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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Nelson City Council has received a Notice of Requirement (NoR) from Nelson Airport Ltd (NAL) 
under Section 181 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to alter Designations DAA1, 
DAA2 and DAA3 in the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) to provide for the 
construction, operation, use and maintenance of the northern runway extension to Nelson 
Airport, with associated amendments to the airport’s Airnoise Boundary and responsibilities for 
aircraft noise and to the Airport Height Restrictions (or Obstacle Limitation Surface). 

NAL has also submitted a private plan change request to the NRMP, Private Plan Change 30 
(PPC30), pursuant to Schedule 1 of the RMA, with the purpose of:  

 providing a clear planning framework regarding activities anticipated within the Airport 
designations through a specific Airport Zone; and  

 ensuring the contemporary role and function of the Airport, in terms of its strategic 
importance to the Nelson-Tasman region and country, is recognised; and  

 providing a consistent approach to managing activities sensitive to airport noise in order 
to manage reverse sensitivity effects and ensure communities around the Airport are 
developed with healthy living environments.  

The NoR and PPC 30 were publicly notified on 10 June 2023. A total of 471 submissions were 
lodged on the NoR and PPC30. This included approximately 460 submissions on the Plan Change 
and approximately 445 submissions on Designation DAA1. Nine further submissions were lodged 
on original submissions of PPC30.  

Given the significant number and complexity of submissions and reasons raised by submitters, 
and the breadth of issues falling to experts for the applicant, submitters and NCC, we have taken 
a high-level approach to the consideration of the issues addressed in this report. We also 
acknowledge that the applicant has agreed to further address the effects on recreational values 
and the Nelson Golf Club within its evidence and this is not yet available to us.  The process needs 
to also acknowledge that the existing airport itself is currently designated and zoned under the 
NRMP and that sets some statutory context to our report.  

The application was peer reviewed (and evidence prepared) by Nigel Lloyd for noise and by 
Natalie Hampson for economics. Both experts have considered the material provided by 
applicant, and submissions, relevant to their area of expertise.  

Ms Hampson has concluded that the economic costs and benefits of the proposal have not 
been adequately addressed in the application. 

Mr Lloyd has determined that the noise impacts will worsen significantly for the residential area 
of Tāhunanui and, while acknowledging the noise mitigation package proposed by NAL, he has 
identified information deficiencies that he recommends the applicant address. 

On the assumption that the NoR will be addressed first as it will define the spatial extent of any 
zoning, our general position in terms of section 171 of the RMA is that the applicant has satisfied 
us as to the necessity of the proposed runway in terms of the objectives of the NoR, but the issue 
of alternatives in relation to altered Designation DAA1 is at the present time incomplete based 
on the findings of Ms Hampsons and questions raised in submissions relating to the RESA and a 
possible hybrid option.  The other matters in s171 of the RMA are also common to the assessment 
of PPC30, and we touch on these to follow. 

We acknowledge the positive effects of the NoR and PPC30 in its provision for Nelson Airport as 
regionally significant infrastructure that contributes to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of the community, and we are satisfied that the conditions for Designation DAA1 are 
generally comprehensive in managing the effects of the northern runway construction. We also 
acknowledge the positive effects for the community affected by the current operation of the 
airport, as a result of the acoustic mitigation package that is volunteered through the NoR. In 
terms of National Planning Standards it is appropriate that Nelson Airport should seek an Airport 
Zone with precincts to provide for land use expected of a modern airport operation.  
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Several significant shortcomings in the assessment of effects accompanying the application 
have been identified through peer review. Given that extending the runway northwards through 
the golf course and closer to the suburb of Tāhunanui will have significant effects on the local 
environment, particularly in terms of its impact on the golf club and the increased noise impacts 
identified by Mr Lloyd, in the absence of this assessment we are presently unable to determine 
whether those effects can be satisfactorily mitigated or compensated through the conditions 
accompanying the NoR. We are also concerned that the amendments to Designation DAA1 
are lacking in conditions for development of the existing airport designation area and curtilage 
to the new runway extension. 

We have noted that the applicant’s assessment of effects is largely limited to the NoR and the 
extension of the runway, and is lacking in the assessment of effects resulting from the changes 
proposed through PPC30. 

Given the information deficiencies in the application in relation to economic effects and noise, 
and the potential ability to reconfigure the golf course, we are currently unable to confirm that 
the economic and social impacts and change in amenity values as a result of the northern 
runway extension can be mitigated to an acceptable degree and therefore whether on 
balance the application will achieve the outcomes of the higher order planning documents that 
we have considered. 

At this point in time, given the matters above, the extent of submissions yet to be heard, and the 
clarification that we have sought within Parts B and C (and to a lesser extent, D) of our report, 
we do not feel we are in a suitably informed position to make a clear overall recommendation 
to the Hearing Panel on both processes.   

We are expecting that the Commissioners will require expert conferencing which will result in joint 
witness statements, and we see this as an opportunity to provide a refined set of conditions for 
the NoR and provisions of PPC30. This will be made available prior to the commencement of the 
hearing.  

We intend to review our position to assist the Panel in advising of a recommendation towards the 
conclusion of the hearing. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Scope of Our Engagement 

Nelson City Council (Council or NCC) has received a Notice of Requirement (NoR)from Nelson 
Airport Ltd (NAL) under Section 181 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to alter 
Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 in the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP)to 
provide for the construction, operation, use and maintenance of the northern runway extension 
to Nelson Airport, with associated amendments to the airport’s Airnoise Boundary (ANB) and 
responsibilities for aircraft noise and to the Airport Height Restrictions (or Obstacle Limitation 
Surface (OLS)). 

NAL has also submitted a private plan change request to the NRMP, Private Plan Change 30 
(PPC 30), pursuant to Schedule 1 of the RMA, with the purpose of:  

 providing a clear planning framework regarding activities anticipated within the Airport 
designations through a specific Airport Zone; and  

 ensuring the contemporary role and function of the Airport, in terms of its strategic 
importance to the Nelson-Tasman region and country, is recognised; and  

 providing a consistent approach to managing activities sensitive to airport noise in order 
to manage reverse sensitivity effects and ensure communities around the Airport are 
developed with healthy living environments.  

We have been engaged by the Council to prepare this report under section 42A of the RMA, 
which states that at any reasonable time before a hearing, a local authority may commission a 
consultant or any other person employed for that purpose to prepare a report on information 
provided by an applicant to a plan change or a requirement to alter a designation or by any 
person who made a submission. 

1.2 Qualifications and Experience 

1.2.1 Jane Hilson 

My full name is Jane Jollie Hilson.  I am a Planning and Resource Management Consultant, and 
I am a Director of Planscapes nz Ltd, a surveying and resource management consultancy 
operating from Nelson. I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning (1st Class Honours) from Massey 
University.  I am also a member of the New Zealand Planning Institute (full membership since 
1995) and the Resource Management Law Association.  I have had 33 years in resource 
management and planning practice in both the public and private sectors.  My work experience 
has involved a wide range of resource consent applications, plan and policy making processes, 
and work with designations and Outline Plan processes, including for NZ Airways in their 
installation of navigational infrastructure at Nelson Airport.  I have been in practice in Nelson 
since 1994 so I have extensive experience with the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) 
which is the unitary plan relevant to these applications. I have prepared evidence and 
appeared both for private clients and local authorities as an expert witness at Council, 
Environment Court, High Court and Land Valuation Tribunal hearings. 

I have been engaged to report and make a recommendation on NAL’s Notice of Requirement 
(NoR) the alter Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 in the NRMP to provide for the construction, 
operation, use and maintenance of the northern runway extension to Nelson Airport, with related 
controls. 

In addition to my personal use of Nelson Airport, I reside on the Port Hills close to the northern 
approach path to Nelson Airport and I am a regular user of the Airport Perimeter Walkway.  I am 
familiar with the site and general locality subject of these applications and I understand at least 
in general terms the impact of living with the influence of an airport. 

I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 
Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and that I agree to comply with it.  I confirm that I have 
considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions 
that I express, and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I 
have relied on the evidence of another person. 
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1.2.2 Natasha Wilson 

My full name is Natasha Maria Wilson.  I am a Resource Management Consultant at Planscapes 
nz Ltd. I hold a Bachelor of Science (Resource and Environmental Planning Programme) from 
Waikato University. I am an associated member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a 
member of the Resource Management Law Association. I have 16 years experience in resource 
management and planning practice in New Zealand. I have been employed by Planscapes as 
a Resource Management Consultant since June 2022. Prior to this I was employed by the Nelson 
City Council in Planning Adviser, Senior Planning Adviser, and Principal Planner roles with the 
Environmental Planning Team, over a period of 4 years. I have also previously filled roles as a 
Resource Management Consultant with Incite Ltd and Opus, both in Wellington, and as a Policy 
Planner for CivicCorp in Queenstown. I have also worked as a contract planner in Nelson, 
Wellington, Auckland and Queenstown.  I have prepared evidence and appeared both for 
private clients and local authorities as an expert witness at Council hearings. For the past five 
and a half years much of my work has been in the Nelson Region. This has involved the review of 
the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP), the preparation and processing of plan 
changes to the NRMP and resource consent applications under the NRMP. I have a sound 
working knowledge of the NRMP, and its implementation in respect of the environs within which 
the subject site is located.  

I have been engaged to report and make recommendation on PPC 30 and the planning policy 
and rule framework that it proposes in support of the designations, role and function of Nelson 
Airport. 

I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 
Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and that I agree to comply with it.  I confirm that I have 
considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions 
that I express, and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I 
have relied on the evidence of another person. 

1.2.3 Additional assistance  

We were assisted in preparing this report by Hayden Taylor, a Planning and Resource 
Management Consultant and Director of Planscapes nz Ltd. Mr Taylor holds a Bachelor of 
Science with Honours (Geography) degree from University of Otago and is an associate member 
of the New Zealand Planning Institute. He has 14 years’ experience in resource management 
and planning practice. In addition to being with Planscapes since May 2018, Mr Taylor has 
worked in Auckland as a private Resource Management Consultant, and in various planning 
roles with the Auckland Council and for a London Borough Council.  Mr Taylor’s experience has 
included preparing evidence and appearing, both for private clients and local authorities, as an 
expert witness at Council and Environment Court hearings.  

Mr Taylor prepared Part D Consideration of Effects, of this report. We confirm that we have 
reviewed this section and concur with it. We have therefore adopted his analysis and assessment 
of the effects and are able to respond to any questions related to this Part of the report.  

1.3 Scope of Report 

The purpose of this report is to assist the Commissioner Hearing Panel in evaluating the 
applications before it, including the submissions that have been lodged, and so enable the Panel 
to make a recommendation to NAL on their NoR and to reach a decision on PPC30 and the 
submissions made to it. The report will also assist submitters in understanding how their submission 
affects the planning process. 

NAL have lodged a single application that covers both the NoR and PPC30. 

This report is effectively an independent review and assessment of: 

 the detailed application for the NoR and PPC30 lodged with the Council on 8 March 
2023, prepared by Planz Consultants Ltd on behalf of Nelson Airport Ltd (NAL), and its 
supporting reports and documentation; 

 any further information provided by the applicant, including that of 30 May 2023; 

 the submissions to the NoR for Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3, and the submissions 
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and further submissions for PPC30;  

 the NoR and PPC30 against their relevant statutory frameworks. 

Because of the differing statutory tests and associated information requirements under the RMA 
for a NoR process and a Private Plan Change request, we have structured our S42A report as 
follows: 

 Part A Introduction – sets out the general background to both processes as a whole, 
including: the scope of the S42A report; a brief explanation of the NoR and PPC 
applications received; the site description and context; and an explanation of the 
notification and submission process.   

 Part B NOR Report – considers the NoR in accordance with s181 and s171 of the RMA 
including providing: an explanation of existing designations; the purpose and a 
description of proposed designations; the statutory framework for NoR’s; consideration 
of submissions; consideration of effects, higher order policy documents, alternatives, 
necessity, and other matters; and assessment of proposed conditions of the 
designations. 

 Part C PPC30 Report - considers the application for PPC30 in accordance with the 
statutory requirements of the RMA and addresses: the existing NRMP Plan provisions for 
the Nelson Airport; the Plan Change proposal; the statutory framework for plan changes; 
the higher order policy framework; assessment of submissions; consideration of the 
Section 32 evaluation and Part 2 matters.  

 Part D Consideration of Effects - considers the effects on the environment that will or may 
arise as a consequence of the NoR and PPC30, addressing: the statutory framework for 
assessment of effects; the scope of effects considered; management of effects under 
the proposed provisions; and consideration of the different potential or actual effects.  

 Part E Higher Order Policy Documents – individually addresses the different higher order 
planning documents relevant to the NoR and PPC30.   

 Part F Part 2 of the RMA – considers Part 2 – the purpose and principles – of the RMA in 
relation to the NoR and PPC30. 

In separately assessing the NoR and PPC30 under Parts B and C of our report, it is intended that 
this assists the Commissioners in their logical deliberation firstly of the NoR which defines the 
proposed future spatial extent of Nelson Airport and its runway (Designation DAA1), controls 
proposed with respect to noise (Designation DAA2) and obstacle height (Designation DAA3), 
and secondly of PPC30 with its planning framework (including a new Airport Zone, policies and 
rules) for both the existing airport and that land subject of its altered designations. 

There are however reporting and assessments common to both planning processes, reflected in 
the technical reports in the application, and this is the basis of Part D (Consideration of Effects).  
There are also statutory considerations common to both, which we address in Part E (Higher 
Order Planning Documents) and Part F (Part 2 of the Resource Management Act).  We reference 
these in Parts B and C as relevant to the statutory assessment of the NoR or PPC30. 

Subsections 42A(1A) and (1B) of the RMA state that a report need not repeat information 
included in the applicant’s application under s88(2) but may instead adopt all or any part of 
that information. We intend to acknowledge this where appropriate to our assessment of the 
proposal. 

A full copy of the applications for the NoR and PPC30, all supporting reports and further 
information, submissions, a summary of submissions, further submissions, peer reviews by other 
technical advisors engaged by the Council and relied in by us in prepared this report, and later 
any Joint Witness Statements can be found on Council’s website. 

The applications by NAL are to be considered under the provisions of the RMA at the date that 
the application was made. The application was lodged on 8 March 2023 and accordingly the 
RMA version is Resource Management Act 1991 No 69 (as at 17 December 2022). 

In addition to reviewing and considering the information listed above, in preparing this report we 
have: 

 visited the site and surrounds, including the existing Nelson Airport and the area of the 
proposed runway; 
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 prepared and reviewed the summary of original submissions on the NoR and PPC30; 

 reviewed and summarised further submissions received on PPC30; and  

 considered Nigel Lloyd’s Noise peer review and the evidence prepared by Nigel Lloyd 
and Natalie Hampson on behalf of the Council. 

This report seeks to provide as little repetition as possible and identifies only those parts of the 
NOR and PPC30 application that are not supported, remain unresolved or require discussions to 
respond to submissions or meet Councils statutory requirements. If a matter is not specifically 
dealt with in this report, then there is no dispute with the position set out in the application. 

2 BACKGROUND TO THE NOR AND PPC30 

2.1 Nelson Airport Ltd  

2.1.1 Ownership 

Nelson Airport Ltd (NAL) is an airport company pursuant to s3 of the Airport Authorities Act 1996.  

NAL is a Council Controlled Trading Organisation under s6 of the Local Government Act, owned 
by Infrastructure Holdings Ltd which has a 50% shareholding to each of the Nelson City Council 
and Tasman District Council.   

As an Airport Authority, NAL must operate and manage the Airport as a commercial undertaking.  
The application states: 

NAL has a statutory obligation to conduct its commercial affairs in a manner that maximises 
long term sustainable returns for its shareholders – NCC and Tasman District Council. Pursuant 
to s4(3) of the Airport Authorities Act 1966, NAL is required to operate Nelson Airport as a 
commercial undertaking. An appropriate planning framework is therefore needed to enable 
NAL to operate in this manner.1 

2.1.2 Function 

NAL is the operator of Nelson Airport, a nationally and regionally significant infrastructure asset 
for the greater Nelson-Tasman region. 

2.1.3 Requiring Authority Status 

A Notice of Requirement for a designation (or alteration to an existing designation) may only be 
given by a requiring authority. S166 of the RMA defines a requiring authority as:  

(a)   a Minister of the Crown; or  

(b)  a local authority; or  

(c)  a network utility operator approved as a requiring authority under section 167. 

NAL has statutory powers “to operate and manage airports, to improve and maintain airports, 
and to establish airports” by Order in Council of the Governor General, issued 2 November 1998. 

On 13 September 1999 the Minister of Environment gave notice confirming NAL as a network 
utility operator approved as a requiring authority under s167(3) of the RMA, with the following 
scope for the extent of its requiring authority powers gazetted (New Zealand Gazette Issue No 
133/3177): 

(a) For its operation, maintenance, expansion and development of the airport known as 
Nelson Airport; and  

(b) For the project comprising the existing and future development of Nelson Airport as 
described in the designation in the Nelson City Council district plan operative at the date 
of the commencement of this notice. 

Once confirmed, and subject to compliance with any conditions attached to it, a designation 
overrides the need for Council approved resource consents (other than regional resource 

 

1 NAL application, section 4.2, pg 13 
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consents or consents necessary under a relevant national Environmental Standard (NES)), and 
as requiring authority NAL must only met the outline plan requirements of s176A of the Act. 

2.2 Independence of the Hearing Process 

As a result of the Council’s shareholding in NAL, and because some land subject of the NoR and 
PPC30 or land within the area of influence of Nelson Airport (such as the Tāhunanui Beach Camp, 
referenced interchangeably as the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park) is owned by it, the Council has 
a conflict of interest in hearing these matters.  We have been engaged as independent Planning 
Consultants to prepare the report required under s42A of the RMA, and independent Hearing 
Commissioners have been appointed with delegated power to make a recommendation to NAL 
on its NoR and decisions on PPC30 on behalf of the Council.  This also addresses concern raised 
by submitters in relation to the independence of the hearing and decision-making processes. 

2.3 Nelson Airport – An Overview 

2.3.1 Location 

Nelson Airport occupies a 129ha coastal site between the suburbs of Tāhunanui and Stoke, 
approximately 7km from Nelson’s city centre and 7.5km from Richmond.   

