    447,800       76%
Southern Suburbs 389,090       556,110       685,080       295,990       76%
Stoke Surrounds 275,000       393,040       484,190       209,190       76%
Rural Nelson 8,170          11,670         14,380         6,210          76%
Harbour Nelson -              -              -              -              0%
Nelson City 1,305,510    1,865,890    2,298,620    993,110       76%
Richmond Surrounds 32,490         46,440         57,210         24,720         76%
Motueka Surrounds 21,900         31,310         38,570         16,670         76%
Takaka 16,310         23,310         28,710         12,400         76%
Wakefield 1,030          1,470          1,810          780             76%
Murchison 12,670         18,110         22,310         9,640          76%
Rural Tasman 137,400       196,380       241,920       104,520       76%
Harbour Tasman -              -              -              -              0%
Tasman District 221,800       317,000       390,520       168,720       76%
Nelson-Tasman Urban Area 1,326,410    1,895,760    2,335,420    1,009,010    76%
Nelson-Tasman Total 1,527,310    2,182,900    2,689,150    1,161,840    76%  

3.3.4 Retail Demand Model 

 Retail spend data has been sourced from MEL’s RDM.  The model draws retail spend 
data from SNZ quarterly Retail Trade Survey by 24 store types, and calculates retail 
spend by 47 household types.  Household types are defined by income, family type and 
members’ age, based on 2001 Census data.  The RDM also calculates business and 
tourist demand across 24 store types to complete the picture of contributors to retail 
demand. 

 Spend by each type of consumer is calculated by taking the number of consumers 
(whether households, employees or tourists) and multiplying by the average spend per 
consumer.  Because we know the spatial distribution of these consumers, we can 
calculate the spending power resident in each catchment for each of the 24 store types. 

3.3.5 2006-2026 Retail Demand Estimates ($m) 

 Table 3.4 shows total demand for Food and Grocery in Nelson and Tasman from 2006 to 
2026.  In 2006, total food and grocery demand is estimated to be $319.5m.  The demand 
for Food & Grocery is expected to grow by $136.2m (43%) between 2006 and 2026. 

 The MEL 2006 estimate of $319.5m Food and Grocery spend compares with $312.9m 
estimated by the Marketplace NZ Ltd Report.  It should be noted that the Marketplace NZ 
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Ltd estimate does not include tourism spend. Of the total spend estimated by MEL, 
$8.1m (2.5%) is accounted for by international visitor spend, meaning that MEL’s 
estimates of Food and Grocery spend are roughly equivalent to Marketplace NZ Ltds. 

 Table 3.4 2006-2026 Food & Grocery Retail Demand ($m) 

Nelson-Tasman Catchment 2006 2016 2026 2006-26 
Growth (n)

2006-26 
Growth (%)

Food & Grocery
Northern Suburbs 15.54$         19.49$         22.29$         6.74$          43%
Central Suburbs 48.53$         58.45$         65.10$         16.57$         34%
Southern Suburbs 52.45$         63.95$         73.16$         20.71$         39%
Stoke Surrounds 42.73$         54.71$         65.18$         22.45$         53%
Rural Nelson 3.12$          4.50$          6.28$          3.15$          101%
Harbour Nelson 0.04$          0.05$          0.06$          0.02$          44%
Nelson City 162.42$       201.14$       232.07$       69.65$         43%
Richmond Surrounds 57.02$         71.45$         82.80$         25.79$         45%
Motueka Surrounds 26.74$         32.47$         36.03$         9.29$          35%
Takaka 4.20$          4.78$          4.96$          0.76$          18%
Wakefield 5.82$          7.43$          8.96$          3.15$          54%
Murchison 1.92$          2.21$          2.25$          0.32$          17%
Rural Tasman 61.34$         76.18$         88.55$         27.20$         44%
Harbour Tasman 0.00$          0.00$          0.00$          0.00$          65%
Tasman District 157.04$       194.52$       223.54$       66.51$         42%
Nelson-Tasman Urban Area 210.08$       259.47$       298.05$       87.97$         42%
Nelson-Tasman Total 319.46$       395.66$       455.61$       136.16$       43%  

 Table 3.5 shows total demand for General Merchandise in Nelson and Tasman from 
2006 to 2026.  In 2006, total general merchandise demand is estimated to be $408.3m, 
and is expected to grow by $190.2m (47%) between 2006 and 2026. 

 Table 3.5 2006-2026 General Merchandise Retail Demand ($m) 

Nelson-Tasman Catchment 2006 2016 2026 2006-26 
Growth (n)

2006-26 
Growth (%)

General Merchandise
Northern Suburbs 19.46$         24.63$         28.34$         8.87$          46%
Central Suburbs 70.91$         88.97$         102.05$       31.14$         44%
Southern Suburbs 69.18$         86.63$         100.69$       31.51$         46%
Stoke Surrounds 54.90$         71.73$         86.33$         31.43$         57%
Rural Nelson 3.83$          5.52$          7.67$          3.83$          100%
Harbour Nelson 0.14$          0.17$          0.20$          0.06$          44%
Nelson City 218.42$       277.64$       325.27$       106.85$       49%
Richmond Surrounds 68.83$         86.43$         100.35$       31.52$         46%
Motueka Surrounds 31.67$         38.64$         43.13$         11.46$         36%
Takaka 5.31$          6.19$          6.59$          1.27$          24%
Wakefield 6.83$          8.73$          10.52$         3.70$          54%
Murchison 2.52$          2.99$          3.15$          0.64$          25%
Rural Tasman 74.66$         93.56$         109.40$       34.74$         47%
Harbour Tasman 0.00$          0.00$          0.00$          0.00$          65%
Tasman District 189.82$       236.54$       273.14$       83.32$         44%
Nelson-Tasman Urban Area 275.86$       348.20$       405.38$       129.52$       47%
Nelson-Tasman Total 408.25$       514.18$       598.41$       190.17$       47%  