The airport is directly bounded by Waimea Inlet to the northwest to south, Nelson Golf Course to 
the north, Bolt Road to the northeast, and Jenkins Creek to the east to southeast (refer Fig 1). 

2.3.2 Regional Importance 

Nelson Airport is an important existing strategic asset to the Nelson Tasman Region. It provides an 
important national link for the local and regional communities and business activities, and tourists 
to the region, and has a major influence on its economy.  The airport is a fundamental part of 
the social and economic well-being of the community. 

Nelson Airport is also a ‘lifeline utility’ under the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002.  
Under this Act, lifeline utilities have a key role in planning and preparing for emergencies, and for 
response and recovery in the event of an emergency.  This requires that the airport is able to 
function to its fullest possible extent, even at a reduced level, during and after an emergency. 

2.3.3 Airport Environment, Current Facilities and Runway 

5.2 of the application provides a detailed description of the airport environment subject of the 
NoR and PPC30. 

Nelson Airport contains facilities and is used for activities associated with aviation and airport 
operations, including runways, taxiways, terminals and ancillary commercial and industrial 
activities, as well as supporting infrastructure and services such as roading.   

It has an operational main runway and two grass runways (refer Fig 1). The main sealed runway 
(Main Runway 02-20) is 1347m in length and 45 metres wide. The two grass runways are Grass 
Runway 02-20 (584 metres long by 48 metres wide) and, diagonal to the other runways, Grass 
Runway 06-24 (526 metres long by 24 metres wide). Beyond the sealed main runway and 
taxiways to the terminal building either end of this, the site is predominantly open grasslands as 
required for safety measures (OLS and bird strike risk) and maintenance.  Landside facilities, 
including the Airport terminal building and its carpark, airport hangers and large sheds 
associated with airport activity are located east of the main runway on Trent Drive, Dakota Street, 
Rapide Place, Tangmere Place, Bolt Road and McLaren Drive.  

The roading network supporting the airport is Trent Drive, a private road operated by NAL. 

The application states2: 

 the main runway is amongst the shortest in the world catering for the types of aircraft it 
services; 

 the current runway length leads to payload restricts for turboprop aircraft using the airport, 

 

2 Application, section 4.2, pgs 13-14 
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limiting passenger and freight capacity under certain weather conditions; 

 an extended runway is considered the best way for Nelson Airport to prepare for next 
generation aircraft.  

 

 
Fig A.1: Existing layout and facilities at Nelson Airport 

2.3.4 Current and Projected Aircraft and Passenger Growth 

In outlining to potential issues for future sustainable aircraft at Nelson Airport, Elm Associates has 
described passenger and aircraft characteristics as follows 3: 

Nelson Airport links the Nelson and Tasman regions with the rest of New Zealand. Nelson’s 
remoteness relative to other metropolitan centres combined with limited land access and a 
lack of marine connectivity has created a high dependence on having a viable airport and 
robust aviation services. This is evidenced by the volume of passengers transiting Nelson 
Airport annually which substantially exceed the volume of passengers at every other regional 
New Zealand airport served by Air New Zealand’s Code C turboprop aircraft.   

In the year to March 31, 2019 (pre the COVID 19 Pandemic) 1.07 million arriving and departing 
passengers transited Nelson Airport and conservative growth forecasts estimate that by 2050, 
1.8 million passengers will pass through Nelson Airport.  

For aviation planning purposes, airports are grouped based on their wingspan and outer main 
gear wheel span. Nelson Airport is categorised as a Code 3C airport. 

The airport is currently served by a number of small airlines with a fleet mix that includes Cessna 
C208 (12 seats), Pilatus PC12(12 seats), and Jetstream J32(19 seats). The largest operator, Air 
New Zealand, operates with Bombardier Dash 8-Q300 (50 seats) and (Avions de Transport 
Regional) ATR72-600 (68 seats) aircraft which are Code C aircraft.  Elm Associates have also 
noted that these turboprop and single aisle aircraft are likely to experience the most redesign 
or redevelopment in the near to mid term as the commercial aviation globally targets a 

 

3  Application, Attachment F2, pg 2 
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reduction of emissions and, if possible, movement away from fossil-fuel to more 
environmentally sustainable energy sources. 

2.3.5 Airport Masterplan 

Nelson Airport’s 2050 Master Plan is described in 4.3 of the application.  It is a strategic or high-
level planning document, prepared by NAL as Airport Operator, which sets the context within 
which individual projects are conceived and delivered to achieve best outcomes.  

The 2050 Master Plan: recognises forecasted growth of passengers through Nelson Airport and 
the need to protect infrastructure to allow for an increase in passengers and flights; states that 
NAL has been planning a runway extension for several years, with its inclusion in earlier Master 
Plans; refers to the development of sustainably powered aircraft and the need for an extended 
runway to prepare for next-generation fleets; introduces the concept of Runway End Safety 
Areas (RESA) to reduce the risk of damage to aircraft in the event of an undershoot or overshoot 
of the runway; and acknowledges changes NAL will seek to the NRMP to help protect future 
operations and development of the airport as a modern vibrant facility.  

The Master Plan sets some context and reasoning around the runway extension and associated 
planning controls now sought through the NoR and PPC 30, including in relation to managing 
and mitigating aircraft noise, the allocation of operational and development areas within the 
Airport site, the airport effects management framework that recognises the Airport’s impact on 
neighbours, and ensuring future Airport operations are not unduly constrained by development 
or intensification occurring around the Airport.  

The Master Plan sets out emission targets under the Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) 
Amendment Act 2019 and the Paris Agreement, and NCC and TDC emissions targets, and how 
NAL proposes to avoid or reduce CO2e of terminal emissions including through solar power 
generation. 

2.4 Notice of Requirement 

As owner and operator of Nelson Airport, NAL has three existing designations in the NRMP for 
aerodrome purposes (Designation DAA1), airnoise boundaries (ANB) for the management of 
airport related noise and control over activities sensitive to airport noise (Designation DAA2), and 
obstacle limitation surfaces (OLS) which define an airspace protection envelope where the 
height of buildings, structures and trees around the airport is controlled to protect aircraft 
approach and takeoff paths (Designation DAA3). 

NAL has submitted to NCC a Notice of Requirement (NoR) under s181 of the RMA to alter 
Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 in the NRMP to provide for the construction, operation, use 
and maintenance of the northern runway extension to Nelson Airport, with associated 
amendments to the Airport’s Airnoise Boundary (ANB) and to the Airport Height Restrictions (or 
Obstacle Limitation Surface (OLS)) and their conditions. 

NAL’s stated objectives4 in altering its existing designations are to: 

 Extend the operational runway length in order to ensure that over the next 30 years the 
aeronautical capacity of the airport and runway system can safely and efficiently: 
-   provide increased operational resilience and reliability; and 
-  enable forecast demand and accommodate future aircraft types. 
 

 Enable an efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to developing Airport infrastructure, 
facilities and services. 

 

 Minimise the effects of aircraft noise impacts on the surrounding community as far as 
practicable whilst also minimising adverse environmental and cultural effects. 

To ensure the land required to achieve its objectives is recognised in the NRMP, NAL proposes to 
designate additional land, including land occupied by the Nelson Golf Club that it does not own 
or have an interest in, sufficient to undertake the works. 

 

4 NAL, NOR Application pg 2 
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As a consequence of extending the existing main runway to the north, associated changes are 
required to Designations DAA2 and DAA3 based on a composite scenario of the existing main 
runway and extended main runway. 

The proposed alterations to the existing designations are described in detail in Part B of our report. 

2.5 Private Plan Change 30 

In conjunction with the NoR, NAL has submitted a private plan change request, Private Plan 
Change 30 (PPC 30) to the NRMP, pursuant to Schedule 1 of the RMA, to provide for a specific 
Airport Zone. The Airport Zone and its precincts relates to the same land covered by Designation 
DAA1 as altered under the NoR, including the northern runway extension.  

The current zoning for Nelson Airport in the NRMP is largely industrial. The land within the northern 
runway extension subject of Designation DAA1 is currently Open Space Recreation and 
Residential.  Best practice national planning standards recommend an ‘Airport Zone’ be 
adopted for airport facilities and associated land. 

The application states that PPC 30 will remove redundant industrial provisions in the underlying 
zoning for the Airport, provide for a consistent region-wide approach to managing activities 
sensitive to airport noise (ASAN), and clarify the role and function of the Airport as nationally and 
regionally significant infrastructure5, and that the suite of planning provisions in the proposed 
Airport Zone will be integrated with a cohesive and contemporary suite of designation conditions 
for Airport land use set out in Designation DAA1.  

The relationship between the provisions for airport specific activities under both the NoR and PPC 
30 are summarised in Table 1. 

Table A.1: Summary of NOR vs PPC provisions for airport specific activities  

Activity NOR condition PC provision 

 

Aviation activity  

(any activity associated with the 
operation of the Nelson Airport 
i.e runways) 

DAA1.3.i Aviation Activity are works 
authorised by the designation 

AIRPz.20 – Aviation activities are 
permitted in the Core Airport Precinct 
and Airport Environs Precinct. Specific 
activities permitted in the Airport Coastal 
Precinct (related to navigational aids, 
meteorological structures, lighting, 
transport and stormwater infrastructure, 
RESA, and security fences). Otherwise in 
the Coastal Precinct they are a 
controlled activity if for natural hazards 
works or restricted discretionary for all 
other activities. 

Airport related activity  

(any ancillary activity or service 
that provides support to Nelson 
Airport or an aviation activity) 

DAA1.3.i Airport Related Activity are 
works authorised by the designation 

AIRPz.21 – Airport related activities are 
permitted in the Core Airport Precinct 
and Airport Environs Precinct, and in 
relation to servicing and infrastructure in 
the Airport Coastal Precinct. Otherwise 
they are a Discretionary activity in the 
Coastal Precinct.  

Activities sensitive to airport 
noise (ASAN) 

(residential, educational, visitor 
accommodation and health 
facilities) 

 Airport zone  

AIRPz.22 - ASAN are permitted where 
standards are met including: it is 
accommodation associated with 
aviation or is visitor accommodation; 
outside the Airnoise boundary; inside the 
Airport Environs Precinct; meets acoustic 
insulation requirements. Otherwise non-
complying activity.  

Residential zone  

REr.65 Airport Effects Control Overlay - 
replacement or substantial alteration of 
an existing building containing an ASAN 
are permitted where acoustic insulation 
requirements are met. Otherwise non-

 

5 Application, para 2.1, pg 9 
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complying activity (including new 
ASAN).  

REr.65A Airnoise Boundary - replacement 
or substantial alteration of an existing 
building containing an ASAN are 
permitted where acoustic insulation 
requirements are met. Otherwise 
prohibited activity (including new ASAN).  

Suburban Commercial /Industrial /Open 
Space zones 

Replacement or substantial alteration of 
an existing building containing an ASAN 
are permitted as above for REr.65 and 
REr.65A. New ASAN are non-complying 
and prohibited as above for REr.65 and 
REr.65A. 

Conservation zone  

COr.21 - Buildings containing ASAN within 
the Airport Effects Control Overlay are 
non-complying and buildings containing 
ASAN within the Airnoise Boundary are 
prohibited. 

Aircraft engine testing   AIRPz.29 - Noise generated from Aircraft 
Engine Testing is permitted where it does 
not exceed noise levels of 55dB LAeq (8 
hour) between 6am and 10pm, and 45dB 
LAeq (8 hour) and 75dBA Lamax 
between 10pm and 6am when 
measured in the Residential zone. Except 
for up to 12 essential unscheduled 
engine tests per calendar year. 
Otherwise aircraft engine testing is a 
discretionary activity. 

Compass swing   AIRPz.30 - Noise generated from 
compass swings is permitted where it 
only occurs between 7am and 10pm and 
does not exceed noise levels of 80dB 
LAeq(15 min) and 70dB LAeq(15 hour) 
between 7am and 10pm, 60dB Ldn in 
any consecutive 3 months and 57dB Ldn 
in any consecutive 12 months when 
measured in the Residential zone. 
Exception applies for unplanned 
remedial work for up to 5 days per year. 
Otherwise aircraft engine testing is a 
discretionary activity. 

Aircraft noise  DAA2.3.i Noise from Airport Operations 
(includes aircraft landings and take-
offs, associated flights, taxiing and 
helicopter operations, but excludes – 
from the definition of ‘Airport 
Operations’ – emergency, medical or 
civil defence operations, air shows, 
military operations and unscheduled 
landings) Rolling 3 month average 24 
hour night weighted sound exposure 
limit of 65dB Ldn at or beyond the 
Airnoise Boundary 

 

DAA2.3.ii Night Aircraft Noise 
Restriction associated with Airport 
Operations, between the hours of 
midnight and 6am a single event noise 
limit from individual aircraft of 95dB LAE 
in any Residential zone, with exemption 
providing for : 

- scheduled aircraft granted for 
special events requiring additional 
air service for a maximum of 24 
movements within 12 months or  

- as listed in the exclusions 
emergency, medical or civil 
defence operations, air shows, 
military operations and 
unscheduled landings  

AIRPz.40 - Noise from Aircraft Operations 
(includes aircraft landings and take-offs, 
associated flights, taxiing and helicopter 
operations. Excludes emergency, 
medical or civil defence operations, air 
shows, military operations and 
unscheduled landings) is permitted 
where standards are met. Standards 
include an average 24 hour night 
weighted sound exposure limit of 65dB 
Ldn at or beyond the Airnoise Boundary, 
and between the hours of midnight and 
6am a single event noise limit from 
individual aircraft of 95dB LAE in any 
Residential zone, with exception provide 
for a maximum of 24 movements within 
12 months. Otherwise aircraft noise is a 
discretionary activity.  
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Activities not 
specifically 
listed/mentioned/pro
vided for 

Only those works or projects covered 
by DAA1 listed in DAA1.3.i  Works 
authorised by the Designation are 
provided for, limited to: 

 Aviation activity;  
 Airport related activity;  
 Vehicle parking and storage, 

rental car facilities, vehicle valet 
activities, and public transport 
facilities;  

 Signage, artworks or sculptures, 
aviation activity related billboards 
and directional signage, and flags;  

 Structures to mitigate against the 
impact of natural hazards;  

 All demolition, construction and 
earthworks activities, including 
associated structures related to 
the above;  

 Ancillary activities, buildings and 
structures related to the above; 
and  

 Servicing, testing and 
maintenance activities related to 
the above.  

 

Default activity status for activities not 
mentioned in the zone rule table is 
permitted activity.  This is a roll over from 
the operative Industrial zone rules. The 
Draft Nelson Plan proposed to change 
this status to NCA.  

The proposed changes to the NRMP under PPC 30 are described further in Part C of our report. 

2.6 Plan Sets 

As additional information to its application, NAL has provided a plan set that identifies: 

 The operative and proposed Designation DAA1, to show the spatial extent of each 
(Boffa Miskell Fig E1) 

 Proposed Designation DAA1, the Airport Zone and surrounding zoning (Boffa Miskell Fig 
E2) 

 The operative and proposed Designation DAA2, to show the spatial extent of each 
(Boffa Miskell Fig E3) 

 Proposed Designation DAA2, the Airport Zone and surrounding zoning (Boffa Miskell Fig 
E4) 

 The operative and proposed Air Noise Boundary and Airport Effects Overlays, to show 
the spatial extent of each (Marshall Day plan dated 9 February 2023) 

 Comparison between the operative and proposed Obstacle Limitation Surface in 
Designation DAA3 to a common measurement of NZVD 2016 in plan view (Airbiz plans 
x2)  

 Comparison between the operative and proposed Obstacle Limitation Surface in 
Designation DAA3 in sections, showing the impact on adjoining land along and across 
the existing and extended runway (Staig and Smith Sheets 1 – 3) 

 Proposed Designation DAA3 and the wider urban zoning (Boffa Miskell plan dated 28 
February 2023 Revision 1) 

 The proposed Airport Zone and Precincts (Boffa Miskell Fig A16) 

 NRMP Plan incorporating amendments to reflect the NOR and PPC30 as notified (Boffa 
Miskell Figs C12 x 6). 

These maps are attached as Appendix 3 to our report. 

3 SITE DESCRIPTION AND CONTEXT TO THE NOR AND PPC 

3.1 Site Description 

The application by NAL for Designation DAA1 and the Airport Zone under PCC30 relates to the 
core site containing Nelson Airport, land (largely undeveloped) that it owns across Jenkins Creek 
and in Awatea Place, a small area of land in McLean Drive owned by NCC but already used for 
airport purposes, and 15ha of land owned and occupied by Nelson Golf Club Course land off 
the northern end of the main runway and adjoining the core Airport site.   
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The golf course land directly affected by the proposed northern runway extension, and the area 
of Tāhunanui to the north of the existing runway and within the current flightpath to Nelson 
Airport, is shown in Fig 2 below. 

 
Fig A.2: Aerial view of the golf course land and surrounding area affected by the NoR 

3.2 Surrounding Environment 

The surrounding environment outside of the Nelson Airport Designations and land subject of PPC 
30 is described in detail in the application and various reports that accompany it, and comprises 
a mix of coastal , residential, industrial and recreational areas.  The main features identified below 
are also shown in Figs 2 and 3. 

Boffa Miskell has identified the airport in context of the Tāhunanui Landscape Character Area6. 
It is bounded by the edge of the Waimea Inlet to the southwest, with the southern edge bounded 
by Jenkins Creek which flows westward into Waimea Inlet and associated tidal flats. The area is 
low lying and characterised by expansive modified dune fields which extend inland from the 
coast.  Nelson Airport and the adjoining Nelson Golf Course are located in this area of former 
dunes, and both contribute to the current open space values of this coastal margin. 

 

 

6 Application, Attachment J2, section 4.1.1, pg 8 
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Fig A.3: Surrounding land use pattern and features 

Residential communities close to the airport are: Tāhunanui to the north within the northern flight 
path; the Tāhunanui Hills and Annesbrook on the eastern side of Annesbrook Drive / State 
Highway 6 which have a more distant outlook towards the airport over the industrial area; 
Monaco on the peninsula south of Jenkins Creek; and, on the other side of the southern flight 
path, Stoke. 

As a coastal community, Tāhunanui is also the gateway to Tāhunanui Beach Reserve. This, and 
the adjoining beach, is a significant recreational asset for the Nelson resident and visitor 
populations.  The Tāhuna Beach Holiday Park is located alongside the Waimea Inlet opposite the 
Back Beach, a dog exercise area, and this contains a range of accommodation options and 
conference facilities.  Tahunanui Village is located at the eastern end of the beach, either side 
of Tāhunaui Drive and bounded by Beach Road. 

The Nelson Golf Course, which is on the northern boundary of the existing airport land and 
runway, is an 18 hole ‘links course’.  The Nelson Golf Club clubrooms are located off Bolt Road 
and Golf Haven Way, 200m-225m from the end of the main runway and its taxiing runway. The 
southern tributary of Maire Stream, which drains through the adjoining industrial area, passes 
through and along the northern end of the golf course. 

There are several pedestrian and cycle access tracks within close proximity to the Airport. The 
5.8km Airport Perimeter Walkway circumnavigates the airport, and the public carpark outside 
the airport entrance gives access across Jenkins Creek to the Monaco Peninsula Walkway. The 
Tasman Great Taste Trail between Nelson and Richmond follows part of this same shared 
pathway, and has recently been extended around the eastern side of the Nelson Golf Course. 

State Highway 6 (Whakatu Drive) is located southeast of the Airport and provides the main 
transport link between Nelson and Richmond. Trent Drive connects to this via the external roading 
network at Quarantine Road (a Principal Road). Other roads in the immediate vicinity which 
support access to the Airport include via Bolt Road and Parkers Road. 
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4 NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS 

4.1 Notification Report 

Nelson City Council officer Dennis Bush-King prepared a report on the request for a Private Plan 
Change – Nelson Airport received from the Nelson Airport Limited (dated 23 March 2023 and 
attached as Appendix 1). As a result of this report Council resolved on the 23 March to accept 
the request for the Private Plan Change for Nelson Airport as Private Plan Change 30.   

Section 169(1) of the RMA establishes that a territorial authority’s decision to notify a notice of 
requirement is under section 149ZCB(1) to (4), 149ZCC(1) to (4), 149ZCE, and 149ZCF of the Act. 
NAL formally requested public notification of the NoR. A report to Council was not prepared prior 
to notification for the Notice of Requirement Application as NAL agreed that the NOR be 
processed with the Private Plan Change request.  

4.2 Notification  
The Notices of Requirement and Private Plan Change 30 were publicly notified on 10 June 2023 
in accordance with section 169 and clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. Public notices appeared 
in the Nelson Mail on that date. A copy of the public notice was also made available on the 
Councils website, at Civic House and at the three Council libraries.  

A submission period of 20 days was provided in accordance with clause 5(3) of Schedule 1 of 
the RMA. The closing date of submissions was therefore specified in the public notice as being 
10 July 2023.  

In addition to full public notice, direct notice was served on properties in the vicinity of the Airport. 
Specifically, all those properties that are located within the operative and/or the proposed 
airnoise boundaries, designations, overlays or zone boundaries associated with the Airport Plan 
Change 30 and notice of requirements. A plan showing the approximate boundaries of persons 
receiving direct notice is attached as Appendix 1.    

4.3 Submissions 

A total of 471 submissions were lodged on the NoR and Private Plan Change 30 by the close of 
submissions. This included approximately 460 submissions on the Plan Change and approximately 
445 submissions on Designation DAA1 (and 76 on DAA2 and 39 on DAA3), overall covering over 
1,600 submission points. It is noted that the majority of submissions addressed both the NoR 
application and PPC30, with a small number of submissions being received on just one of the 
processes.  

Three different types of “proforma” submissions were received, being identical submissions from 
different submitters. The proforma submissions accounted for 30 of the submissions received.  

There were no late submissions received.  

The submissions were summarised and the summary and the original submissions were made 
available to view and download on the Councils website.  

A breakdown of the submissions in support and opposition is set out below in Table A.2. 

 Support 
(including in part) 

Oppose (including 
in part) 

Neutral  Amend Not Stated  Total  

DAA1 17 422 1 2 3 445 

DAA2 3 72 - 1 - 76 

DAA3 2 37 - - - 39 

PPC30 18 429 1 6 6 460 

Table A.2: Breakdown of position of submissions  
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4.4 Further Submissions to PPC30 

Further submissions on the Private Plan Change were open from 9 September until 25 September 
2023. A total of nine further submissions were lodged on original submissions of the Private Plan 
Change, with 286 further submission points received. There were no late further submissions 
received.  

4.5 Approach to Summary of Submissions 

Submissions received raised a large number of issues, with many submissions concurrently 
addressing both NoR and Plan Change matters. In addition there was a slight difference in the 
format of the online versus hard copy submission forms which resulted in a minor variation in how 
submissions have been received. In summarising submissions the following principles were 
therefore adopted: 

 Submission points are based on the relief sought as opposed to the matters/topics raised 
within the submission body or reasons of the submission. 

 A ’reporting topic’ has been assigned to each submission point based on the 
decision/relief sought.   

 A ‘reporting issue/s’ have been assigned to each submission point based on all 
matters/issues raised in the reasons for the submission. A submission point can therefore 
have multiple issues assigned to it.  

 If an online submission was entered under PPC30 or refers to ‘the plan change’/’the 
plan’ in the relief sought but challenges the runway extension and/or other designation 
matters, then it has been duplicated as a submission point on the designation.  

 If a hard copy submission has ticked the ‘oppose all or part’ (or the “support all or part”) 
box it is taken as outright oppose (or support) unless the relief states otherwise 
specifically.  

 If the submission does not state or ask for any relief sought or decision from Council then 
it has been deemed a ‘no decision’ submission point.  

The summary of submissions should be read in conjunction with the original submissions.  

Given the large number of submitters and the various issues raised within each, the approach to 
the reporting on submissions in following Parts B and C of this Section 42A report is generally issues-
based (as per Clause 10(3) of the first Schedule of the RMA). Individual submissions are for the 
most part not discussed in detail. The number of submissions makes this impractical and inefficient 
in terms of time required to do so. Notwithstanding, as we have prepared the summary of 
submissions, we can confirm that we have read and are broadly familiar with the content of 
every submission/further submission lodged on the NoR and Plan Change 30.   

4.6 Reporting Topics  

A wide range of relief was sought by submitters. Decisions and relief sought in the submission 
points can be categorised into the following general topics:  

 Overall decline  

 Overall decline with options if approved  

 Overall accept  

 Alternative options  

 Designation DAA1 in general 

 Extent of designation DAA1 / runway extension  

 Designation DAA2 in general  

 Extent of designation DAA2 

 Noise mitigation package (under designation DAA2) 

 Designation DAA3 

 Airport Effects Control Overlay - Extent  

 Airport Effects Control Overlay / Airnoise Boundary / Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise - 
Rules 

 Compass swing 
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 Engine testing  

 Airport zone 

 Definitions  

 District wide, other zones, and general rules  

 Compensation  

 Consultation process 

 Further investigation and information  

 Submission period   

 Decision making process  

 No decision sought  

 Other matters, including: 

o physical works to the roads, 

o provision of a sound-proof refuge for residents,  

o avoiding change to camping/closure of the holiday park, 

o recognition of the Holiday Park as a residential area, 

o avoiding limits on the future development of Tahunanui, 

o avoiding negative impacts on people/residents,  

o recognition of the degree of noise annoyance,  

o recognition of full impact on golf course,  

o net zero emissions, 

o flight path route, 

o clarification/ restrictions on larger aircraft, 

o delaying the application/decision.  

4.7 Reporting Issues in Contention  

The key issues raised in the submissions are broadly grouped as follows (with some exemplar 
submissions listed directly below):  

Key Issues in Submissions 

 

Exemplar Submissions 

Adequacy of information provided or 
used 

 

98 Jeffery Robinson 

257 Brett Parr 

329 Tahuna Beach Camp Incorporated  

390 Lindsay Twiname 

414 Veronica Hippolite-A'Court 

 
Adequacy of proposed objectives and 
policies 

 

146 National Public Health Service - Nelson Marlborough  

242 Kāinga Ora 

266 Julia Mak  

300  Melinda Harvey  

329 Tahuna Beach Camp Incorporated  

 
Adequacy of proposed rules 146    National Public Health Service - Nelson Marlborough  

208 Benjamin Krul  

242 Kāinga Ora 

300  Melinda Harvey  

329 Tahuna Beach Camp Incorporated 

513 Lewis Solomon  

516 Nelson Airport Noise Action Council Inc 

520 GP Investments Limited 
 

Airport zoning 

 

408 Robert Stevenson  

418 Jill Southon  
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520 GP Investments Limited 

 
Alternatives 

 

21 Stephen Cross 

98 Jeffery Robinson  

222 Kevin Seque 

304 Nelson Golf Club Incorporated 

422 Barry Thompson  

 
Aviation technology 

 

23 Phillip Maguire  

80 NZ Airports  

168 Air NZ Ltd  

217 Phillip Castaing   

299 Simon Williams 
 

Campground 30 Fiona Harper 

53 Tim Burns  

83 Neil Bennett 

124 Raewynn Jenkins  

266  Julia Mak 

329 Tahuna Beach Camp Incorporated  

 
Climate change 

 

157 Barbara and Tim Robson  

173 Zero Carbon Nelson Tasman Inc 

202 Robin Schiff 

302 Nelson Tasman Climate Forum, Transport Group 

311 Nelson Tasman Branch - Royal Forest and Bird Protection 
Society of NZ Inc 

419 Resilienz Ltd 

 
Compensation 

 

154 Andrew Simpson  

170 John Adams  

255 John Murray 

408 Robert Stevenson  

 
Consultation 102 Jason Stossel  

226 Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association 

304 Nelson Golf Club Incorporated 

 
Cultural values 

 

324 Veronica Hippolite-A'Court 

 
Ecology 

 

306 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society of New Zealand 
Inc. 

324 Veronica Hippolite-A'Court 

428 Ian Lash 
 

Economy/growth 

 

98 Jeffery Robinson  

127 Nelson Regional Development Agency 

141 Nelson Tasman Chamber of Commerce  

148 Richard Sullivan  

226 Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association 

295 Vining Investment Properties Limited 

525 Stephen and Stephanie Graham 

 
Effect on businesses 

 

215 Sean Riordan  

226 Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association 

425 Tahunanui Community Hub 

460 Wendy Munro 
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Effect on private property/ property 
values 

 

3 Kenneth Shelley 

170 John Adams  

216 Sam Brown  

245  Bruce Higgs  

 
Effect on Tāhunanui Beach Reserve  

 

185 Prudence Bell  

230 John Dore  

240  Jacqui Tyrrell 

350 David Low 

 
General amenity effect on residential 
areas 

 

200 James Barbour 

476 Joy Scotson Shackleton  

 
General effect on residents 8 L Kirby 

51 Matt Waghorn  

 
General support  

 

18 Generation Global  

23 Phillip Maguire  

36 Daniel McCarthy  

74 Tony Stephens  

141 Nelson Tasman Chamber of Commerce 

313 Nelson Aviation College 

 
Golf clubhouse use 

 

47  Annabel Schuler 

346  Rebecca Sheehy 

 
Golf course 

 

38 Alexander Simpson 

172 Alyce Graf 

185 Prudence Bell 

204 John White 

304 Nelson Golf Club Inc 

318 Golf New Zealand  

423 Matthew Grimes  

 
Landscape effects 

 

343 Peter Hay  

 
Liquefaction 

 

16 Golf Haven Way Body Corporate  

192 Katherine Malcolm  

 
NCC conflict of interest 

 

324  Veronica Hippolite-A'Court 

465 Dianna Hambleton  

525 Stephen and Stephanie Graham 

 
NCC’s role and responsibility 

 

222 Kevin Seque  

244 David Tighe-Umbers  

307 Richard Harden  

 
Noise in general 

 

226 Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association 

245 Bruce Higgs  

301 Linda-Roxy Simpson 

398 Janene Taylor 

475 Debbie Armatage  

 
Noise contours 

 

6 Michael Curry  

9 Robin Whalley 

146 National Public Health Services – Nelson Marlborough  
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287 Jason Maxted 

 
Noise mitigation 

 

8 L Kirby 

16 Golf Haven Way Body Corporate  

167 Tracey and Anna Gordon  

210 Erena Rowe  

343 Peter Hay  

513 Lewis Solomon  

 
Other matters  

 

29 Glenda Robinson  

226 Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association 

307 Richard Harden  

502 Kameran Clarke  

519 Transpower New Zealand Limited 

 
Overall/general opposition 

 

37 Jaimee Hiku 

431 Charles Gribble 
 

Pollution 

 

3 Kenneth Shelley 

411 Vanessa Maguire  

 
Recreation 

 

129 Noeline Inglis 

324 Veronica Hippolite-A'Court 

 
Rule/provision support  

 

146 National Public Health Services – Nelson Marlborough  

517 Air Training Corps Association of NZ 

 
Schools 

 

95 Leah Shopneck 

240 Jacqui Tyrrell  

 
Submission period  

 

9 Robin Whalley 

78 Alex Knauer  

205 Glenn Cheyne  

326 Carl Snelgrove  

 

Generally, consideration of these issues is also necessary in ensuring that the Council’s statutory 
functions and responsibilities are fulfilled in terms of assessing the Private Plan Change and 
making recommendations to the Requiring Authority on the NoR under the RMA. 

Refer to the table attached as Appendix 2 for a list of all submission points and relief sought.  

4.8 Out of Scope Submissions  

There were a number of submissions received, in particular on PPC30, that seek relief that we 
consider either falls outside the scope of the objective and purpose of the NoR or PPC30, or is 
contrary to the scope of considerations set out in the relevant statutory framework. We therefore 
conclude in our assessments in Parts B and C that such matters are not relevant considerations 
for the Commissioners in making/recommending a decision on PPC30 or the NoR.  

In relation to PPC30 the ‘out of scope matters’ identified in Part C includes relief that seeks: 

 consideration of alternative options for the proposed runway extension, 

 consultation be undertaken, 

 further investigation be carried out,  

 extension of the submission period, 

 change to the decision making process, and  

 provision of compensation through the NRMP. 
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In addition to these matters of relief, issues were also raised in reasons for submissions regarding 
a potential conflict of interest for NCC (in being a shareholder in Nelson Airport and the 
NoR/PPc30 administrative body) and in relation to NCC’s role and responsibly as a territorial 
authority. We do not consider that these are relevant matters to consider under a NoR or PPC30 
process as set out under the RMA, and as such have not assessed these issues further in this 
Section 42A report. 
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PART B: NOTICE OF REQUIREMENT REPORT 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of this Section 

The purpose of this part of the s42A Report is to consider the Notice of Requirement (NoR) from 
Nelson Airport Ltd (NAL) under s181 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to alter 
Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 in the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) to 
provide for the construction, operation, use and maintenance of the northern runway extension 
to Nelson Airport, with associated amendments to the airport’s Airnoise Boundary (ANB) and 
responsibilities for aircraft noise and to the Airport Height Restrictions (or Obstacle Limitation 
Surface (OLS)). 

Where relevant to the statutory framework and matters to be considered in relation this NoR, I 
will rely on our assessment of the effects on the environment in Part D of our report, of the higher 
order planning documents in Part E, and Part 2 of the RMA in Part F. 

1.2 Background to Designations as a Planning Tool 

Designations are a long-term planning tool.  S168 of the RMA allows requiring authorities to notify 
the Council that an area of land is to be designated for a public work for which they have 
financial responsibility (in this case for NAL to operate, maintain, expand and develop Nelson 
Airport), with that area then identified in the Council’s district plan, or under s181 of the RMA to 
alter an existing designation.   

The designation protects the requiring authority’s opportunity to use that land for a public work 
or project, including where it may not currently own the land. No-one may undertake an activity 
on their land that would prevent or hinder the designated work, without the prior written approval 
of the requiring authority that holds the designation.  

The designation removes the need for land use consent for developments or activities, however 
the requiring authority may still require regional consents for works and, under s176 of the RMA, 
physical works cannot start on that project works or project under the designation until details of 
the project or work have been provided to the territorial authority by way of an outline plan.   

In accordance with s171(2) of the RMA, the territorial authority may recommend to the requiring 
authority that it confirms, modifies, imposes conditions or withdraws the NoR. Unlike the plan 
change or resource consent processes, the territorial authority does not have the powers to 
reject a Notice of Requirement or an outline plan. 

There may be areas within or beyond a designation boundary where use of land may impact on 
activities for which the designation has been established. In that case the designation may be 
supported by rules in the district plan which control the types of activity, density of development 
and environmental effects of other users. 

Designations give certainty to adjoining landowners in terms of the scope and extent of activities 
and protect rights for compulsory purchase and compensation. Designations are used to secure 
property not in the hands of the requiring authority. The Public Works Act 1981 sets out the steps 
for acquisition of land and the compensation of affected parties for the losses arising from that 
acquisition and of the work itself. 

Designations are a widely used planning tool to protect airports as strategically important assets. 
All the major airports in New Zealand are recognised in their respective district plans in this 
manner, as are smaller aerodromes such as at Motueka. 

1.3 Interim Effect of Requirements of Designations 

Because the NoR for the runway extension has been formally lodged with Nelson City Council 
(NCC), it has interim effect pursuant to s178(1)(b) of the RMA. This means that no person may do 
anything that would prevent or hinder the runway extension to which amended Designations 
DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 relate unless NAL has given written consent (s178(2) RMA). 
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2 EXISTING DESIGNATIONS FOR NELSON AIRPORT 

Nelson Airport Ltd is a network utility operator approved as a requiring authority under 
s167(3) of the RMA7: 

(a)  for its operation, maintenance, expansion and development of the airport known as 
Nelson Airport; and 

(b) for the project comprising the existing and future development of Nelson Airport as 
described in the designation in the Nelson City Council district plan operative at the date 
of commencement of this notice. 

As owner and operator of Nelson Airport, NAL has three existing designations, introduced to the 
NRMP in 2004.  These designations, their purpose and conditions are contained in Appendix 24 
of the NRMP and shown on the planning maps,  

The spatial extent of these existing designations relative to the alterations notified under the NoR 
application are shown in Figs B.1-B.3 (refer to Appendix 3 for enlargements of these and other 
plans from the application). 

The nature and scope of the designations for Nelson Airport are not unlike others throughout New 
Zealand although I understand that, along with other conditions to manage the environmental 
effects of airport development, conditions relating to noise from airport operations and noise 
mitigation are usually included with the primary designation for aerodrome purposes. In giving 
effect to Civil Aviation rules and regulations, and as a mandatory requirement for all aerodromes 
in New Zealand, obstacle limitation surfaces (OLS) around airports are often subject of 
designations. 