 The MEL 2006 estimate of $408.3m General Merchandise spend compares with 
$356.1m estimated by the Marketplace NZ Ltd Report.  Once more, the Marketplace NZ 
Ltd estimate does not include tourism spend. Of the total spend estimated by MEL, 
$37.4m (9.0%) is accounted for by international visitor spend, meaning that MEL’s 
estimate of non-tourism general merchandise spend is $14.8m higher than the 
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Marketplace NZ Ltd estimate.  It is possible that some retail categories (i.e. Marine 
Equipment Retailing) are included in MEL’s estimate and not included in the Marketplace 
NZ Ltd estimate, and may account for some of the difference. 

3.4 Growth in LFR Potential 

 The retail demand growth estimates have been used as a base to examine the growth 
prospects for LFR retail.  Demand for LFR will come from growth in the market, and also 
as a result of changes occurring within the retail sector including decreasing shares of 
sales to SFR outlets in the future. 

 MEL has detailed information about the average store size by retail store type at the 
national level from 1997 to 2003, and 2006.  This information was sourced from SNZ as 
a customised request.  We have used this information as the basis for the assumptions 
of how much growth will occur in the LFR sector in the future. 

 For this assessment, LFR outlets have been assumed to dominate growth in the 
comparison retail (general merchandise) sectors.  LFR outlets have also been allowed to 
progressively capture sales from SFR outlets as follows: 

i. Currently, LFR outlets account for an estimated 40% of comparison retail in 
Nelson City ($87.7m) and 41% in Tasman District ($78.4m). 

ii. In the future, LFR outlets will attract the major share (61%) of growth in demand 
for comparison goods over the period to 2026.  This represents an increase in 
sales by LFR outlets of $115.5m out of total growth of $190.2m. 

iii. Allowing for an annual gain in sales productivity of 0.3% over this period, this 
demand would sustain an annual increase of around 1,260 m² in LFR floorspace. 

iv. In total, there would be demand for approximately 38,700 m² gfa for comparison 
goods.  Of the total, 25,190 m² would be in LFR outlets and 13,620 m² would be in 
SFR outlets. 

 Under this future development scenario, which is favourable to LFR, the adverse impacts 
of the proposed development are minimised, reporting a conservative evaluation of the 
impacts at a best case for the developer. 
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 The Marketplace NZ Ltd Report (April 2006)2 provides four estimates of GM floor space 
requirements to 2021 (para 4.1.7, p10).  The estimates are: 

 Low spend/lower household growth: 33,700 m² trading floor area (tfa) 

 Low spend/forecast household growth: 35,000 m² tfa 

 Higher spend/lower household growth: 52,000 m² tfa 

 Higher spend/forecast household growth: 53,700 m² tfa. 

These estimates make no provision for gains in sales productivity per m² over the 
timeframe.  They also make no provision for increases in spending by tourists. 
Additionally, the estimates are for trading space rather than gross floor space. 

 While the Marketplace NZ Ltd estimates of current retail spend are similar to those 
produced by Market Economics, Marketplace’s estimates of future trading floorspace 
requirements based on the higher spend scenarios are significantly higher than our 
estimates. 

3.5 Implications of the Large Format Store Overlay on Future Demand 

 Amendment 29 of the Catal Developments Ltd application seeks to include an additional 
point to Rule INr.21.1, as follows: 

Retailing activities are permitted if they: 

e. Are within the Large Format Store Overlay and are: 

i. Trade supply outlets; or 

ii. Individual retail outlets (other than supermarkets) of no less than 500 m² in 
gross floor area; or 

iii. Restaurants, takeaway food outlets and retail services, provided that the 
aggregate floor area devoted to such activities does not exceed the lesser 
of 1,200 m² or 4% of the enclosed gross floor area within the Overlay as it 
stands at any one time. 

With the exception of those activities provided for in (d) above, the aggregate enclosed 
floor area of all activities provided for within (e) i) to iii) above shall not exceed 30,000 m². 

 The exceptions provided for in (d) in Rule INr.21.1 refer to activities that “require storage 
of large bulky items such as building materials, heavy equipment and vehicle sales, or 
wood and concrete products, landscape supplies, or plants and gardening materials”.  In 
other words, the same type of store that the existing Mitre 10 Mega claimed to be in their 
resource consent application to operate at the site.   

 For this reason, the existing Mitre 10 Mega can not be considered to be included in the 

                                                      
2 Proposed New Large Format Store Overlay – Quarantine Rd, Tahunanui Nelson – Assessment of 
Distributional Effects – Marketplace NZ Ltd (April 2006) 
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30,000 m² cap as claimed in the Marketplace NZ Ltd reports.  To assess the impacts of 
the 30,000 m² cap and remove the 9,379 m² Mitre 10 Mega trading floor space would 
dilute the effects of the proposed Large Format Store Overlay on other Nelson-Tasman 
centres, and misrepresent the potential impacts of allowing the proposed plan change to 
take effect. 

 Market Economics’ analysis of LFR demand to 2026 shows that there will be demand for 
25,190 m² LFR space.  The LFSO would provide enough GM floorspace for all of 
Nelson-Tasman’s growth to 2026, and provide an additional 4,800 m² gfa.  In order to fill 
this space, the proposal would need to attract further growth from the SFR component of 
growth or attract existing retailers from other centres to re-locate.  In total the proposal 
would meet 78% of Nelson-Tasman’s future comparison retail growth to 2026. 