The three existing designations in the NRMP for Nelson Airport giving rise to the NoR are described 
in 2.1-2.3 below. 

2.1 Designation DAA1 (Aerodrome – Nelson Airport) 

Designation DAA1 relates to that area presently occupied by Nelson Airport (shown blue on Fig 
B.1), including Airport Peninsula, land along Bolt Road, and 15 smaller titles owned by NAL along 
Point Road under the southern approach to the runway.  This land is legally described in 5.4.1 of 
the NAL application, and a majority of this and the main airport site at 2, 4 and 111 Trent Drive is 
owned by Nelson City Council. 

The reason for the designation is “to protect the operational capability of the existing airport and 
provide for associated airport development for a minimum planning period to year 2020”. 

As described in Appendix 24 of the NRMP, Designation DAA1 allows for the following activities, 
the nature and layout of which is in general accordance with the Aerodrome Designation – 
General Development Plan:  

DAA1.3.i: Existing and future aerodrome development includes aircraft operations: domestic 
and occasional international jet aircraft traffic, rotary wing aircraft operations, aircraft 
servicing and maintenance, fuel storage and general aviation, together with associated 
activities, buildings and infrastructure, navigational aids and lighting. Secondary uses are 
aviation related industries and businesses necessary to meet the functional needs of the 
airport or businesses for freight distribution purposes or passenger transit. Ancillary uses of 
the buildings are for airport associated recreation, conference and function purposes 
or storage. The grassed areas are managed and maintained to avoid aggregation of birds 
and to satisfy airport operational requirements. Erosion, silting and flood management 
systems are provided for within the designation. 

DAA1.3.ii: Future aerodrome development involves provision for improvements, upgrading 
and expansion of the following elements: 

 

7 NAL, NoR, Attachment D – New Zealand Gazette Issue 133 23 Sept 1999 
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a)  landside facilities in the form of terminal, hangar, cargo and handling areas, access and 
parking areas, fuel storage, aircraft servicing and maintenance facilities and 
consolidation of airport and helicopter operations 

b) airside facilities in the form of apron requirements and parallel taxiway improvements, 
together with required separation distances. 

The land subject to Designation DAA1 therefore contains existing activities and facilities 
associated with aviation and airport operations at Nelson Airport including its runways and 
taxiways, the airport terminal, ancillary commercial and industrial activities and buildings such as 
hangars, as well as supporting infrastructure and services such as roading.   

 
Fig B.1:  Extent of existing (blue) and proposed (red) Designation DAA1 in the NRMP 

Designation DAA1 acknowledges that consideration of alternative sites was included in the 
Nelson Airport Environmental Management Plan 1996 (NAEMP), with the cost of relocation the 
single most significant factor supporting continued use of the existing airport site.  The area and 
activities within the ‘aerodrome’ site are part of the existing environment. In addition to mitigating 
the effects of natural hazards and the effects of airport operations on the community, the NAEMP 
identifies runway length (‘maintaining sufficient runway length to meet the requirements of a 
range of aircraft capable of principally domestic operations’ DAA1.4ii) as a key element in 
sustaining the function of Nelson Airport as a regional strategic asset. 

The NAEMP is referenced in the existing designation as a means to managing environmental 
effects: 

“The Nelson Airport Environmental Management Plan sets out the mitigation measures which 
can reduce the risk of natural hazards impacting significantly on the recourse and also 
measures which can mitigate against environmental effects of airport operations.” 

The NAEMP contains environmental management practices that the airport company will follow 
within the Aerodrome Designation.  While aircraft noise is addressed under Designation DAA2, 
other Methods of Implementation in the NAEMP include such things as ensuring outdoor lighting 
does not affect the nearby residential area, monitoring the level of air emissions at the boundary 
of the nearest habitable site, and managing ecological effects.  

Irrespective of any conditions, s176A of the RMA provides that an outline plan must be submitted 
to a territorial authority before commencing construction of a project or work under a 
designation. S176A(3) sets out the content of an outline plan:  

3)  An outline plan must show —  
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(a) the height, shape, and bulk of the public work, project, or work; and  

(b) the location on the site of the public work, project, or work; and  

(c) the likely finished contour of the site; and  

(d) the vehicular access, circulation, and the provision for parking; and  

(e) the landscaping proposed; and  

(f) any other matters to avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects on the 
environment.  

Designation DAA1 does not contain any exclusion to the outline plan requirement so NAL 
provides an outline plan to NCC for all works for which it has a responsibility.  

2.2 Designation DAA2 (Noise Boundary Controls) 

Designation DAA2 relates to Nelson Airport, residential properties on the south-western end of 
the main runway, part of the Nelson Golf Course and part of Point and Grace Roads (shown in 
yellow in Fig B.2), with the purpose of protecting the operational capability of the airport by 
imposing an “airnoise boundary .... to identify the area of aerodrome operations where noise 
sensitive activities are prohibited”... “while at the same time minimising adverse environmental 
effects from aircraft noise on the community”. 

The outer limit of the operative DAA2 designation area is the airnoise boundary 65 dB Ldn (ANB).  
In an approach consistent with NZS 6805:1992 Airport Noise Management and Land Use 
Planning, noise from aircraft operations at Nelson Airport will be managed so that the rolling three 
month average 24 hour night-weighted sound exposure does not exceed 65 Ldn (109 Pasques) 
at or outside the air noise boundary. Exclusions are made for emergency, civil defence and 
military flights.  

The designation includes noise restrictions for night aircraft movements at Nelson Airport between 
the hours of 12 midnight and 6am, subject to the exclusions above. 

 
Fig B.2:  Extent of existing (yellow) and proposed (red) Designation DAA2 in the NRMP  

For the purposes of assessing compliance with noise limits, the designation refers to the Airport 
Noise Monitoring Plan (ANMP), developed by the Airport Authority in consultation with the Nelson 
Airport Noise Environment Advisory Committee (NANEAC), for the measurement of aircraft noise 
levels.  
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The designation places restrictions on activities inside the ANB, other than an airport related 
activity or golf course. New or relocated residential, school, hospital and other noise sensitive 
activities are prohibited, and no alterations or additions to existing residential units are permitted 
without appropriate acoustic insulation certified by a suitably qualified and experienced 
acoustic engineer. 

2.3 DAA3 (Airport Height Restrictions) 

Designation DAA3 has the purpose “to protect aircraft approach and takeoff paths and 
horizontal and conical surfaces to ICAO standards”, an airspace protection envelope covering 
an area of land and airspace where obstacles such as buildings, antennae and trees are 
restricted in height to ensure this airspace above and adjacent the airport is free from obstacles 
during the visual approach or final visual segment of an instrument approach of aircraft at low 
altitude, in accordance with Civil Aviation requirements (refer Fig B.3).  

The designation includes a series of Air Height Contours shown on the planning maps, which 
collectively create an obstacle limitation surface (OLS).  Anything protruding above the vertical 
limits of the OLS is regarded as an obstacle. Exemption of its restrictions for residential and farm 
buildings to 14m high, production forestry up to 30m high, and aerials, masts and other structures 
with the prior consent of NAL, are provided for where terrain penetrates the envelope. 

 
 Fig B.3:  Existing DAA3 and Airport Height Restrictions in the NRMP 

2.4 Other Designations 

There is an additional designation for Nelson Airport, held by the Airways Corporation of New 
Zealand, but within the Nelson Golf Course site.  Designation DA1 relates to navigation aids, the 
airport approach lights which provide visual guidance to aircraft pilots approaching the airport 
from the north. This falls within the area of the proposed northern runway extension and northern 
RESA, and will presumably be redundant once the runway is constructed.  The applicant should 
clarify the status of this and any likely replacement, although noting that this is ultimately a 
question for the Airways Corporation as the requiring authority for those works. Airways 
Corporation have not submitted on the NoR application. 
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3 PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DESIGNATIONS 

Pursuant to s181(2) of the RMA, NAL has given notice to NCC of requirements to alter its existing 
Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 in the NRMP to provide for the construction, operation, use 
and maintenance of the northern runway extension to Nelson Airport, with associated 
amendments to the airport’s Airnoise Boundary (ANB) and responsibilities for aircraft noise and 
to the Airport Height Restrictions (or Obstacle Limitation Surface (OLS)). 

The following outlines the requiring authority’s reasons and objectives for its NoR to alter the 
existing designations for Nelson Airport, the purpose of the altered designations (including any 
notable changes to the existing designations), and the applicant’s opinion as to the necessity 
for the designations and consideration of alternatives. 

3.1 Reason for Alterations to the Existing Designations 

NAL’s NoR states8: 

The current runway length at Nelson Airport is among the shortest in the world catering for the 
types of aircraft it serves, leading to reliability and resilience issues for Nelson Airport as well as 
limiting the Airport's ability to accommodate next generation sustainably powered aircraft. 
NAL has identified a need for an extension to the existing main runway at Nelson Airport (the 
northern runway extension), to ensure it can provide for the expected needs of future aircraft 
types, remove operating constraints experienced by existing aircraft to improve reliability, 
and improve safety through the provision of Runway End Safety Areas (RESA).  

NAL's existing three Designations in the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) for Nelson 
Airport, as well as the planning provisions applying to Airport land within the NRMP, are 
outdated given they were introduced through the Operative Plan in September 2004. The 
NoR seeks to enable an extension to NAL's existing main runway…  

As a consequence of extending the existing main runway, associated changes are required 
to Designation DAA2 to the Airnoise Boundary (ANB) and responsibilities associated with 
aircraft noise. Amendments are also required to the Airport Height Restrictions (or Obstacle 
Limitation Surface (OLS)) set out in Designation DAA3. Amendments to Designation DAA2 to 
alter the ANB and Designation DAA3 to alter the OLS are based on a composite scenario of 
the existing main runway and extended main runway. The alterations to NAL's existing 
designations in the NRMP are reasonably necessary for NAL to achieve its objectives of the 
NOR. 

In referring to the operative noise contours being outdated, this is a consequence of up to date 
modelling, growth predictions and activities associated with the current airport designation area, 
irrespective of the northern runway extension. 

In addition to expanding its designation to cover the northern runway extension over an area of 
land that is currently owned, occupied and utilised by the Nelson Golf Club (and land owned by 
NAL beyond this, in Awatea Place), it “also includes land to the east of the Airport adjoining 
Jenkins Creek as owned and operated by NAL and therefore able to be integrated within the 
Designation purpose.” 9 

Once in place, the NoR acknowledges that the altered designations within the NRMP will:  
identify the land subject of Designation DAA1 and proposed conditions for its use and 
development for aviation purposes; provide certainty to NAL as requiring authority and the wider 
community as to NAL’s ability to undertake works within Designation DAA1, the management 
and forecast of noise exposure under Designation DAA2, and the activities and structures to be 
precluded where penetrating the OLS in Designation DAA3; and provide certainty also to 
Council as to the parameters under which activities can occur10. 

 

8NAL, NoR application, Executive Summary, para 1, pg 1 
9 NAL, NoR Application, para 6.3, pg 31 
10NAL, NoR Application, Executive Summary, para 1.1, pg 2 
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3.2 Objectives For Altering the Designations 

NAL’s stated objectives11 in altering its existing designations are to: 

 Extend the operational runway length in order to ensure that over the next 30 years the 
aeronautical capacity of the airport and runway system can safely and efficiently: 

-   provide increased operational resilience and reliability; and 

-  enable forecast demand and accommodate future aircraft types. 

 Enable an efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to developing Airport infrastructure, 
facilities and services. 

 Minimise the effects of aircraft noise impacts on the surrounding community as far as 
practicable whilst also minimising adverse environmental and cultural effects. 

To ensure the land required to achieve its objectives is recognised in the NRMP, NAL proposes to 
designate additional land, including land that it does not have an interest in, sufficient to 
undertake the works. 

3.3 Designation DAA1 

3.3.1 Area Affected by Proposed Spatial Extent of Designation DAA1 

NAL seeks to extend Designation DAA1 to cover those areas shown in red on Fig B.1.  That part 
of the site currently not designated under the operative NRMP is owned and occupied by Nelson 
Golf Club (14.927ha), as well as land owned by NCC off McLaren Drive and used for parking of 
private planes (2230m2) and parcels owned by NAL at 9 Awatea Place (1.0736ha) and on the 
eastern side of Jenkins Creek (2.2468ha).  The legal description and ownership of land to be 
included in the altered designation is contained in para 5.4 of the NoR application.  The 
designation will extend over Holes 1, 9, 10 and 18 at Nelson Golf Club, and across Maire Stream.  

3.3.2 Anticipated Northern Runway Extension and its Area of Influence 

The future runway extension affects land extending northwards by 370m from the existing sealed 
main runway.  It will result in a 1510m x 45m runway, 163m longer than exists, with a Runway End 
Safety Area (RESA) of 240m long x 150m wide at each end (refer Fig. B.4).   

The purpose of the RESA is to reduce damage to aircraft in the event of overrun of the runway, 
which NAL state is a Civil Aviation requirement in the event the runway is extended by more than 
15m. NAL advise that the RESA at each end must conform with the guidance provided within 
CAA Part 139 Appendix A.1 ‘Physical Characteristics for RESA’. The northern RESA will start 60m 
beyond the end of the extended runway and be finished in grass. The south-west RESA, which 
shortens the runway at that end, will occupy 207m of the existing paved area and adjoining 
grass.  

 
Fig B.4: Future runway extension, Nelson Airport (Source: Fig 12, NoR) 

 

11 NAL, NoR Application pg 2 
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That land and its occupant directly affected by Designation DAA1 is Nelson Golf Club and its 18-
hole links course. The runway extension and associated airport operations will result in a change 
of land use within the designation area, and consequential impacts on the integration and 
effective use of the golf course and its facilities.  

Nelson Airport is part of the existing environment.  The orientation of the flight path of aircraft in 
and out of Nelson Airport will remain the same under the altered designation in that the runway 
orientation will be unchanged. Once in place the operational runway will however move 207m 
north at its southern end and 370m north at its northern end, and this will influence the height of 
the flight path in relation to individual properties below it.  The surrounding area of influence of 
Designation DAA1 in terms of the take-off, landing and taxiing of aircraft, and associated 
Designations DAA2 and DAA3 in relation to their impacts on noise, activities and structures, is on 
the suburb of Tahunanui and its residents, businesses and recreational values.  The end of the 
new sealed runway will extend approximately to a line off the western corner of 13 Chandler 
Street, with the runway and any associated taxiway closest to the Nelson Golf clubhouse and 
residential properties overlooking the golf course in Golf Haven Way and the southern end of 
Chandler Street.  

In addition to its spatial extent shown in Fig B.1, the key alterations to Designation DAA1 (within 
Appendix 24 of the NRMP) are addressed below. 

3.3.3 Purpose of the Altered Designation (DAA1.2) 

The purpose of Designation DAA1 is amended to provide for aerodrome and airport purposes. 
This recognises that the statutory definitions of airports and aerodome are used interchangeably 
in relevant legislation12. 

3.3.4 Nature of Works Authorised (DAA1.3) 

The nature of the works authorised by the designation include:  

 Aviation activity;  
 Airport related activity;  
 Vehicle parking and storage, rental car facilities, vehicle valet activities, and public 

transport facilities;  
 Signage, artworks or sculptures, aviation activity related billboards and directional 

signage, and flags;  
 Structures to mitigate against the impact of natural hazards;  
 All demolition, construction and earthworks activities, including associated structures 

related to the above;  
 Ancillary activities, buildings and structures related to the above; and  
 Servicing, testing and maintenance activities related to the above.  

3.3.5 Conditions Associated with the Designation (DAA1.4) 

The altered designation introduces a comprehensive range of conditions to replace the 
mitigation measures in the existing Designation DAA1.  The existing provisions are not in 
themselves prescriptive, but rather reference the NAEMP. 

The proposed conditions go beyond reliance on s176A(3) of the RMA as to the content of any 
Outline Plan for the northern runway extension. 

It is anticipated that outline plans, detailing all relevant aspects of the northern runway extension 
project, will be submitted following the completion of its detailed design and prior to the 
commencement of construction works. This process forms part of the conditions in DAA1.4 of the 
altered designation. 

The proposed designation includes conditions in relation to earthworks, tangata whenua, 
heritage resources and archaeology, landscape and ecology, through a combination of outline 
plans, consultative processes, specialist investigations and surveys, management plans, and 
Archaeological Authorities.  

 

12 NoR application, para 13.4.1, pgs 114 and 115 
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 Method Considerations 

Earthworks Outline Plan Prior to earthworks commencing an Outline Plan shall be prepared 
and submitted to Council, addressing: 

 the location, depth and extent of alterations to existing 
topography; 

 effects are appropriately identified considered and managed, in 
relation to: existing flood risk and stormwater management, 
amenity values, archaeological and historic values, and cultural 
values. 
 

Tangata whenua Kaitiaki Forum At least 12 months prior to the Outline Plan being provided to Council: 

 the Airport Operator shall invite representative Tangata whenua 
to participate in a Kaitiaki Forum (with the purpose of facilitating 
engagement between the Airport Operator and Tangata 
whenua, and to provide Forum members with updates and 
opportunities for feedback), which shall be maintained until such 
time as the runway extension has been constructed. 
 

Heritage Resources 
and Archaeology 

Archaeological 
Investigation 

Archaeological 
Authorities, 
under s44(a) of 
the Heritage 
New Zealand 
Pouhere 
Taonga Act 
2014. 

Archaeological 
and Heritage 
Management 
Plan (AHMP) 

The following are to occur prior to the start of any earthworks on the 
runway extension: 

 an archaeological investigation is undertaken to identify and 
record subsurface archaeological remains across the extent of 
the runway extension project area;  

 any Archaeological Authorities are to be obtained; and 
 a suitably qualified archaeologist is to prepare an AHMP, with the 

objective to provide operational guidelines and procedures for 
day-to-day activities that may affect archaeological and historic 
heritage sites during construction of the runway extension (the 
matters to be included in the AHMP are specified in Attachment 
B1 to the NOR application, the amendments to Appendix 24 in 
the NRMP). 
 

Landscape Landscape 
and Design 
Plan (LDP), part 
of the Outline 
Plan 

The following is to be provided with the Outline Plan: 

 a LDP, prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced 
Landscape Architect ((the matters to be included in the LDP are 
specified in Attachment B1 to the NOR application, the 
amendments to Appendix 24 in the NRMP). 

 

Ecology Surveys 

Authorisations 
under s53 of 
the Wildlife Act 
1953 in relation 
to protected 
wildlife, if 
required. 

The following is to be undertaken prior to and/or provided with the 
Outline Plan: 

 a suitably qualified and experienced ornithologist shall undertake 
avifauna surveys to determine if there are at risk or threatened 
species (including in their breeding location) that may be 
affected by the runway extension, and to confirm the distribution 
of foraging and roosting shorebirds in the intertidal habitat of the 
Waimea Inlet (the location, timing and/or frequency of coastal 
bird, cryptic marshbird and terrestrial bird surveys are specified in 
Attachment B1 to the NOR application, the amendments to 
Appendix 24 in the NRMP). 
The survey results, and appropriate management methods to 
address any adverse effects on avifauna arising from the 
construction and operation of the northern runway extension shall 
form part of the Outline Plan. 

 If construction works require vegetation disturbance or clearance 
in areas of potential lizard habitat, a survey shall be undertaken 
by a suitably qualified and experienced herpetologist prior to 
submitting the Outline Plan and, if lizards are present, all necessary 
and relevant approvals for lizard management shall be sought 
prior to vegetation disturbance and clearance activities.  
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3.3.6 Resource Consents Required 

While designations remove the need for district land use consent for developments or activities, 
the requiring authority may still require regional consents for its works, or consents under National 
Environment Standards (NES) relevant to the project and site.   

The runway extension will require additional runway pavement and forming of the RESA.  NAL 
has identified that regional consents will be necessary under the NRMP (the unitary plan for 
Nelson City) for channelising and/or diversion of the Maire Stream tributary, stormwater 
management, and earthworks associated with this.  A similar range of resource consents may 
be required in developing the additional land within Designation DAA1 on the eastern side of 
Jenkins Creek, and in fact for intensification of development within the existing airport. 

These same works may also result in consents under the Resource Management (National 
Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 (NES-F 2020). 

Designation DAA1 also includes land at 38 Bolt Road and 119A Parkers Road that has been 
subject to Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) activities, A17 Storage tanks or drum for 
fuel, chemical or liquid waste.  Council has a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) report on file for 
119A Parkers Road which confirms that the site meets soil contamination guidelines and 
standards under the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NESCS) for any land 
use.  No such DSI exists for 38 Bolt Road. 

NAL has indicated that actual construction of the northern runway extension is some years away.  
On account that the nature and extent of any regional land use consents, water permits and 
discharge permits will only be determined with detailed design of the runway extension, and 
given likely progress on preparation of the Whakamahere Whakatu Nelson Plan (or similar) under 
anticipated legislative changes to the RMA and possible amendments to any relevant National 
Environmental Standards before that occurs, further discussion of those consents is neither 
appropriate nor necessary at this time suffice to confirm that they (and any authorisations 
identified in the conditions to Designation DAA1) provide an additional layer of inquiry and 
control in relation to the environmental effects of the project or works. 

3.3.7 Comments in Relation to Designation DAA1 

Works Authorised 

The existing designation (DDA1.3.i) contains a more general description of works, both existing 
and future aerodrome development, authorised by Designation DAA1.  I have considered this in 
relation to the proposed list of works in DAA1.3 in 3.3.4 above and all associated definitions in the 
NRMP existing or introduced by PPC3013.  The range of works, activities and facilities provided for, 
particularly Aviation Activities and Airport Related Activities, are those reasonably necessary for 
or ancillary to the operation of a modern airport of this nature. Further comment on this is 
provided in Part C in relation to submissions to PPC30, however in general terms the listing of 
activities and new definitions not only more clearly articulates the works authorised, but is 
responsive to changing technology (such as renewable energy generation for the purpose of 
using energy within the designation) and an appreciation of activities that may have an 
association with or provide support to the airport or an aviation activity but not necessarily of 
themselves with a functional need to locate at the airport (for example Education Activities).  

Spatial Extent of Future Airport and Aviation Related Activities 

The amended designation deletes reference to the General Development Plan Fig 1 which is 
part of Designation DAA1 (DAA1.3.iii), but not included in the NRMP. Inquiries of Council and the 
applicant have been unable to access this document, however the NAEMP states that it sets out 
the siting of future airside and landside development.   

The spatial extent of future airfield and aviation support activities will be influenced both by 
existing development at the airport and the runway extension in Designation DAA1, and is in a 
general sense reflected within the Airport Zone precincts under PPC30.  The “Operational Areas” 

 

13 Refer to the NAL Application for the NoR, para 6.6, pgs 32-33 
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within the Nelson Airport 2050 Master Plan in Attachment E to the NoR application provide 
additional context to this, including additional taxiways, development areas and landscaped 
buffers.  Distinction between these areas may serve some purpose in relation to my comments 
below, relating to conditions guiding the operation and built form of NAL’s activities within the 
designation area as a whole. 

Conditions for the Runway Extension 

Conditions are imposed on the designation to manage the environmental effects associated 
with the design and construction process for the northern runway extension. 

In relation to the conditions in DAA1.4 in 3.3.5 above, I seek clarification from NAL as to why 
ecological values are not included in the listed matters in DAA1.4.i(b) for the northern runway 
extension, and the need to explicitly account for the matters in DAA1.4(ii) and DAA1.4(iv)(d) in 
the Outline Plan. 

Designation DAA2 relates to noise from aircraft operations.  It does not cover noise associated 
with construction of the runway extension (or for that matter other construction activities 
undertaken by NAL) which may be of particular concern if works are to occur at night so as not 
to disrupt operation of the airport (refer submission 205). 

Conditions for Operation and Development of Nelson Airport 

Given the purpose of Designation DAA1 and range of works authorised under DAA1.2 and 
DAA1.3, the conditions in DAA1.4 are not reflective of the use, development and operation of 
the airport as a whole. 

With exception of any adverse effects on avifauna arising from operation of the northern runway 
extension, the conditions in DAA1.4 address effects associated with construction of the northern 
runway extension, not to operation and development of Nelson Airport in general. The 
designation does not include conditions that limit activities in their location and scale within the 
designated area, or manage the full range of potential environmental effects of those activities 
listed in DAA1.3.  Built outcomes and operations within the existing and extended airport area 
designated will/may instead be addressed within alterations to Designation DAA2 in relation to 
noise management and mitigation, specific rules for the Airport Zone for aircraft noise, engine 
testing and compass swings (Rules AIRPz.40, AIRPz.29 and AIRPz.30), the Outline Plan 
requirements including the need to address ‘(f)any other matters to avoid, remedy, or mitigate 
any adverse effects on the environment’, and regional consent requirements.  

Having been prepared in 1996 the NAEMP may be ‘outdated’, however it provides some 
direction as to the nature and layout of future aerodrome development and includes initiatives 
to address community health and safety and other environmental effects from operation of the 
airport. I believe that NAL had been updating its Environmental Management Plan but find no 
reference to this in the NoR application nor the proposed conditions. I am also aware that 
designations for Airport or Aerodrome Purposes in other areas do not rely solely on the Outline 
Plan process and/or regional consents but variously include conditions to address such things as 
the maximum height or setback of buildings, outdoor illumination, urban design and, at 
Wellington Airport, actions for ongoing reduction in the carbon footprint of the airport.  

While the first of the objectives to the NoR is specific to the runway extension, the second is to: 

“enable an efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to developing Airport infrastructure, 
facilities and services” 

which, in my opinion, relates to the area of Designation DAA1 as a whole. 

Without conditions for the ongoing development and built outcomes of the airport, NAL has 
ultimate flexibility to provide for its activities within the designated area.  There is however no 
basis against which the ensure that development will be consistent with existing facilities, or 
adequately separated from or considered in context of surrounding land and/or coastal or 
riparian margins. 

NAL should clarify its intentions in limiting the conditions of Designation DAA1 to the northern 
runway extension’s construction and not to the airport as a whole.  I cannot find support for this 
in s181(3) of the RMA, that alteration of Designation DAA1 would limit management of the effects 
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of the overall land used for airport purposes in favour of just to that land subject (in part) of the 
altered spatial extent of Designation DAA1, or that Designation DAA2 in addressing airport-
related noise as the only effect of airport activity at the overall site.   

In the absence of this, I consider that NoR to be consistent with the outcomes NAL purport of the 
altered designations in terms of proposed conditions for the use and development for aviation 
purposes of all land subject of Designation DAA1, and providing certainty to the wider 
community as to NAL’s ability to undertake works within Designation DAA1 and to Council as to 
the parameters under which activities can occur14. 

Relationship between the Designation Conditions and Rules for the Airport Zone 

The effect of a designation is that it removes the need for land use consent for developments or 
activities.  Any activity that has an airport or aerodrome purpose is provided for by the 
designation.  Any activity that is in accordance with the designation is not subject to any other 
rules in the NRMP.  

With this in mind, I seek clarification of the relationship between rules in the Airport Zone under 
PPC30 for engine testing and compass swings if the designation allows NAL to use the land for 
airport purposes and aviation-related activities without meeting the permitted standards in the 
underlying zoning.  Condition DAA2.3v, which relates to the Airport Noise Management and 
Monitoring Plan (NMMP), does set out requirements for NAL in terms of defining how compliance 
is to be achieved for noise associated with engine testing and compass swings.  The only way to 
ensure the applicability of those rules would be to make them part of the designation conditions, 
as applies to other noise from aircraft operations. 

Similarly, without defining the operational areas of the airport in the designation, there is no 
requirement on NAL to carry out its development in accordance with the expectations of the 
Airport Zone precincts.  This could result in additional built form beyond the development areas 
identified in the 2050 Master Plan, including on land excess to construction of the northern runway 
extension adjoining the residential neighbourhood in Golf Haven Way, Chandler Street, Otterson 
Street and Awatea Place.  

Depending upon the response of the applicant, it may be appropriate that further conditions 
are considered for inclusion in Designation DAA1 for activities and/or the built form associated 
with those works for which NAL assumes a financial responsibility.  

3.4 Designation DAA2 

3.4.1 Area Affected by Designation DAA2 

As a result of changes to the spatial extent of Designation DAA1, consequential amendments 
are required to Designation DAA2.  

The outer limit of Designation DAA2 is the Air Noise Boundary (ANB), realigned to reflect the 
modelled forecast aircraft activity associated with the extended runway (including fleet mix and 
growth objections) and planning management regime as set out in NZ Standard (NZS) 6805:1992 
Airport Noise Management and Land Use Planning (NZS6805:1992). The boundary to Designation 
DAA2 is a composite of the existing and extended runway configurations, and the extent of 
proposed Designation DAA2 is shown in Fig. B.2.  

Designation DAA2 comprises land controlled by the Airport Operator, residential properties at 13 
Chandler Street and in Parkers Road and Golf Road under the flightpath off the end of the 
extended runway, part of the Tahunanui Beach Holiday Park, and open space and recreational 
land at the southwestern and northeastern end of main runway 02/20.  It lessens in its extent to 
the south of the airport and effect on residential properties in Point Road, but increases to the 
north and north-east of the northern runway extension and to land-side facilities south-east of the 
central runway. 

Table 12 in NAL’s application outlines the number of dwellings in the airport noise contours.  Due 
to quieter modern aircraft, it predicts that overall future aircraft noise will affect fewer houses 

 

14NAL, NoR Application, Executive Summary, para 1.1, pg 2 
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compared to the operative NRMP boundaries, but with an increase in the number of houses 
(from 16 to 40) inside the highest noise band which coincides with the ANB under Designation 
DAA2: 

 

3.4.2 Purpose of the Altered Designation (DAA2.2) 

The purpose of the ANB in Designation DAA2 in protecting the operational capability of the 
airport, while at the same time minimising adverse environmental effects from aircraft noise on 
the community (DAA2.2.i) is unchanged, however its purpose of identifying “the area of 
aerodrome operations where noise sensitive activities are prohibited” is to be replaced with 
providing for “monitoring, measurement and reporting to ensure that noise from Aircraft 
Operations shall not exceed 65dB Ldn outside the Airnoise Boundary” (DAA2.2.ii). This is consistent 
with NZS6805:1992 and the approach proposed by NAL to locate controls on Activities Sensitive 
to Airport Noise (ASAN) within the NRMP plan provisions under PPC30. 

3.4.3 Conditions Associated with the Designation (DAA2.3 and DAA2.4) 

Designation DAA2 is accompanied by a number of airport noise monitoring and mitigation 
initiative conditions, including the Annual Aircraft Noise Contour (AANC), Airport Noise 
Management and Monitoring Plan (NMMP), Airport Noise Monitoring Report (ANMR), and 
Acoustic Mitigation Programme (AMP) under DAA2.3, and the Nelson Airport Noise and 
Environment Advisory Committee (NANEAC) under DAA2.4. 

The proposed controls on NAL's operations in the NoR for Designation DAA2 are:  

a.  Condition DAA2.3.i Noise from ‘Aircraft Operations’, as measured as a three month average 
24 hour night weighted sound exposure, does not exceed 65 dB Ldn at or 54 outside the ANB. 
Exclusions provided for within the new definition of ‘Airport Operations’ in the NRMP are 
aircraft operating for emergency, medical, national or civil defence, or miliary purposes, or 
using the airport as an alternative to a scheduled airport elsewhere, which are carried over 
from DAA2.3.iv in the existing Designation.  Air shows have been added to the list of exclusions.  

b.  Condition DAA2.3.ii relates to night aircraft movements. A single event noise limit of 95dB LAE 
applies at any Residential Zone during the hours of 12am to 6am in accordance with 
NZS6805:1992 Clause 1.4.3.6.  Compliance is to be determined by the procedures in the 
NMMP.  By application to the NANEAC established and maintained under the altered 
Designation (DAA2.4), exemptions for individual night time flights are able to be granted for 
scheduled aircraft for special events requiring additional air services to accommodate public 
attendance up to 24 movements in any 12 month period, and those exclusions listed within 
the new definition of ‘Aircraft Operations’ as outlined above.  

c.  Conditions DAA2.3.iii and iv specify monitoring, compliance and reporting obligations on the 
Airport Operator. In monitoring compliance of noise from Airport Operations under DAA2.3i, 
it shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced person to produce 55dB, 60dB and 65dB 
Ldn AANC in accordance with the NMMP and records of actual aircraft movements for the 
busiest three consecutive months of the preceding year. An ANMR shall be provided annually 
by the Airport Operator to the Council for the preceding calendar year, prepared in 
consultation with the NANEAC and made publicly available. The ANMR is to contain the 
calculated AANC prepared under condition DAA2.3.iii; is to report on compliance with 
condition DAA2.3.ii for Aircraft Operations, with Engine Testing under Rule AIRPz.29, and with 
Compass Swings under Rule AIRPz.30; is to summarise complaints received and actions taken 
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over the previous year; and is to advise of properties eligible for acoustic treatment and/or 
ventilation measures offers based on the AANC as required by condition DAA2.3.vi.b. 

d.  Condition DAA2.3v relates to the Airport Noise Management and Monitoring Plan (NMMP) to 
which sets out requirements for NAL in terms of defining how compliance is to be achieved 
for Aircraft Operations, Engine Testing and Compass Swings, as well as the noise monitoring 
programme, to be implemented within 12 months of the Designation being confirmed. 
DAA2.3v(a) in Attachment B1 to the NoR sets out details around the preparation and content 
of the NMMP. 

e.  Condition DAA2.3.vi acknowledges that NZS6805:1992 recommends that existing residential 
units exposed to 65-70dB Ldn are offered insulation to mitigate the indoor noise effects of 
airport operations. It addresses the acoustic treatment and/or ventilation measures under 
NAL’s AMP where existing lawfully established residential units in the Residential Zone become 
partially or wholly incorporated in either the 60dB Ldn or 65dB Ldn AANC as produced under 
DAA2.3iii.  DAA2.3vi(f) in Attachment B1 sets out the contents of the AMP, which is to be 
prepared within 12 months of the NoR being confirmed.  Condition DDA.2.3.vi also address 
the timing and funding of an offer and installation of the acoustic treatment and/or 
ventilation measures (DAA2.4.vi (b)-(d)), NAL's obligations in making the offer (DAA2.4.vi (e)(i) 
and (e)(ii)), and the owners’ obligations in accepting the offer (DAA2.4.vi (e)(iii) and (e)(iv)). 

f. The Operative DAA2.4 requirements prohibiting Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise (ASAN) are 
removed, with those requirements inserted within the planning provisions for the respective 
zones under PPC30. The NoR states that: 

Best practice is for the controls on ASAN to be located within the district planning 
provisions, rather than within the designation as they apply to third parties. Amendments 
to Designation DAA2 and the PPC provisions are proposed to reflect this approach. 

This reflects the use of planning provisions to manage conflicting land-uses and allows for 
the consideration of activities within an objective and policy framework reflecting the 
health and well-being of our communities, and potential reverse sensitivity effects of 
locating ASAN near an airport.  

This approach also provides greater certainty for other land users within the affected noise 
contours as to the restrictions on their properties.15 

g.  Insert a new Condition DAA2.4 which sets out the membership and role of the Nelson Airport 
Noise Environment Advisory Committee (NANEAC), which is referenced in the existing 
Designation. 

h. DAA2.5 retains to need for an independent air noise compliance audit, conducted at 5 yearly 
intervals, to review compliance of airport operations, engine testing and compass swing noise 
management with the terms of this air noise designation and the methods and procedures 
set out in the Airport Noise Monitoring Plan (ANMP). 

3.4.4 Comments in Relation to Designation DAA2 

Matters to be Covered by Designation DAA2 or the NRMP Rules 

In view of my earlier comments on the appropriate planning mechanism for the control of noise 
from engine testing and compass swings, and the fact that Rule AIRPz.40 replicates the aircraft 
noise management controls in DAA2.3.i and DAA2.3.ii, it would assist deliberations to have a 
clear understanding of those matters falling within the scope of and to be dealt with by 
designation and those appropriately addressed under the district plan rules (refer Submission 
146).  I would have anticipated that Designation DAA2 should cover airport related noise, within 
the control of the requiring authority and those activities associated with operation of the airport 
or aerodrome activities.  The rules in the NRMP should establish controls to manage land use 
activities and development within the area of Designation DAA1 where not the responsibility of 
the requiring authority (in this case, subject to PPC30 and the Airport Zone), and land use 
activities and development on land impacted by aircraft noise.  The removal of controls over 

 

15 NAL NoR application, para 10.4.2.2, pg 68 
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ASAN from Designation DAA2 to the zone rules in the NRMP under PPC30 is consistent with this 
approach.   