 The implications of the Large Format Store Overlay on Nelson-Tasman’s urban form will 
be significant.  The Overlay presents an opportunity for all future LFR growth to 
concentrate in a new, low cost location with easier development opportunities.  This 
means that the CBD, Stoke and Richmond will have no opportunity to grow incrementally 
in line with growth for LFR retail, and also risk losing some key anchor stores to the new 
Quarantine Road centre. 

3.6 Likely Retail Impacts of the Proposed Plan Change 

 It is difficult to estimate the sales potential of the Large Format Overlay because at this 
stage there is no indication of the types and mix of activities that will be locating at the 
site.  The sales performance of the stores is a key input into detailed retail impact 
models.   

 However, it is important to show the potential effects of the proposed Overlay, and 
therefore this analysis make assumptions in two scenarios to show the range of sales 
that could occur on the site, and the likely effect on Nelson-Tasman’s urban form. 

 The following six steps are the basis for the retail impact model: 

i. Define Nelson-Tasman’s economic structure using zoning and employment 
information. 

ii. Estimate 2006 retail sales by economic area according to the current retail 
structure. 

iii. Estimate 2006 retail sales by economic area accounting for known changes in the 
Nelson-Tasman retail structure. 

iv. Estimate future retail sales by economic area according to the existing retail 
structure. 

v. Estimate potential sales for the proposed development in future years. 

vi. Assess the range of likely impacts by economic area. 
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3.6.1 Nelson-Tasman’s Economic Structure 

 To understand current patterns and provide a mechanism for assessing likely retail 
impacts, MEL has divided the Nelson-Tasman Region into distinct economic areas.  This 
process involved overlaying District Plan zoning files with SNZ BD 2006 employment 
data at a meshblock level in a Geographic Information System (GIS). 

 The economic structure used in this report is the same that was developed for a study 
that MEL undertook for Nelson City Council in 2002.  The study was commissioned to 
assess an application for a collection of home based stores at Quarantine Road 
(Jonmer). 

 The economic structure coded meshblocks3 into areas of economic or non commercial 
activity according to the zoning and employment activity by sector.  Map 2 shows the 
location of each of the commercial and industrial areas that make up Nelson-Tasman’s 
economic structure. 

 Map 2 Nelson City Economic Structure 

 

 The following areas have been abbreviated in the legend of Map 2 and may need further 
clarification. 

i. “Industrial – Light” refers to the Vanguard St/Vincent St industrial area adjoining 
the western edge of the Inner City Zone.  This area has traditionally served light 

                                                      
3 A SNZ geographical unit used to collect information such as Census or Business Directory data, 
broadly equivalent to a neighbourhood block in urban areas, but much larger in rural areas. 
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manufacturing industries. 

ii. “Industrial – Mn” refers to the Tahunanui industrial area in the vicinity of Nayland 
Road, Quarantine Road, Bolt Road, Pascoe Street and Parkers Road, 
immediately adjacent to the Industrial Airport Zone.  This is the main (Mn) area of 
industrial activity for Nelson City and accommodates heavier industrial activity. 

iii. “Industrial – NS” refers to the Nayland Road South industrial area as well as the 
Saxtons Industrial area in the southern portion of the city, adjacent to Tasman 
District. 

3.6.2 2006 Nelson-Tasman Retail Sales by Economic Structure 

 The next step was to summarise SNZ employment data by industry sector and economic 
area.  Then, to estimate likely 2006 retail sales by retail sector, we applied June 2006 
national retail productivities ($ sales per EC) to the employment count information 
balanced with the estimates of household, business and international tourist spend 
discussed in Section 3.3.5. 

 Table 3.6 shows the likely 2006 retail sales by broad retail store types.  For Food and 
Grocery, the total retail market is estimated at $319.5m. The Nelson-Tasman economy is 
relatively self-sufficient for Food & Grocery, with $319.5m demand and $319.5m sales.  
For Comparison Retail, the total retail market is estimated at $398.2m.  This means that 
there is leakage of around $10m comparison retail spending per annum to other larger 
economies, such as Wellington or Canterbury. 

 Currently, the Nelson central business district is the main retail node within Nelson-
Tasman, accounting for 36% of retail sales ($307.2m).  Richmond has the next strongest 
concentration of retail activity (22%, $186.2m), followed by Motueka (14%, $117.8m) and 
Stoke (7%, $59.3m). 

 Table 3.6 2006 Nelson-Tasman Retail Sales by Economic Structure 
Nelson-Tasman Economic 
Structure

Fresh Food & 
Groceries

Apparel & 
Footwear FAH Department Other Retail Total 

Comparison Hospitality Total Retail

Nelson City
CBD Core 45.52$           27.38$           51.47$           37.23$           45.05$           161.13$         25.85$           232.50$         
CBD Fringe 22.07$           5.27$             18.83$           3.72$             8.65$             36.47$           7.50$             66.03$           
CBD Secondary Fringe 0.85$             -$              -$              -$              7.37$             7.37$             0.50$             8.72$             
Saxton Fields -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              3.44$             3.44$             
Stoke 47.58$           -$              -$              -$              6.02$             6.02$             5.68$             59.28$           
Tahunanui 0.22$             -$              -$              -$              2.13$             2.13$             4.96$             7.31$             
Tahunanui South -$              -$              1.50$             -$              1.26$             2.76$             1.81$             4.57$             
Waimea Road 0.44$             -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              0.44$             
Suburban Commercial 3.59$             -$              -$              -$              1.58$             1.58$             3.11$             8.28$             
Industrial - Light -$              -$              -$              -$              3.76$             3.76$             0.75$             4.51$             
Industrial - Mn -$              0.84$             1.68$             1.68$             4.83$             9.02$             0.41$             9.44$             
Industrial - NS -$              -$              -$              -$              1.66$             1.66$             -$              1.66$             
Industrial Airport -$              -$              -$              -$              0.49$             0.49$             1.39$             1.89$             
Port Industry 1.05$             -$              3.36$             -$              6.31$             9.67$             2.42$             13.13$           
Port Precinct 0.52$             -$              1.83$             -$              -$              1.83$             1.54$             3.90$             
All Other Areas 8.71$             -$              0.92$             -$              3.74$             4.66$             10.03$           23.40$           
Nelson Total 130.56$         33.48$           79.59$           42.63$           92.86$           248.56$         69.40$           448.52$         
Tasman District
Motueka 60.58$           3.83$             13.60$           10.24$           13.15$           40.83$           16.41$           117.82$         
Murchison 1.70$             -$              1.10$             -$              -$              1.10$             3.07$             5.86$             
Richmond 95.41$           11.57$           19.69$           11.73$           33.60$           76.59$           14.24$           186.24$         
Takaka 5.66$             0.42$             1.65$             -$              2.84$             4.91$             3.11$             13.68$           
All Other Areas 25.57$           0.42$             1.67$             -$              24.11$           26.20$           20.27$           72.03$           
Tasman Total 188.91$         16.24$           37.71$           21.97$           73.71$           149.62$         57.09$           395.63$         
Nelson-Tasman Total 319.47$         49.72$           117.29$         64.60$           166.57$         398.18$         126.49$         844.15$         
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3.6.3 Known Changes to Nelson Tasman Retail Sales by Economic Structure 

 There are several known future changes to the Nelson-Tasman economy which will not 
show through in future sales estimates based off current ECs.  This information has been 
sourced from Nelson City Council and Marketplace NZ Ltd reports. 

 The retail impact model takes into account the store entrances and exits from the market 
(below), based on likely turnover estimates for 2006, as if the changes had already 
occurred.   

i. Spotlight, Hastings St, (2,600 m² clothing and softgoods gfa) 

ii. Mitre 10 Mega, Quarantine Rd, (1,925 m² hardware gfa, 1,105 m² other retailing 
gfa, 150 m² cafes and restaurants gfa) 

iii. Mitre 10, Richmond (-240 m² hardware gfa) 

iv. Placemakers, Saxton Rd West (134 m² hardware gfa) 

v. Placemakers, Richmond (-215 m² hardware gfa) 

vi. Richmond Mall expansion, (450 m² clothing and softgoods gfa, 250 m²other 
takeaway stores gfa) 

vii. New World, Vanguard St (3,500 m² supermarket and grocery gfa) 

viii. New World, Montgomery Square (-1,000 m² supermarkets and grocery gfa) 

ix. No1 Shoe Warehouse, Montgomery Square (1,000 m² footwear gfa) relocated 
from Paru Paru Road. 

 Estimates of turnover were based on gfa productivities for the retail sector component of 
each store ($/m²) allowing for productivity gains of 1% per annum compounding and 
household growth per annum compounding (1.2% p.a from 2006-2016 and 0.9% p.a. 
from 2016-2026 for Nelson and 1.3% p.a. from 2006-2016 and 0.9% p.a. from 2016-
2026 for Tasman). 

 Once all these changes have been accounted for, the retail impact assessment model 
has a base case retailing structure for 2006, which can be grown to estimate future sales 
and compare how the retailing environment might change if the Plan Change is 
accepted. 

3.6.4 Large Format Store Overlay Likely Sales Potential 

 The potential sales for any development that occurs within the proposed Large Format 
Store Overlay (LFSO) will be influenced by the range and mix of stores that establish 
there, as well as the vacancy ratio. 

 To show the potential retail impacts of the proposed LFSO, MEL has assumed a 100% 
occupancy rate by 2011 and calculated sales based on turnover of $2,750/m² and 
$3,500/m² in 2011.  The lower sales productivity reflects a mix of retail stores that are 
more trade based focussed with lower sales, and the higher sales productivity represents 
stores with a wider product mix with a similar profile to The Warehouse Ltd or Harvey 
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Norman. 

 Using these two productivity estimates, the potential 2011 sales of stores located within 
the LFSO would be $82.5m for the lower estimate and $105.0m for the higher estimate. 

3.6.5 Likely Retail Impacts 

 Assessment of whether or not impacts are significant is not straightforward, as the nature 
of impacts, and the size and importance of impacted centre, are key considerations. A 
large percentage impact on a small centre may be less significant for the community than 
a smaller impact on the CBD or a large centre which services a high share of community 
needs. 

In this case, where the CBD (including the Fringe) accounts for some 68% of Nelson’s 
total retail activity, a relatively small impact in percentage terms of 5-8% may be 
considered quite significant, especially as the flow-on effects (for example, from reduced 
people activity in the CBD) are likely to affect a similarly high share of household service 
activities. 

 Figure 3.1 shows the Nelson-Tasman Region retail sales by economic structure area 
(centres, business areas) in 2011, both without and with the Large Format Store Overlay,  
fully tenanted and operating at an average sales productivity of $2,750/m².  The potential 
percentage and sales impacts are shown in Table 3.7. 