Spatial Extent of Designation DAA2 

The conditions in DAA2.3 and DAA2.4 relate to noise control and mitigation falling to NAL.   While 
the outer limit of the area affected by Designation DAA2 is defined by the ANB, this includes 
private properties beyond the land needed for operation of the airport otherwise covered by 
Designation DAA1.  If the purpose of the designation is for “monitoring, measurement and 
reporting to ensure that noise from Aircraft Operations shall not exceed 65dB Ldn outside the 
Airnoise Boundary” then the designation should not reasonably relate to land beyond that in 
Designation DAA1.  Without this, there are some 40 properties that are designated land but 
having no relationship with the purpose or conditions of the designation. 

The genesis of this matter may be found in the fact that: 

 the controls over aircraft noise from Nelson Airport are contained within existing Designation 
DAA2 (whereas most airport designations appear to include this same nature of controls 
within the actual airport designation itself); and 

 the existing Designation DAA2 includes controls over ASAN within the ABN (which are to now 
be managed through the zone rules in the NRMP). 

NAL should clarify in evidence whether it is appropriate that Designation DAA2 applies to land 
beyond that subject of Designation DAA1, now that it now longer has the purpose of controlling 
ASAN within the ANB. 

Modelling and Conditions 

Noise from aircraft is an unavoidable aspect of airport operations. Noise will affect people in 
different ways, depending upon things such as the time of day or duration it occurs and its 
loudness.  Airport operators should be required to take all practicable steps to reduce airport 
noise and therefore minimise the impacts of aircraft noise from airport use and development, 
and the ANB and rules within Designation DAA2 put some context around that.   

Aircraft noise exposure is based on contour maps created by noise modelling.  The noise contours 
show the extent of exposure to aircraft noise, and those areas where higher levels of aircraft 
noise occurs. NZS 6805:1992 Airport Noise Management and Land Use Planning recommends 
using noise contours and guides this process.  The standards recommend that noise contours 
take into account future airport growth and use over time so that they are a reliable and 
effective long-term planning tool. 

Aside from the direct impact of the northern runway extension occupying golf course land and 
affecting the recreational and economic value of that resource, increased noise is the single 
most significant impact of the NoR.  Mr Lloyd has provided a peer review of the noise 
management provisions within Designation DAA2 and PPC30, and has subsequently provided 
evidence to assist in this s42A report.  He has included a detailed discussion of the submissions in 
relation to Designation DAA2, the modelling of aircraft noise by Marshall Day Acoustics and its 
conditions.  Although aircraft noise is part of the existing environment, Mr Lloyd is of the opinion 
that extending the Nelson Airport Runway to the north will have a significant increased noise 
impact on amenity values and potentially the health of the Tahunanui community.   

NAL propose that Designation DAA2 be altered to include noise mitigation in the form of the 
AMP for acoustic insulation and/or ventilation for existing lawfully established residential units, 
with more comprehensive obligations in terms of airport noise management, monitoring and 
mitigation.  Although elements will likely be refined as a result of the evidence of Mr Lloyd and 
submitters, in their overall intent the conditions are responsive to the additional noise effects from 
aircraft noise that will arise with the northern runway extension. 

Condition DAA2.3.vi, as it addresses the acoustic treatment and/or ventilation measures under 
NAL’s AMP, relates only to lawfully established residential units in the Residential Zone.  The houses 
in 1-5 and 9-12 Golf Haven Way, and any lawfully established residential units at the Tahunanui 
Beach Camp, will not benefit from this mitigation as they are sites zoned Open Space Recreation. 
Existing lawfully established short-term or visitor accommodation is similarly not covered, 
irrespective of zone.  The noise limit for night aircraft movements under Condition DAA2.3.ii also 
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does not apply to those same sites in the Open Space Recreation Zone. I expect that the 
applicant would comment on this in evidence. 

Mr Lloyd has outlined aspects of the NoR for Designation DAA2 and its proposed conditions which 
should be further addressed by the applicant.  He has also recommended certain changes to 
the conditions where arising from his peer review or evidence, and I will return to these in 11.2 of 
my report. 

Any matters raised by Mr Lloyd in relation to further modelling or assessment, where of a technical 
nature, should be addressed by the various acoustic consultants engaged in this process.   

3.5 Designation DAA3 

3.5.1 Area Affected by Designation DAA3 

As a result of changes to the spatial extent of Designation DAA1, consequential amendments 
are required to Designation DAA3. 

The Obstacle Limitation Surface (OLS) is amended in Designation DAA3 to provide for the existing 
and extended runway, to meet Civil Aviation requirements.  

The OLS comprises a series of height contours between RL5m to RL48.5m close to the airport and 
for the flight path approximately 2km off either end of the runway, which then plateaus at 
RL48.5m over much of the City and Waimea Inlet, before increasing to RL153.5m at its outer limit. 

The spatial extent of Designation DAA3 is shown in Figs B.5 and B.6 below, and in Appendix 3 to 
this report.  Fig B.6 shows a substantial area of influence, from Hope to the south, the Boulder 
Bank and Nelson Haven to the north, Rabbit Island and the Waimea Inlet to the west, and the 
Richmond Range to the east. 

Fig B.7 shows the existing Designation DAA3 area overlain by the proposed area. Understandably 
this moves the area of influence north, in line with the northern runway extension. 

3.5.2 Purpose of the Altered Designation (DAA3.2) 

The purpose of Designation DAA3 is in its intent unchanged – to protect aircraft approach and 
takeoff paths and horizontal and conical surfaces to meet civil aviation requirements – but with 
further explanation of Civil Aviation requirements to require hazards to aviation safety be 
controlled, the OLS and their necessity for aviation safety, their applicability to each of Nelson 
Airport’s three runways, and their effect on obstacle height on land and water. 

3.5.3 Specifications (DAA3.3) 

DAA3.3 contains the Nelson Airport Specifications for the OLS. The amended Designation DAA3 
is accompanied by details of the Nelson Airport runways, their surrounding runway strips, 
geodetic co-ordinates and elevations, and the approach, inner horizontal, transitional, conical 
and controlling surfaces that apply to these.  

3.5.4 Conditions Associated with the Designation (DAA3.4) 

Conditions prevent any obstacle, defined as any object connected directly or indirectly to the 
ground or water body and including trees, penetrating the OLS.  

Exceptions apply in very limited circumstances, subject to the written consent of the Airport 
Operator: to an obstacle which is a navigational aid for Aircraft Operations; where an 
aeronautical study has been undertaken by an applicant seeking to penetrate the OLS and that 
determines that the obstacle would not adversely affect the safety or the regularity of Aircraft 
Operations; for temporary maintenance or repair works are required on an existing building, 
structure or network utility that does not increase the height or external envelope of the obstacle; 
or a new obstacle or an extension of an approved obstacle that is shielded by an existing 
approved obstacle.   
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Fig B.5: Area affected by Designation DAA3 
(Source: Attachment C3, NoR) 

Fig B.6: Area affected by Designation DAA3 
(Source: Attachment C3, NoR) 

 

 
Fig B.7: Area affected by Designation DAA3, red existing and black proposed (Source: Additional 
Information, NoR) 

3.5.5 Comments in Relation to Designation DAA3 

Area Subject of Designation DAA3 

I have confirmed with NAL that the outer extents of the OLS for the Designation are the outer 
extents of the Approach and Conical Surfaces, both where they attain an elevation of 153.5m 
(noting that the Approach Surface extends further out than the Conical Surface at each end), 
and that there are no controls within the Designation outside these “perimeters”.16   

S176A written approval from NAL is only required for obstacles that breach the OLS, as defined 
by the conditions in DAA3.4.  In relation to the submission by Transpower (S519.002), the 
designation therefore appears to apply to the airspace above the properties listed in the NoR.  

The NoR acknowledges that its requirements fall on Stoke and Tāhunanui, Nelson Port and Nelson 
CBD, as well as the ridgeline along Princes Drive and Stepneyville, however the schedule of 
properties to which Designation DAA3 relates as provided in Attachment B7 to the NoR would 
appear to list far fewer sites. In view also on Transpower’s submission (S519) that the NoR does not 

 

16  Email Matt Bonis to Jane Hilson 25 January 2024 
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appear to include its Stoke Substation site, the applicant should confirm that Attachment B7 does 
correctly identify all properties subject of Designation DAA3. 

Although the OLS covers an area from Hope to the south and Rabbit Island and the Waimea 
Inlet to the west, the designation itself cannot relate to land or airspace beyond the territorial 
boundary of Nelson City.  I agree with the submission of Tahunanui Beach Camp (S329.054) that, 
to the extent that the NoR relates only to the NRMP and the jurisdiction of Nelson City Council’s 
territorial area, Designation DAA3 cannot impose height restrictions on activities in Tasman 
District.   

Effect of the OLS 

On account of the height of the OLS at increasing distance from the airport, the permitted height 
limit on buildings under the NRMP zone provisions, and the practical height of buildings, trees or 
other structures, it is necessary to consider the actual rather than perceived effect of this 
designation. 

AirBiz have identified existing obstacles that will penetrate the OLS based on the northern runway 
extension 17. The most critical existing obstacle is the chimney on the dwelling at 119 Parkers 
Road, followed by the chimney at 89 Golf Road and roof-mounted TV aerials at 91 Golf Road 
and 2/142 Parkers Road.  AirBiz consider the TV aerial obstacle penetrations could be easily 
resolved because the roof height of those houses would not penetrate the Approach / Take Off 
Surface. 

The obstacle limitation contours (height thresholds or elevations, generally in 5m intervals) under 
the operative NRMP are to NCC Datum, but under the proposed designation are to NZVD 2016.  
In numerical terms NCC Datum has a +12.4m difference to NZVD 2016.  NAL have been asked 
and have converted the obstacle limitation contours of the operative Designation DAA3 to a 
relevant level under NZVD 2016, to allow an appropriate comparison of the effects of the 
amendments.  These, and comparative long and cross sections showing the OLS, are contained 
in Appendix 3 to our report. 

 The long and cross sections in Appendix 3 are not intended to be representative of the effect of 
the amended OLS overall, but they do show the general effect of the northern runway extension 
on obstacle height in a spatial sense: 

 the proposed OLS is lower than the existing OLS until a point within the Tāhunanui Beach 
Recreation Area at approximately RL29m; 

 there will be an approximate 2m-4m height reduction in the OLS at the northern end of 
Tāhunanui Beach Holiday Park, from between RL18m-RL22m under the existing designation 
to RL14m-RL20m under the proposed provisions, but this will still be 4m-10m higher than the 
height limit for the Open Space and Recreation Zone in the NRMP; 

 at the Parker Road and Golf Road intersection, the proposed OLS is approximately 5m lower 
than the existing OLS and, on the southern side of the Parkers Road it penetrates the 7.5m 
height limit for the Residential Zone. 

The proposed OLS is higher than the existing OLS off the southern end of the runway, meaning 
less restriction on obstacle height.  It also appears to be more permissive in cross-section other 
than where within land already occupied by NAL, or the Nelson Golf Course to the sides of the 
northern runway extension. 

While I question the need for obstacle height restrictions to be covered by designation (as 
opposed to a rule in the NRMP, similar to those for ASAN removed from Designation DAA2 and 
recognising that Designation DAA3 affects land use well beyond the airport itself), I acknowledge 
that the NoR is to alter an existing designation, and this limits the scope of inquiry in that regard. 
I note also that OSL are used consistently in designations in place for other airports, and that the 
Council’s e-plan should allow the OSL height limits on individual properties to be more easily 
articulated. The Wellington City e-plan is a good example of this where relating available height 
for development relative to both existing ground level and the OLS. 

 

17 NoR application, Attachment M Airbiz Options Report Appendix A 
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The previous allowance for obstacles on terrain that penetrates the OLS have been removed 
from the conditions for Designation DAA3.  How, therefore, is the designation applicable to land 
that already penetrates the OLS? For example the Barnicoat ridgeline towards the outer limit of 
the OLS rises to RL600m and the Grampians and its receiver to a height of RL400m. The list of 
exceptions in DAA3.4 is very limiting in this regard.  

3.6 Review of the Designations  

S182 of the RMA allows for a requiring authority to give notice to the territorial authority to remove 
all or part of a designation when no longer wanted. 

Until such time as the northern runway extension is constructed and operational, Designations 
DAA2 and DAA3 are a composite of the ANB and OLS respectively as associated with the existing 
runway configurations and an extended main runway. NAL has stated that it will, at the time the 
extended runway becomes operational, give notice pursuant to s182 to remove those aspects 
of the OLS and ANB that become redundant by virtue of the amended main runway 
configuration. Given that may see restrictions relaxed for a small number of property owners near 
the airport, it would be appropriate that Designation DAA2 and DAA3 each contain a condition 
or other acknowledgement that clearly triggers that review. 

3.7 Necessity of the Designations 

S171(1)(c) of the RMA requires the Council to consider whether the work (the development 
facilitated by the designation and its conditions) and designation are reasonably necessary for 
achieving the objectives of the requiring authority. 

The issue of ‘reasonable necessity’ is addressed in section 13.3 of the NoR. I provide comment on 
this matter in section 9 of my report. 

The NoR states that ‘reasonably necessary’ is to mean requiring something that is less than 
absolutely necessary or essential, and that as requiring authority NAL is entitled to establish its 
own priorities and objectives – including where those response directly to defined problems 
arising from growth projections and anticipated changes in sustainable aviation through to 2050 
– provided those objectives do not predetermine the consideration of alternatives. 

NAL has addressed the reasonable necessity of the work (and designations) to achieve its 
objectives outlined in 3.2 of our report. The factors outlined by NAL as contributing to the 
reasonable necessity for altering its designations, in relation to these each of those objectives, 
are summarised to follow. 

In terms of increased operational resilience and reliability of the Airport: 

 Nelson Airport is one of New Zealand’s busiest given the region’s relative remoteness, and 
yet its current runway leads to payload restrictions on some aircraft with consequential 
impact on serviceability and reliability for travellers and freight. 

 For operational resilience, and economic success, the Airport must be well equipped and 
with the necessary infrastructure to accommodate aircraft and passenger volumes in the 
future. 

 Extension of the runway, including provision of RESA, will future-proof NAL’s facilities, enable 
the Airport to meet future demand, and provide a safe operating environment. 

In relation to forecast demand and accommodation of future aircraft types, and an efficient, 
flexible and sustainable approach to developing Airport infrastructure, facilities and services: 

 In anticipation of a shift to low-emission and zero-emission aircraft, a longer runway will 
ensure the Airport has the operational capacity and can accommodate next generation 
aircraft. 

 Reports commissioned by NAL from various aviation research consultancies have advised 
that zero-emission aircraft will be considerably heavier than comparable fossil fuelled 
aircraft, and with an increase in their maximum takeoff mass. A retrofitted ATR 72-600 (the 
largest turboprop to operate out of Nelson), or its replacement with a purpose designed 
zero-emissions aircraft type, will require between 1373m and 1530m in runway length (1510m 
is proposed). 
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 With a shorter runway (1347m exists), the region is vulnerable to service limitations for new 
generation aircraft manufactured off-shore for more significant customers. 

In terms of minimising the effects of aircraft noise on the surrounding community as far as 
practicable whilst also minimising adverse environmental and cultural impacts: 

 Extending Designation DAA1 to facilitate a 1510m runway length, with RESAs, will have 
potential adverse effects and, in terms of its construction, conditions are proposed to 
address these matters. 

 The proposed changes to Designation DAA2 will strengthen the monitoring and 
management of airport operations (including through the introduction of a comprehensive 
AMP for acoustic treatment and/or ventilation measures for existing lawfully established 
residential units) while addressing the management of ASAN around the Airport in the NRMP 
through PPC30 – this is consistent with the approach outlined in NZS6805:1992. 

 Designation DAA2 confirms and clarifies the role and composition of the NANEAC, requires 
the development on an Airport NMMP, and seeks to manage cultural effects through a 
Kaitiaki Forum. 

Overall, the NoR considers that the proposed alterations to its designations are reasonably 
necessary (and appropriate) in providing for NAL to meet its objectives as they will18: 

 allow the land required to be identified in the NRMP as being used for Airport purposes giving 
a clear indication of the intended use of the land; 

 protect the proposed spatial extent of Designation DAA1 from future development that 
would prevent or hinder the construction of the runway extension;  

 prevent structures and buildings from intruding into the amended OLS (Designation DAA3) 
designed to facilitate safe passage for landing and take offs associated with the Airport; 
and 

 allow NAL to undertake the works necessary for the runway extension within the area subject 
to the NoR, subject to gaining any other necessary approval such as regional consents. 

3.8 Consideration of Alternatives  

S171(1)(b) of the RMA requires the Council to consider whether adequate consideration has 
been given to alternative sites, routes, or methods of undertaking the work if the requiring 
authority does not have an interest in the land sufficient for undertaking the work or it is likely that 
the work will have a significant adverse effect on the environment. 

The issue of alternatives is addressed in sections 9 and 13.2 of the NoR. I provide comment on this 
matter in section 8 of my report. 

In relation to Designation DAA1, NAL does not have a financial interest in the Nelson Golf Course 
land19 required for its proposed northern runway extension or the land in McLaren Drive, the first 
of the ‘tests’ in s171(1)(b), and therefore an assessment of the alternative sites, routes or methods 
for undertaking the works is required. 

NAL has stated that it has briefly considered options for a new runway within the current site or a 
new airport site, however these options were “discarded on the basis of being grossly costly or 
inefficient (essentially fanciful)’20. These options were also considered in 1996, in preparation of 
the NAEMP.  I accept that investment and expansion of the Airport at its current location where 
practicable is a logical and efficient outcome. 

The NoR is accompanied by a Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) to test the alternative runway options 
to achieve the objectives of the NoR: Option A (the current runway extended north) and Option 
B (the current runway extended south). These options build on the existing runway configuration 

 

18 NoR application, para 13.3.2, pg 114 
19 NAL does have an interest in all other land required for the alteration of Designation DAA1 
20 NoR application, para 9.1, pg 48 
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at Nelson Airport, integrated with existing airport logistics such as the terminal and other landside 
facilities. 