 Figure 3.1 2011 LFSO Potential Sales Impact by Economic Area – Low Productivity 
Scenario 
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 In the context of total retail activity, Nelson’s CBD will experience the most significant 
impacts in dollar terms (-$33.4m) and percentage terms (-8%).  Stoke, Richmond and 
Motueka can also be expected to experience sales impacts in the region of -8%.   
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 Table 3.7 2011 LFSO Sales Impacts by Economic Area – Low Productivity Scenario 

Nelson-Tasman Economic 
Structure

 Sales w/o 
LFSO

Sales with 
LFSO

LFSO Impact 
($m)

LFSO Impact 
(%)

Nelson City
CBD Core 281.81$       259.98$       21.82-$         -8%
CBD Fringe 138.96$       128.20$       10.76-$         -8%
CBD Secondary Fringe 10.81$         9.97$          0.84-$          -8%
Saxton Fields 4.26$          4.04$          0.22-$          -5%
Stoke 73.40$         67.71$         5.68-$          -8%
Tahunanui 9.06$          8.59$          0.47-$          -5%
Tahunanui South 5.66$          5.37$          0.29-$          -5%
Waimea Road 0.55$          0.52$          0.03-$          -5%
Suburban Commercial 10.26$         9.59$          0.66-$          -6%
Industrial - Light 36.44$         34.56$         1.88-$          -5%
Industrial - Mn 22.35$         103.70$       81.35$         364%
Industrial - NS 2.63$          2.50$          0.14-$          -5%
Industrial Airport 2.34$          2.22$          0.12-$          -5%
Port Industry 16.27$         15.43$         0.84-$          -5%
Port Precinct 4.83$          4.58$          0.25-$          -5%
All Other Areas 28.97$         27.47$         1.50-$          -5%
Nelson Total 648.60$       684.45$       35.84$         6%
Tasman District
Motueka 147.26$       135.86$       11.40-$         -8%
Murchison 7.33$          6.85$          0.47-$          -6%
Richmond 235.18$       216.97$       18.21-$         -8%
Takaka 17.10$         15.99$         1.10-$          -6%
All Other Areas 90.04$         85.39$         4.65-$          -5%
Tasman Total 496.91$       461.07$       35.84-$         -7%
Nelson-Tasman Total 1,145.51$    1,145.51$    -$            0%  

 Table 3.8 2021 LFSO Sales Impacts by Economic Area – Low Productivity Scenario 

Nelson-Tasman Economic 
Structure

 Sales w/o 
LFSO

Sales with 
LFSO

LFSO Impact 
($m)

LFSO Impact 
(%)

Nelson City
CBD Core 411.67$       387.56$       24.11-$         -6%
CBD Fringe 202.92$       191.03$       11.89-$         -6%
CBD Secondary Fringe 15.80$         14.87$         0.92-$          -6%
Saxton Fields 6.22$          5.98$          0.24-$          -4%
Stoke 107.13$       100.85$       6.28-$          -6%
Tahunanui 13.23$         12.71$         0.52-$          -4%
Tahunanui South 8.27$          7.95$          0.32-$          -4%
Waimea Road 0.80$          0.77$          0.03-$          -4%
Suburban Commercial 14.97$         14.24$         0.73-$          -5%
Industrial - Light 53.27$         51.19$         2.08-$          -4%
Industrial - Mn 32.67$         122.52$       89.86$         275%
Industrial - NS 3.85$          3.70$          0.15-$          -4%
Industrial Airport 3.41$          3.28$          0.13-$          -4%
Port Industry 23.77$         22.84$         0.93-$          -4%
Port Precinct 7.05$          6.78$          0.28-$          -4%
All Other Areas 42.29$         40.64$         1.65-$          -4%
Nelson Total 947.32$       986.92$       39.59$         4%
Tasman District
Motueka 217.06$       204.46$       12.60-$         -6%
Murchison 10.80$         10.28$         0.52-$          -5%
Richmond 346.66$       326.54$       20.12-$         -6%
Takaka 25.20$         23.98$         1.22-$          -5%
All Other Areas 132.73$       127.59$       5.14-$          -4%
Tasman Total 732.45$       692.86$       39.59-$         -5%
Nelson-Tasman Total 1,679.77$    1,679.77$    -$            0%  
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 The scale of the impacts of the LFSO will reduce over time in line with market growth.  
Table 3.8 shows expected impact levels for 2021 based on the same floorspace 
productivity.  The most significant impacts will be felt in the same four centres at -6%. 

 More significantly, however, the direct consequence of the LFSO will be the 
establishment of a substantial new centre in the Main Industrial area.  This centre will be 
the third largest centre in the Nelson urban area, with sales of around $104m compared 
with $398m in the CBD, and around half the size of Richmond.  The LFSO area will be 
considerably larger than the Stoke centre, with estimated sales of some $68m. This 
means that the new centre would account for around 15% of total retail sales in Nelson 
City, and 12% in urban Nelson.   

 Excluding food and grocery sales, the new centre would account for around 19% of total 
sales. 

 This implies that the new centre would be the destination for similarly substantial shares 
of shopping trips.  

 Figures 3.2 and 3.3 show the Nelson-Tasman Region retail sales by economic area in 
2011 and 2021, both prior to and after the Large Format Store Overlay is fully tenanted 
and operating at an average productivity of $3,500/m².  The potential percentage and 
sales impacts are shown in Table 3.9. 