NAL considers the use of a MCA to be an appropriate tool for large and complex decisions, and 
those involving conflicting objectives or multiple stakeholders, as it assists in a decision-making 
process that is open and transparent. It essentially consists of formulating criteria defining the 
economic, environmental and social values associated with the decision, and assigning a 
relative ‘scoring’ of each criteria identifying whether the implications of the option have positive 
or negative consequences for the criteria and the relative degree of consequence (a score 
between +3 for a ‘significant positive effect/achievement of project outcome’ and -3 for 
‘significant adverse effect/substantial negative effect on the project outcome’). The factors are 
weighted and, combined with scores, an overall value is assigned. 

Detailed description of the MCA assessment process, the criteria identified for each of the 
economic, environmental and social values, scoring analysis and the final weighting in the full 
MCA is contained in section 9 and Attachment O to the NoR.   

NAL engaged a team of experts to assist with the MCA, and their options assessments (separate 
to their assessment of effects on the environment) form part of the NoR: 

 Archaeology – Underground Overground Archaeology (Attachment G1); 

 Ecology – Boffa Miskell (Attachment H1); 

 Geotechnical and coastal hazards – Stantec (Attachment I1); 

 Landscape – Boffa Miskell (Attachment J1); 

 Aircraft noise – Marshall Day (Attachment K1); 

 Economics – Martin Jenkins (Attachment L1); 

 Airport operation – Airbiz Aviation Strategies Ltd (Attachment M1); 

 Transport – Stantec (Attachment N1). 

Planz has provided input to Statutory Provisions and Recreation within the MCA in Attachment 
O. 

The NoR states21: 

Based on the MCA undertaken for the two options, the most appropriate option to achieve 
Nelson Airport’s objectives is the Northern Option.   

  

In addition, in order to test the robustness of the MCA, sensitivity tests have been applied.   

Applying sensitivity analysis explores the robustness of the result(s) and how sensitive they are 
to changes in the model through systematically varying the weights to see how they would 
affect the results. If a minor variation in one criterion significantly influences the result, that 
parameter should be subject to further scrutiny.   

At the outset, it should be noted that across all criteria, with the exception of acoustic impacts 
and archaeology / historic heritage, the northern extension option is the more appropriate in 
terms of relative impacts on the environment (economic, environmental and social) values 

 

21 NoR application, para 9.2.5, pg 58 
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identified by the experts. This is not surprising given that the southern extension and associated 
reclamation and revetment would result in substantial feasibility issues and environmental 
impacts.  In every sensitivity consideration below, the northern option is the more appropriate.     

4 STATUTORY FRAMEWORK FOR A NOTICE OF REQUIREMENT 

4.1 Section 181 Alteration of Designations 

NAL has lodged this NoR pursuant to s181(1) of the RMA which allows a requiring authority to at 
any time give notice to the territorial authority of its requirement to alter its designation. 

In their extension onto the golf course land and associated area of influence at the northern end 
of the existing runway, the proposed alterations to Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3 do not 
comply with the thresholds in s181(3) – they will involve a more than minor change to the effects 
on the environment and more than a minor adjustment in the boundary of the designation –  
and accordingly the alterations to the designations must be considered as if they were a new 
notice of requirement (with s168 to s179 and s198AA to s198AD of the RMA applying, with all 
necessary modifications). 

4.2 Section 171 Recommendation by Territorial Authority 

When considering a requirement and any submissions received under s171 of the RMA, a 
territorial authority must, subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the environment of allowing 
the requirement, having particular regard to: 

(1)(a) any relevant provisions of —  

(i)  a national policy statement:  

(ii)  a New Zealand coastal policy statement:  

(iii) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:  

(iv) a plan or proposed plan; and  

(1)(b) whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites, routes, or 
methods of undertaking the work if —  

(i)  the requiring authority does not have an interest in the land sufficient for 
undertaking the work; or  

(ii)  it is likely that the work will have a significant adverse effect on the environment; 
and  

(1)(c) whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary for achieving the 
objectives of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought; and  

(1)(d) any other matter the territorial authority considers reasonably necessary in order to 
make a recommendation on the requirement.  

(1B)  The effects to be considered under subsection (1) may include any positive effects on 
the environment to offset or compensate for any adverse effects on the environment 
that will or may result from the activity enabled by the designation, as long as those 
effects result from measures proposed or agreed to by the requiring authority.  

With a notice of requirement, the territorial authority makes a recommendation to the requiring 
authority having considered the matters above. 

(2)  The territorial authority may recommend to the requiring authority that it —  

(a) confirm the requirement:  

(b) modify the requirement:  

(c) impose conditions:  

(d) withdraw the requirement.   

(3)  The territorial authority must give reasons for its recommendation under subsection (2).  
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5 CONSIDERATION OF SUBMISSIONS 

Submissions to the NoR have been addressed generally within Section 4 of Part A to our report. 

Of the total submissions, 422 opposed the NoR in respect of the alterations to Designation DAA1, 
7 were in support and 1 was neutral, 72 opposed Designation DAA2 and 3 were in support, and 
37 opposed Designation DAA3 and 2 were in support. 

Given the large number of submissions, I do not intend to address each individually. The issue 
topics raised in submissions, and exemplar submissions in respect of each issue, are provided in 
Part A.  The following is a general summary of the reasons given by submitters for the support or 
opposition to each of the designations in the NoR, as this has also assisted the assessment of 
effects in Part D of our report. 

The following summary of reasons does not address: 

 matters such the process adopted for the NoR, consultation, general adequacy of 
information and assessments, and consideration of alternatives that do not fall within the 
scope of this process for the NoR, where these have been addressed generally within 
section 4 of Part A; and 

 the general matters of Part 2 RMA, higher level planning documents, alternatives etc which 
will be addressed in my report as s171(1) RMA matters. 

Peer review and input to this s42A report has been obtained from specialists in acoustics (Nigel 
Lloyd) and economics (Natalie Hampson), and their evidence is attached (Appendix 4 and 5).  
Management of the effects of noise from the airport relates primarily to Designation DAA2 and 
economics largely to Designation DAA1, and they have given consideration to submissions within 
their respective areas of expertise.  Their findings may support or challenge the assumptions 
underlying the application and/or direct further investigation, however it is for the applicant to 
the NoR to satisfy the decision making body on the adequacy of assessments that accompany 
and have informed the NoR.   

5.1 Submissions to Designation DAA1 

Across all three designations, there is support in 22 submissions.  These are mainly to Designation 
DAA1 and the actual extension of the runway, and understandably from within the aviation 
industry such Air New Zealand, NZ Airports, Nelson Aeroclub, Generation Global and Nelson 
Aviation College, and business or economic development interests.  

The reasons for support include: 

 the importance of the airport sector to New Zealand, Nelson and its communities in terms 
of connectivity, tourism, employment, trade and economic prosperity, as a base for 
emergency services and as a lifeline utility during natural hazards; 

 Nelson’s relative isolation to other parts of New Zealand and its reliance on air transport and 
Nelson Airport; 

 the changes are necessary to ensure Nelson Airport is efficient, reliable and safe, can adapt 
to changing energy sources and potential future aircraft technology (including as Air New 
Zealand is committed in its climate crisis response), and meets Nelson’s long-term needs; 

 next generation aircraft present an opportunity to reduce domestic aviation emissions, but 
this technology cannot be delivered without the infrastructure (a longer runway) to make it 
a commercial reality; 

 the runway extension will provide for new aircraft technology that are likely to be quieter; 

 the designations are accompanied by noise mitigation funded by NAL, which is in the public 
interest; 

 people living in proximity to the airport have bought into the area with the knowledge it will 
need to grow at some stage. 

The vast majority of submissions that oppose the NoR do so because the northern runway 
extension requires land from Nelson Golf Club, and will bring aircraft activity and associated 
effects (particularly airport-related noise) closer to residential, commercial and recreational 
activities in Tāhunanui and restrict private property rights.  
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The Nelson Golf Club Inc and its course will be directly affected by Designation DAA1 as the 
northern runway extension and RESA require its land.  There are 216 submissions22 in opposition 
that relate to the Nelson Golf Course (NGC) and use of its clubhouse, many of which are from 
members who would prefer a runway extension to the south and who have submitted for the 
following reasons: 

 failure to consider the impacts on NGC and its facilities as an important recreational 
resource that contributes to the mental and physical health and social well-being of the 
community (submissions refer to a membership of 700+), business that contributes to 
Nelson’s economy (including as an employer, as the region’s only 18-hole links course and 
for events held) and community asset (70+ community organisations use its Clubhouse); 

 isolation of the clubhouse from the remainder of the golf course; 

 inadequate recognition and protection of the historic heritage of NGC from inappropriate 
use and development; 

 insufficient consideration to extending the runway south or across the airport peninsula 
where it will not impact the golf course land, or partially south allowing it to have less impact 
on the golf course land; 

 the MCA does not provide a fair and balanced assessment of the golf course elements; 

 impacts on the road network if members are required to travel further to alternative clubs; 

 lack of compensation, or provision to relocate or replace playing holes so that the airport 
and golf club may be able to co-exist; and 

 loss of a large area of open space and its waterways, and destruction of natural habitat 
and landscape values, within the golf course site. 

131 submissions relating to Tāhunanui Beach Camp (TBC) have been received from the holiday 
park’s owner and a significant number of individuals who either reside permanently or are visitors 
to the camp.  Broadly, their reasons for opposing Designation DAA1 and extension of the runway 
to the north are:  

 effects on TBC have been overlooked, including those in caravans and tents; 

 increased exposure to aircraft-related noise at TBC, and its effect on people’s health and 
well-being; 

 impacts on the recreational use and enjoyment of TBC by users; 

 impacts on the amenity and well-being of TBC’s permanent residents and their investment 
in their homes; 

 restrictions on the ability for TBC to renovate, develop and landscape the camp, and the 
impact of this on the future viability of TBC; 

 inadequate recognition and protection of the historic heritage of TBC from inappropriate 
use and development; 

 the range of activities proposed in the designation are not fairly or reasonably related to 
airport operations eg rental cars and vehicle valet, artwork and sculptures; and 

 impact on businesses with less tourist spending if the size of TBC is reduced. 

Several submitters have incorrectly assumed that the runway extension is over TBC land and will 
therefore impact the future of the holiday park and its available accommodation options and 
value to the economy. 

In relation to the legality of long term or permanent residents at TBC, I am aware that this is a 
point of contention between NAL and TBC and any noise mitigation that is to be extend to their 
residential units.  In July 2023 TBC lodged a Certificate of Compliance (RM235161) with Council 
to confirm that these have been legally established, however I understand that the applicant 
has since put that on hold in reverting to its earlier land use consent application (RM215237) for 
retrospective consent to these long-term residential activities.  I expect Legal Counsel for both 
NAL and TBC will address this, to assist the Commissioners’ understanding of the scope of effects 
on the existing environment and extent to which any noise mitigation and other conditions may 
reasonably apply to that community. 

 

22 Submission 518 is accompanied by a 482 signature petition 
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In relation to residential and commercial property interests within the Tāhunanui beachside 
community, the main reasons that submitters oppose Designation DAA1 and the northern 
runway extension include: 

 increased exposure of residential activities and property to airport-related noise, more 
frequent flights and lower flight paths, and the effects of this on the use of properties 
(including outdoor areas), social dislocation, health, well-being and amenity values of a 
populated area; 

 impact on property values; 

 reduction in the safety margin on aircraft approach from the north; 

 impact on the potential intensification of housing in the area, including public housing by 
Kainga Ora, and commercial and industrial development of Tāhunanui; 

 increased exposure to and health risks associated with aviation fuel pollution; 

 the motel and residences in Golf Haven Way close to the taxiway will face significant loss of 
business and amenity; 

 restrictions on residents’ ability to undertake works on their properties without resource 
consent; 

 inadequacy of compensation and inadequate mitigation for affected residents; and 

 adverse effects extend to residential areas on Tāhunanui and Annesbrook Hills with a line of 
sight to the airport and extended runway. 

Submissions raising the issue of climate change have been advanced from individuals and from 
organisations such as Zero Carbon Nelson Tasman Inc and the Royal Forest and Bird Protection 
Society: 

 the airport is at risk from climate change and increase in extreme weather events, and is 
subject of land subsidence and liquefaction, which will compromise the resilience of the 
airport – managed retreat rather than growth at this site should be planned for given the 
significance of the infrastructure to the region; 

 the runway extension is predicated on questionable assumptions, including continuous 
growth in passenger and freight, the ability to be Net Zero by 2050, and that zero emission 
flights will be available in the new future;  

 the runway extension and associated increase in air travel is not supported in an era of rapid 
climate change, fossil fuel divestment and rising sea levels, and is not responsive to the 
urgent need for climate action and reduced greenhouse gas emissions to comply with IPCC 
advice; and 

 the embedded carbon emissions for the new pavement works are not quantified in 
determining the impact of construction on Nelson Tasman’s carbon budget. 

Other reasons for opposition to Designation DAA1 and the northern runway extension include: 

 impact on the use and amenity of Tāhunanui Beach Reserve, the airport perimeter fence 
and other recreational resources; 

 increased use and congestion of roads, impacts on cyclists, and parking pressure on 
Otterson Street; 

 lack of consideration of EMAS (Engineered Material Arresting System) rather than RESAs, or 
shortened RESA, to reduce the land needs and related effects on people and amenity 
values; 

 inadequate consideration of other alternative options; 
 questions of the economic modelling, including what is omitted, and the reliability of the 

MCA in relation to this and other scoring for example for health outcomes and loss of 
amenity for neighbouring communities; 

 the environmental impacts of extending south have been given more importance than the 
adverse effects on the residential community to the north; 

 lack of clarity over NAL’s intentions, such as reflected in the timing of rules, conditions, 
mitigation and their effects prior to construction of the runway, and whether the extended 
runway will be able to accommodate jets which would not be acceptable; 

 NAL has failed to establish the need for the extended runway, whether it is needed at all, 
and its rationale is flawed;  

 speculation and uncertainty over future aviation technology and its needs; and 
 impact on schools in Tāhunanui area and the learning outcomes of students. 
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5.2 Submissions to Designation DAA2 

Designation DAA2 has support from Air New Zealand, NZ Airports and Nelson Aviation College 
(see earlier discussion of Designation DAA1 submissions for their reasons of support). 

While the National Public Health Service – Nelson Marlborough requests that the NoR is 
withdrawn, it also recommends a wide range of amendments and supports certain conditions in 
order that noise from the airport is managed to minimise adverse effects on public health.  These 
are addressed more specifically in Mr Lloyd’s evidence in Appendix 5 to the s42A report and 
section 11.2 below. 

Most of the submissions opposing Designation DAA2 are from those with an interest in TBC or 
residents in the wider area who will not benefit from the proposed noise mitigation package 
within the designation conditions. 

The reasons for opposing Designation DAA2 include: 

 impacts on mental and physical health and well-being, home depreciation and 
compensation; 

 the noise mitigation on offer is insufficient, less generous than Port Nelson, and should include 
potential buy-out; 

 the proposed air noise boundary of 65dB Ldn is incorrect, as is the proposed airport effects 
control overlay, and this restricts the number of properties that will receive the mitigation 
package for acoustic insulation and mechanical ventilation; 

 the noise mitigation applies only to existing houses at the time of adoption (not their 
extension, rebuild or new builds) and, as it does not include mitigation to reduce airport 
noise outside the house, will impact the use and enjoyment of properties; 

 the noise mitigation does not extend to existing residences on the Open Space Recreation 
Zone. 

5.3 Submissions to Designation DAA3 

Most of the submissions to Designation DAA3 do not specifically address the Obstacle Limitation 
Surface and its effects.  Rather, their reasoning relates to the potential benefits or effects of the 
Designations as a whole, and/or those more general matters of process and information 
adequacy cover in Part A. 17 of the submissions are an identical pro-forma submission lodged in 
support of Tāhunanui Beach Camp’s interests and wider community values, and do not 
specifically address Designation DAA3. 

Designation DAA3 has support from Air New Zealand and NZ Airports (see earlier discussion of 
Designation DAA1 submissions for reasons of support). 

The reasons for opposing Designation DAA3 include: 

 to the extent it provides support for Designation DAA1, it is opposed; 

 insufficient consideration has been given to the health effects of aircraft emissions from a 
lower flight path over a populated area, and to the new sewage pumping station at the 
end of Awatea Place; 

 its restriction on use and development of private residential properties, Tāhunanui Beach 
Camp and investment land in limiting building (including chimneys and aerials) and tree 
height below current standards, ie nearest buildings limited to 5m and at Tāhunanui Beach 
Camp to 10m, and its potential impact on Nelson’s intensification plans; 

 the effects of restricting mature tree height on landscape amenity of the residential area 
north of the airport; 

 the effects of building and landscape height on the economic viability, development, use 
and enjoyment of Tāhunanui Beach Camp; 

 the OLS extends outside the Nelson City Council territorial boundary and there is no NoR 
proposed for the Tasman District Council area; 

 impacts of the OLS and its height limits on the operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of the National Grid, to meet increasing demand and security of supply, and 
to contribute to New Zealand’s economic and social aspirations, with reference to 
Transpower’s existing National Grid assets in the vicinity of Designation DAA3; 
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 the lack of clarity around the spatial extent of Designation DAA3; 

 insufficient consideration has been given of the effects on the National Grid; 

 the NoR fails to acknowledge the relationship between Designation DAA3 and other 
designations such as that held by Transpower for its Stoke substation; 

 the proposed conditions are inappropriate and ultra vires, and the extent of the restrictions 
is not confined by the conditions. 

6 SECTION 171(1) – CONSIDERATION OF EFFECTS 

When considering a requirement and any submissions received under s171 of the RMA, a 
territorial authority must, subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the environment of allowing 
the requirement. 

By their very nature, airports have impacts on property owners, residents and users of land in 
close proximity to the airport.  Noise in particular may affect the amenity enjoyed by and health 
of those persons. While there is no potential to avoid those adverse effects, airport authorities 
should strive to reduce these effects where practicable and still enabling the effective operation 
of the airport, or to mitigate impacts to the extent that these are acceptable for the surrounding 
community. 

In relation to the alterations to Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3, such assessment should 
focus on the effects of the alterations, rather than of the designations in their entirety, and any 
conditions accompanying Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3.   
 