 Figure 3.2 2011 LFSO Potential Sales Impact by Economic Area – High 
Productivity Scenario 
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 Figure 3.3 2021 LFSO Potential Sales Impact by Economic Area – High 
Productivity Scenario 
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 Table 3.9 2011 LFSO Sales Impacts by Economic Area – High Productivity 
Scenario 

Nelson-Tasman Economic 
Structure

 Sales w/o 
LFSO

Sales with 
LFSO

LFSO Impact 
($m)

LFSO Impact 
(%)

Nelson City
CBD Core 281.81$       254.03$       27.78-$         -10%
CBD Fringe 138.96$       125.27$       13.70-$         -10%
CBD Secondary Fringe 10.81$         9.74$          1.07-$          -10%
Saxton Fields 4.26$          3.98$          0.28-$          -7%
Stoke 73.40$         66.16$         7.23-$          -10%
Tahunanui 9.06$          8.46$          0.60-$          -7%
Tahunanui South 5.66$          5.29$          0.37-$          -7%
Waimea Road 0.55$          0.51$          0.04-$          -7%
Suburban Commercial 10.26$         9.41$          0.84-$          -8%
Industrial - Light 36.44$         34.05$         2.39-$          -7%
Industrial - Mn 22.35$         125.88$       103.53$       463%
Industrial - NS 2.63$          2.46$          0.17-$          -7%
Industrial Airport 2.34$          2.18$          0.15-$          -7%
Port Industry 16.27$         15.20$         1.07-$          -7%
Port Precinct 4.83$          4.51$          0.32-$          -7%
All Other Areas 28.97$         27.07$         1.90-$          -7%
Nelson Total 648.60$       694.22$       45.62$         7%
Tasman District
Motueka 147.26$       132.75$       14.52-$         -10%
Murchison 7.33$          6.73$          0.60-$          -8%
Richmond 235.18$       212.00$       23.18-$         -10%
Takaka 17.10$         15.69$         1.40-$          -8%
All Other Areas 90.04$         84.12$         5.92-$          -7%
Tasman Total 496.91$       451.29$       45.62-$         -9%
Nelson-Tasman Total 1,145.51$    1,145.51$    -$            0%  

 According to this scenario, Nelson’s CBD will experience the most significant retail 
impacts in dollar terms (-$42.6m) and percentage terms (-10%).  Stoke, Richmond and 
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Motueka can also be expected to experience sales impacts in the region of -10%.  A 
direct consequence of the LFSO will mean that a new centre, will establish in the Main 
Industrial area.  This centre will become more dominant than Stoke, with $125.9m and 
$66.2m total retail sales respectively (Table 3.9). 

 Even though the scale of the impacts of the LFSO will reduce over time in line with 
market growth, the main four centres can still be expected to be experiencing sales 
impacts in the range of -7% in 2021. 

3.6.6 Mitre 10 Sensitivity Test 

 There is potential for the applicant to re-word the Plan Change to include the Mitre 10 
Mega in the 30,000m² cap in the future, as they have maintained that this is included 
even though the current wording does not reflect this assertion.  Nelson City Council 
asked MEL to assess the impact of the proposal if Mitre 10 Mega is included in the cap 
as a sensitivity test. 

 The original Mitre 10 Mega application that MEL assessed for Nelson City Council, 
proposed 9,379 m² gfa for the development.  We have deducted this area from the 
30,000 m² cap, to reduce the LFSO to 20,621m².  The retail sales from the Mitre 10 are 
already included in the base line for the impact analysis. 

 This reduction in area will be reflected in potential sales.  For the low productivity 
scenario ($2,750/m²), the LFSO will have sales of $56.7m in 2011 and $62.6m in 2021.  
For the high productivity scenario ($3,500/m²), the LFSO will have sales of $72.2m in 
2011 and $79.7m in 2021. 

 Tables 3.10 and 3.11 show the likely sales impacts for 2021 based on the low and high 
floorspace productivities.  As previously, the most significant effects will be felt in the four 
main centres (CBD, Stoke, Richmond and Motueka), with a loss of 4% under the low 
productivity scenario and a loss of 5% under the high productivity scenario. 

 Also as in the base case, the key issue is not the impact on existing centres, but the 
substantial change to the Nelson retail structure through the establishment of a large 
retail centre in a location neither anticipated nor planned for in the wider urban and 
regional planning framework. 
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 Table 3.10 2021 LFSO Sales Impacts by Economic Area – Low Productivity 
Scenario & Mitre 10 Mega included in Retail Cap 

Nelson-Tasman Economic 
Structure

 Sales w/o 
LFSO

Sales with 
LFSO

LFSO Impact 
($m)

LFSO Impact 
(%)

Nelson City
CBD Core 411.67$       395.10$       16.57-$         -4%
CBD Fringe 202.92$       194.75$       8.17-$          -4%
CBD Secondary Fringe 15.80$         15.16$         0.64-$          -4%
Saxton Fields 6.22$          6.05$          0.17-$          -3%
Stoke 107.13$       102.81$       4.32-$          -4%
Tahunanui 13.23$         12.87$         0.36-$          -3%
Tahunanui South 8.27$          8.05$          0.22-$          -3%
Waimea Road 0.80$          0.78$          0.02-$          -3%
Suburban Commercial 14.97$         14.47$         0.50-$          -3%
Industrial - Light 53.27$         51.84$         1.43-$          -3%
Industrial - Mn 32.67$         94.43$         61.76$         189%
Industrial - NS 3.85$          3.75$          0.10-$          -3%
Industrial Airport 3.41$          3.32$          0.09-$          -3%
Port Industry 23.77$         23.13$         0.64-$          -3%
Port Precinct 7.05$          6.86$          0.19-$          -3%
All Other Areas 42.29$         41.16$         1.14-$          -3%
Nelson Total 947.32$       974.54$       27.22$         3%
Tasman District
Motueka 217.06$       208.40$       8.66-$          -4%
Murchison 10.80$         10.44$         0.36-$          -3%
Richmond 346.66$       332.83$       13.83-$         -4%
Takaka 25.20$         24.37$         0.84-$          -3%
All Other Areas 132.73$       129.20$       3.53-$          -3%
Tasman Total 732.45$       705.23$       27.22-$         -4%
Nelson-Tasman Total 1,679.77$    1,679.77$    -$            0%  

 Table 3.11 2021 LFSO Sales Impacts by Economic Area – High Productivity 
Scenario & Mitre 10 Mega included in Retail Cap 

Nelson-Tasman Economic 
Structure

 Sales w/o 
LFSO

Sales with 
LFSO

LFSO Impact 
($m)

LFSO Impact 
(%)

Nelson City
CBD Core 411.67$       390.58$       21.09-$         -5%
CBD Fringe 202.92$       192.52$       10.40-$         -5%
CBD Secondary Fringe 15.80$         14.99$         0.81-$          -5%
Saxton Fields 6.22$          6.01$          0.21-$          -3%
Stoke 107.13$       101.64$       5.49-$          -5%
Tahunanui 13.23$         12.77$         0.45-$          -3%
Tahunanui South 8.27$          7.99$          0.28-$          -3%
Waimea Road 0.80$          0.78$          0.03-$          -3%
Suburban Commercial 14.97$         14.33$         0.64-$          -4%
Industrial - Light 53.27$         51.45$         1.82-$          -3%
Industrial - Mn 32.67$         111.27$       78.61$         241%
Industrial - NS 3.85$          3.72$          0.13-$          -3%
Industrial Airport 3.41$          3.30$          0.12-$          -3%
Port Industry 23.77$         22.96$         0.81-$          -3%
Port Precinct 7.05$          6.81$          0.24-$          -3%
All Other Areas 42.29$         40.85$         1.45-$          -3%
Nelson Total 947.32$       981.96$       34.64$         4%
Tasman District
Motueka 217.06$       206.04$       11.02-$         -5%
Murchison 10.80$         10.34$         0.46-$          -4%
Richmond 346.66$       329.06$       17.60-$         -5%
Takaka 25.20$         24.14$         1.07-$          -4%
All Other Areas 132.73$       128.24$       4.49-$          -3%
Tasman Total 732.45$       697.81$       34.64-$         -5%
Nelson-Tasman Total 1,679.77$    1,679.77$    -$            0%  
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4 Retail & Urban Form Impact Conclusions 
4.1 Significance of the Proposed Plan Change 

 The proposed Plan Change is important because it will enable a significant shift in the 
patterns of retail and service activity in Nelson City, and the development of a 
substantial new centre in the industrial area.  Such a shift will affect urban form and 
function across all of Nelson-Tasman, into the long term. 

 The applicant dismisses the possibility that significant LFR space can develop in the 
Inner City, even though the current NRMP aims to support and enhance the central 
Nelson area, including the Inner City Zone.   

 There are a number of sites that could provide for LFR in the Nelson central area given 
the potential for relocation of existing activities or redevelopment of existing sites, 
including: 

i. Vacant site on Wakatu Square within the ring road 

ii. New Burger King site (potential for redevelopment of old industrial buildings 
between Burger King and the library) 

iii. Hardy St Mitre 10 (potential for redevelopment) 

iv. Bowater Toyota Site (potential for relocation of activities). 

 The NRMP currently acknowledges that some retailing, due to its scale and nature, 
may be more appropriately located outside commercial zones, provided any significant 
adverse effects are avoided, remedied and mitigated.   

 Of the resource consents that MEL has assessed for out-of centre locations (Mitre 10 
Mega, Bunnings and Placemakers), all the stores have been more trade-based than 
household serving and have required extensive space for storage of large bulky items 
of timber especially and good access for trade vehicles and trailers.  The resource 
consent process accepted that these developments were unique and did not pose 
significant adverse effects to existing centres, and consequently have allowed these to 
proceed within the Industrial zones. 

 These examples suggest there is enough flexibility within the current planning 
framework to assess individual ad hoc projects on their merits. 

 The development opportunity provided by the LFSO is of such a scale that the extent 
and nature of the changes in retail activity enabled by the Plan Change are significant 
enough to affect the size, role and function of the Nelson CBD and other key suburban 
centres.  At present, there are very few LFR stores absent from the Nelson economy.   

 If there is significant re-distribution of retail activity to the Quarantine Road site, there 
will be a consequent reduction of retail activity in the central area as a direct 
consequence.  This would reduce the retail role of the CBD core, and reduce the 
intensity of retail and service activity in the CBD.  Such changes would have direct 
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effects on urban form and travel efficiency.  They will also have consequent effects on 
urban amenity including the social amenity delivered by the central area. 

 The scale and nature of the proposed Plan Change will directly affect the form and 
function of the Nelson-Tasman urban area, and specifically the Nelson CBD, by 
enabling a sizeable competing centre to establish in a distant location with cheaper 
location costs.  The changes will have consequent effects on urban amenity, in terms 
of how the central city functions as a retail destination, the efficiency of consumer 
travel, and the social amenity delivered by the CBD. 

 Nelson’s planning framework currently aims to support and enhance the CBD as the 
main retail and service centre for the Nelson urban area.  Enabling LFR to locate in the 
CBD Fringe, is a key strategy towards achieving this objective.  The establishment of 
large areas of LFR within the CBD Fringe will impact retailing in the CBD Core to an 
extent.  However the proximity to the CBD ensures that consumers have ready access 
to a range of goods, in a variety of store formats, in a relatively contained area, rather 
than having to shop both in the CBD and at a distant location (such as Quarantine 
Road).  This would help to achieve transport efficiency by enabling more multi-purpose 
trips, rather than single purpose trips to less central locations, and protect the vibrancy 
of the CBD by encouraging retail to establish in and around the CBD. 

 Unlike the Quarantine Road site, the CBD Fringe is an extension of the CBD Core, and 
in this regard does not function as a competing centre, rather the CBD Fringe functions 
as a contiguous extension of the CBD.  The CBD Fringe provides a good location for 
LFR that can not be accommodated within the CBD because of development 
constraints. 

 Adopting this Plan Change is likely to undermine the integrity of the Nelson Planning 
framework’s centres-based approach by establishing a retail centre in a location 
neither anticipated nor planned for, and result in potentially significant adverse impacts 
on urban form and efficiency, and social amenity. 

4.2 Conclusions Addressing the Report’s Objectives 

4.2.1 Non Large Format Retail Component of Plan Change 

 Market Economics broadly concurs with using 500 m² gfa as the minimum for Large 
Format Retail, as proposed by the Marketplace NZ Ltd report. However, we note that 
there are also grounds for considering 1,000 m² as the lower threshold for LFR, with 
stores in the 500-1,000 m² range defined as “Medium Format”. 

 The rule allowing for the lesser of 4% of total gfa or 1,200 m² of ancillary small format 
activity indicated to be of takeaway and convenience food nature (but not restricted to 
this activity) is appropriate for this site.   

 The key issue in this instance is not the level of SFR that would be allowed within this 
development, but the overall scale of development which would account for 78% of 
total future retail floorspace growth to 2026, including 100% of LFR requirements. 
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4.2.2 Accuracy of the Proponent’s Retail Analysis  

 This assessment has shown that while the base case estimates of retail market size 
are broadly equivalent for Marketplace NZ Ltd and Market Economics, the estimates of 
LFR demand and the effects of the proposal are inconsistent. 

 The Marketplace NZ Ltd lower estimates of retail demand growth are broadly 
equivalent to the ones reported by Market Economics.  The key difference in approach 
is that Marketplace is supportive of the proposed activity in the Quarantine Rd location 
even though a rough impact analysis has not been conducted. 

 Such an analysis, even though there are no indications of the type and nature of 
activity, should have been conducted to gauge the level of impacts that this proposal 
would generate in relation to other centres in the Nelson-Tasman economy. 

4.2.3 Demand for Large Format Retailing 

 This assessment has shown that the growth in demand for LFR in Nelson-Tasman will 
be in the order of 25,190 m² gfa to 2026, representing an increase in demand of 
$115.5m. There will be additional demand for 13,620 m² gfa SFR ($74.7m). 

4.2.4 Impact on Nelson’s CBD and Stoke 

 The likely impact on Nelson’s CBD and Stoke will be in the range of an 8 to 10% 
reduction in sales by 2011.  As a large number of LFR brands are already located in 
the Nelson-Tasman urban area, one likely outcome is the re-location of established 
retail activity from existing centres to the Quarantine Road site.   

The combined effects of sales impacts on existing stores which remain in place, and 
existing stores re-locating from the CBD and other places to the new centre, are 
potentially greater than the impacts identified here. 

Any substantial reduction of retail activity in the CBD and other key centres would have 
direct effects on urban form and travel efficiency, with negative flow on effects for 
urban amenity. 

  

  

 



Appendix F: Duke and Cooke Valuation Assessment 

 58




















	1. INTRODUCTION 
	Healthy land, sea, air and water: We protect the natural environment 
	People-friendly places: We build healthy, accessible and attractive places and live in a sustainable region 
	A strong economy: We all benefit from a sustainable, innovative and diversified economy 
	Kind, healthy people: We are part of a welcoming, safe, inclusive and healthy community 
	A fun, creative culture: We are proud of our creative local culture and regional identity 
	Good leadership: Our leaders are proactive, innovative, and inclusive 
	Analyse the benefits and costs of the selected method(s). For each method or group of methods: 
	Ras Holdings Partnership 
	Stoke Market Ltd 
	Wakatu Incorporation 
	Ngati Rarua Iwi Trust 
	Te Atiawa Manawhenua Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust 
	Ngati Tama Manawhenua Kit e Tau Ihu Trust 
	Mitre 10 (NZ) Ltd 
	Transit New Zealand 
	Robert Burdon 
	Gaire Thompson 
	World of Wearable Arts & Classic Cars Museum 
	William Moulder 
	 
	Appendix A: Submissions & further submissions received
	  Appendix B: Assessment of consistency and compatibility with relevant plans 
	Table B1 - NRMP 
	 Appendix E: Market Economics Retail Assessment 
	 Appendix F: Duke and Cooke Valuation Assessment 

	06-01 final traffic reprot june 8th.pdf
	Catal Private Plan Change - Transportation Assessment Peer Review 
	1 Trip Generation 
	1.1 AM Peak Hour 
	1.2 PM Peak Hour 
	1.3 Saturday Peak Hour 
	2 Strategic Modelling 
	2.1 AM Peak Hour 
	Figure 1: Proposed Site Access Configuration. 

	2.2 PM Peak Hour 
	2.3 Saturday Peak Hour 
	2.4 Consistency of Flows Between Intersections 

	3 Intersection Modelling 
	3.1 Traffic Modelling Procedure 
	3.2 Traffic Modelling Outputs 
	3.2.1 Pascoe Street Right Turn Movement 
	3.2.2 Queue Lengths Between Intersections 


	4 Recommendation 
	Beca Infrastructure Ltd 
	Copy 