The existing environment, of which Nelson Airport is part, includes both the natural environment 
and activities that have been lawfully established, while also acknowledging the future state of 
the environment where modified by activities permitted under the NRMP.  The presence of 
Nelson Airport and existing designations (and existing rules in the NRMP) influence the amenity 
and use of land in proximity of the airport.  The existing designations provide a baseline of 
anticipated environmental effects in relation to the built form and noise from the airport, and 
controls over certain activities sensitive to airport noise and obstacles that may interfere with 
flight path approaches. 
 
Part D contains our assessment of the effects on the environment that will or may arise as a 
consequence of the NoR and PPC30, drawing also on the evidence of Ms Hampson and Mr 
Lloyd. 

As required by s171(1B) of the RMA, we agree with the applicant that there will be positive effects 
for the local economy, businesses and community as users of Nelson Airport as a result of the NoR 
for Designation DAA1 in its extension of the runway.  The AMP and mitigation package for lawfully 
established residences within the ANB and 60dB ANNC will, relative to the existing provisions, also 
better assist in mitigating or offsetting the adverse effects of noise on those properties closest to 
the airport, a positive outcome of the alterations to Designation DAA2. 

The Nelson Golf Club will be directly and significantly impacted by the NoR due to the loss of 
land to the runway extension.  The economic effects on the Club will be mitigated through the 
Public Works Act compensation process, however we expect NAL and NGC to address the 
potential for relocation of greens and infrastructure in order to maintain the course for the benefit 
of its members and other users. 
 
While we direct the Commissioners to Part D for a detailed discussion of the environmental effects 
of the works or projects covered by the designations, in summary we find the effects on the 
environment in terms of such matters as geotechnical, hazards and (with some qualification) 
traffic to be generally acceptable.  In relation to such matters as archaeological values, cultural 
values, heritage, landscape and natural character, ecological values and impacts of the OLS, 
the designation conditions proposed and/or with modification, should be able to reasonably 
mitigate the effects of construction of the northern runway and its impact on the northern flight 
path to the airport. 
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The NoR removes any existing conditions or mitigation within Designation DAA1 in relation to 
general use and development of the airport as a whole (other than covered by Designation 
DAA2), beyond construction of the northern runway extension. I expect the applicant to address 
the appropriateness (and scope) of this as part of an alteration under s181 of the RMA to extend 
the physical extent of the airport and, having regard to the works authorised under DAA1.3, 
whether this as a consequence removes effective mitigation of the full range of potential  effects 
particularly of the built form and development of the airport beyond the limitations of the outline 
plan process and any regional consents.  The specialist assessments accompanying the 
application only address the effects of the northern runway extension, so there is currently no 
basis in which to assess this matter. 
 
Several significant shortcomings in the assessment of effects accompanying the application 
have been identified through peer review, including in relation to the economic effects of the 
NoR, the extent of acoustic mitigation and the effects of increased noise on TBC.  The applicant 
has also agreed to further address the effects on recreational values and the NGC within its 
evidence.  While extending the runway northwards through the golf course and closer to the 
suburb of Tāhunanui under the NoR will have significant effects on the local environment, 
particularly in terms of its impact on the golf club and the increased noise impacts identified by 
Mr Lloyd,  in the absence of this assessment I am at present unable to determine whether those 
effects can be satisfactorily mitigated or compensated through the conditions accompanying 
Designations DAA1 and DAA2. 

7 SECTION 171(1)(A) – HIGHER ORDER PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

S171(1)(a) of the RMA states that the territorial authority must have particular regard to any 
relevant provisions of a national policy statement, a New Zealand coastal policy statement,
 a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement, and a plan or proposed plan. 

In relation to the NoR, I have had regard to the following planning documents in consideration 
of this application: 

 The National Policy Statement on Urban Development; 

 The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management; 

 The National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission; 

 The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; 

 The Nelson Regional Policy Statement; and 

 The Nelson Resource Management Plan. 

Our assessment of these higher order planning documents is contained in Part E of the s42A 
report.  The planning documents listed above have been addressed in sections 3-8 of Part E. 

S171(1)(a) of the RMA is directive in the higher order planning documents relevant to 
consideration of a NoR. Although the NoR application acknowledges other documents, such as 
the National Adaption Plan, the Emissions Reduction Plan, and Rautaki Hangaga o Aoteraroa 
New Zealand Infrastructure Strategy 2022-2052 as matters for consideration under s74(2) of the 
RMA in relation to changing a district plan, its accompanying assessment suggests support for 
the runway extension captured by the NoR.  I consider that these documents are more 
appropriately addressed as “other matters” that the Council may consider under s171(1)(d) of 
the RMA. 

I refer the Commissioners to Part E for a more thorough assessment of these higher order planning 
documents, however I summarise our main findings below as they relate to the NoR. 

Because the airport is nationally (and regionally) significant infrastructure, the NoR is well aligned 
to policy direction in the NPS-UD, NRPS and in the NRMP (including for the new Airport Zone under 
PPC30) in that it will provide a safer and more resilient airport for the Nelson community, and 
because the airport plays an important role in the socio-economic well-being of communities 
through its role in private travel, tourism and trade.  As a lifeline utility and regionally significant 
infrastructure, it also finds some support under the NPS-FM in relation to potential wetland 
modification. 
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The NPS-FM and NZCPS identify the functional need for works in relation to wetlands, river and 
the coastal environment.  Given the relationship of the extension to the existing airport runway, 
and if it is established that the NoR is reasonably necessary in achieving the objectives of the 
requiring authority, there is a functional need for the works in this location. 

PC29 places some context around consideration of Objective 3 in the NPS-UD in relation to 
intensification of living and business opportunity in Tāhunanui, although I caution that this is still 
going through its public process.  PPC30, as it relates to new ASAN and acoustic insulation, are 
also relevant considerations. 

The NPS-UD, NZCPS, NRPS and NRMP support reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and/or 
resilience to natural hazards and the effects of climate change.  Stantec has determined that 
the northern runway extension is not at risk of coastal hazards. The NoR will promote use of next 
generation aircraft which do not rely on fossil-fuel emissions.  

I believe that the NoR, either existing or subject to minor modification, is consistent with the policy 
direction in the NPS-UD, NPS-FM, NPS-ET, NZCPS, NRPS and NRMP in relation to: 

 tangata whenua and the Treaty of Waitangi – NAL has consulted Iwi in the course of 
preparing their application and Designation DAA1 contains conditions in relation to cultural 
effects and continuing engagement with Iwi during the runway design and construction; 

 freshwater management – there is potential to realign and naturalise the Maire Stream 
tributary by forming a new open stream channel with low level indigenous vegetation to 
restore natural character in formation of the northern RESA; 

 the national grid and Transpower’s assets, as affected by the OLS in Designation DAA3; 

 coastal and natural character – the protection of the values of coastal environments does 
not preclude use and development in appropriate places, as long as its natural character, 
natural and landscape features are preserved and its integrity, form and function are 
safeguarded; and 

 landscape values, natural features and significant indigenous vegetation or habitats, 
supported by the detailed assessment of Boffa Miskell. 

Well-functioning urban environments under the NPS-UD must also enable people and 
communities to provide for their social and economic well-being and their health. The NPS-UD 
recognises that New Zealand’s urban environments, including their amenity values, will develop 
and change over time in response to changing needs. The NRPS states that the air transport 
needs to Nelson and surrounding areas will be met whilst avoiding, remedying or mitigating 
adverse effects on amenity values and the environment generally, and similar policy direction 
exists in the district-wide objectives/polices for Air Transport and the new Airport Zone policy 
framework in the NRMP. Given the information deficiencies in the application in relation to 
economic effects and noise, and the potential ability to reconfigure the golf course, I am unable 
to confirm that the economic and social impacts and change in amenity values as a result of 
the northern runway extension can be mitigated to an acceptable degree and therefore 
whether on balance the NoR is consistent with those objectives and policies. 

8 SECTION 171(1)(B) – CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

An assessment of alternatives under s171(1(b) of the RMA is required if: 

 the requiring authority does not have sufficient interest in the land; or 

 the adverse effects of allowing the proposal would be significant. 

NAL does not have an interest in the golf course land over which the northern runway extension 
is proposed through Designation DAA1, or the small area of land in McLaren Drive owned by 
NCC which is currently used for parking of private planes. 

As summarised in the assessment of effects in Part D of our report, the NoR will have significant 
adverse effects on the Nelson Golf Course and the Tāhunanui community nearest to the northern 
flight path to the airport. 

An assessment of alternatives is therefore required to be undertaken as directed by s171(1)(b) of 
the RMA. 
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Given that NAL own the land east of Jenkins Creek, that it is currently zoned and adjoins 
industrially zoned land, and that any adverse effects arising from use of that and the Council 
land in McLaren Drive as a result of the NoR can in my opinion be adequately mitigated so as 
not to be significant, my assessment of alternatives is limited to the runway extension. 

My understanding of s171(1)(b) is that it concerns the adequacy of the process, not decisions of 
the requiring authority to, in the case of airport infrastructure, advance different sites or methods, 
or to consider alternatives to the designation process such as addressing the runway extension 
by resource consent or plan change.  Rather, the requiring authority must demonstrate that it 
has carefully considered the alternative possibilities, taking into account any relevant matters, in 
coming to a reasoned decision on why and how it has proceeded with the NoR. 

To the extent that s171(1)(b) requires adequate consideration of alternative methods of 
undertaking the work, “method” in this context refers to the nature of the public work and may 
include different approaches to or types of conditions in the designation for the purpose of 
managing potential effects arising from activities provided for within the designation.  Civil 
Aviation Rule 139 requires a RESA to a distance of at least 90m from the end of the runway strip, 
or up to 240m if practicable23.  NAL’s options also allow for a 60m separation between the end 
of the runway strip and the start of the RESA.  In respect of the runway design and its inclusion of 
the RESA, and on account of submissions raising alternatives to a 240m long RESA and the 
significant adverse effects of that on the Nelson Golf Club and its facilities, NAL should comment 
on the alternative methods identified by the submitters and their appropriateness or availability 
for use in the New Zealand aviation context while still enhancing the safety of the airport as a 
key objective of NAL in altering its existing designations.  I understand that noise modelling and 
the controls within Designations DAA2 and DAA3 relate to the physical extent of the runway and 
not the RESA, so only if this supports a shortened safety area and continued use of at least part 
of the southern end of the existing runway would this reduce the area affected by these altered 
designations.  

A number of the submissions suggest that Nelson Airport should relocate to a new site for reason 
of its vulnerability to the effects of climate change and sea level rise and/or effects on the local 
community.  The availability of suitable alternative sites for the airport is not a matter for 
consideration under this process. NAL has chosen to provide for its functions and increase the 
operational resilience and safety of air services in relation to its current airport infrastructure and 
investment, and with that there is a functional need for the works subject of the amended 
designation to be contiguous with the current runway.  That in turn has been referenced in the 
objectives for altering the designations to “extend the operational runway length” at Nelson 
Airport, and has influenced the alternative options (Option A, extending north, and Option B, 
extending south, from the current runway) considered by NAL in the NoR application. 

Under Option B, the northern RESA would extend into the golf course (Fig B.8), and the existing 
runway would need to be extended 163m to the south-west, bridging Jenkins Creek and with 
reclamation of the Waimea Estuary for construction of the RESA. The southern runway option will 
have significant effects on the coastal environment and Jenkins Creek associated with the need 
to reclaim seabed and bridge the waterway, while also addressing the risk of natural hazards 
and maintaining road access to Monaco.  It may also be difficult to establish a functional need 
for the airport to extend into the coastal marine area under the NZCPS if the northern extension 
provides a viable alternative to avoid those effects. 

While there has been considerable support within submissions for the runway extension to reflect 
Option B, to be accommodated partially north and partially south of the current runway, or 
limited to 150m north of the current runway, it is not within the scope of this process to require 
that outcome.  If in fact there is substance to this argument, and given that Option B would affect 
property owners who may not otherwise have had reason to submit on the original application, 
the Commissioners would need to recommend to NAL that the NoR is withdrawn.  However in 
demonstrating that it has carefully considered all reasonable alternative possibilities, NAL should 

 

23 NoR Application, AirBiz report Attachment M, Appendix A, para 2(ii)  pg 4 
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clarify why it limited its options to extending the runway north or south and not also a hybrid of 
the two.  

 
Fig B.8: Option B Southern Runway Extension 

Consideration of alternatives under s171(1)(b) is not a cursory exercise, particularly where 
affecting private land and private property rights. It requires genuine and detailed consideration 
of alternatives sites, routes or methods by the requiring authority.   

NAL has used a Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) to investigate and challenge the two options for 
extension of the runway, in arriving at the decision it has to proceed with Option A.  This has been 
accompanied by input from the same range of specialist experts who have also reported on 
and are therefore familiar with the potential adverse effects on the environment of the runway 
extension and its use.   

The application states24: 

“The ‘Northern Option’ is considered the more appropriate in terms of construction feasibility, 
economic efficiency, and ecological and landscape effects.” 

It scores lower in its effects on social values, which includes acoustics and recreation, and the 
application goes on to state: 

“In terms of noise exposure, whilst the northern option represents an increase in the number 
of residences subject to future aircraft noise than the Southern Option that was considered, 
the level and extent of dwellings affected will still be less than those impacted by the Airport 
noise as provided for under the operative NRMP boundaries. In addition, NAL is proposing to 
establish an AMP that is not provided under the operative Designation (DAA2). As the extent 
of the OLS in Designation DAA3 is based on the configuration of the runway, no alternative 
sites or routes can reasonably be considered in respect of that Designation.” 

I have reviewed the MCA and supporting information in general terms (acknowledging that I am 
not qualified to challenge the detailed analysis of experts where this is beyond my area of 
expertise), and overall I consider it to be a useful planning tool to consider these alternatives.  

Ms Hampson has been commissioned to peer review the adequacy of the economics 
component of the MCA, including in light of submissions received.  She acknowledges that the 
MCA has been used as a decision support tool (largely for the Airport) to compare the two 
options, and comments on the MCA approach as follows: 

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

35  There are strengths and weaknesses of an MCA approach. A key limitation is that positive 
or negative effects can only score a maximum of +3 or -3 (in this case). As such, very 
significant effects are unlikely to be recognised. Another limitation is that the scale for 
scoring is used for all effects and is not necessarily used consistently. As such, the more 
complex ‘design’ of the south option scores a -3, which is the same score given to 

 

24 NoR application, section 13.2, pg 110 
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adverse effects on the physical landscape of the south option. Similarly, favourable soil 
conditions for drainage (+1) has the same score as the total economic impact of 
extending the runway.  

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

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

Having outlined the direct and indirect economic costs and benefits (including opportunity 
costs/benefits and reduced/increased economic growth or employment) associated with the 
proposal, Ms Hampson has identified a number of matters which she would have expected to 
see addressed in a comprehensive consideration and scoring of economic values: 

“...it is clear that the MCA does not capture all potential or actual economic effects of the 
changes to the airport designations that relate to the extension options.  The MCA is therefore 
deficient in its assessment of economic effects of each option.”25 

In relation to submitters’ concerns that the MCA is flawed, Ms Hampton has advised of 
improvements to the MCA26: 

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

 including the cost of the Acoustic Mitigation Programme; 

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

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

 improving the accuracy of the construction and contingency costs; 

 avoiding double counting across criteria; and 

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

I agree with Ms Hampson’s comments on the 7 point (-3 to +3) scale of scoring, and the potential 
with this to better differentiate the significance of effects.  I had come to the same conclusion in 
reviewing the scoring across various options reports relating to the development feasibility, 
environmental and social/cultural values of each option. I also query the consistency of the 
scoring between the options assessments, for example Option A scores -3 for effects on 
archaeological notwithstanding a statement in the MCA table in Attachment O that “from an 
archaeological perspective Option A is preferred over Option B because there is a low 
probability of affecting archaeological sites and the potential to adversely impact 
archaeological sites is significantly greater with Option B” whereas Option B scores -2 for the 
effects of reclamation of estuary habitat and both Options score -2 for acoustic annoyance 
while acknowledging that “both of the runway extension options result in a large number of 
people predicted to be highly annoyed by aircraft noise but with slightly more affected by the 
northern extension option”. 

The MCA attributes -3 scores to each of the implementation risks (constructability, consenting 
challenges, national level, regional level and district level planning requirements) for Option B, 
but rates the same as 0 or -1 scores for Option A. In terms of the latter, this must take into account 

 

25 Hampson evidence, para 60 

26 Hampson evidence para 78 
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the fact a designation cannot extend over the CMA so NAL does not have the benefit of the 
designation for Option B. The implementation risk assessment in the MCA alone accounts for the 
difference in overall scoring of the options in terms of economics and feasibility. Some of these 
same matters for constructability appear to then be double rated in Stantec’s scoring of geo 
hazards.  Planz should further justify this in evidence as it is their rating.  

The MCA would also be more comprehensive if it also addressed: 

 the health effects of the options, beyond solely the acoustic assessment by Marshall Day, 
and acknowledging also that the acoustic mitigation does not extend to residential units in 
the Open Space Recreation and cannot mitigate impacts on outdoor living (this is raised 
by National Public Health Service – Nelson Marlborough, and by users of the golf course); 
and 

 the effects on recreational values, in particular related to the golf course and supported by 
a recreational assessment as to whether the golf course could reasonably be reconfigured, 
and including Tāhunanui Beach Camp (it is understood that the applicant is calling this 
evidence for the hearing). 

Given the significant increased noise impacts that will be experienced by property owners and 
occupiers as a result of the northern runway extension, as determined by Mr Lloyd and in the 
assessment by Marshall Day 27, the effect of which are at best able to be partially mitigated 
under the altered designation conditions, the applicant is encouraged to at least consider the 
hybrid option in terms of the MCA recommended by Ms Hampson.  While this may ultimately not 
have a material effect on the overall outcome of that analysis, it would support the applicant’s 
reasonable consideration of alternatives for a runway extension to meet the objectives of the 
NoR. 

Because of its information deficiencies, I am unable to conclude at the current time that the 
assessment that NAL embarked on through the MCA is comprehensive, robust, and fits the 
purpose for which it is intended to assist these deliberations.   

If, following the evidence of NAL and submitters, it is agreed that the NoR for Designation DAA1 
is the most appropriate alternative in meeting the objectives of NAL as requiring authority to 
extend the current runway, then the Commissioners should turn their minds the Designations 
DAA2 and DAA3 which have a spatial element related to the runway extension. Taking into 
account these existing designations and their purpose, I am of the opinion the need to amend 
Designations DAA2 and DAA3 is justified in managing airport-related noise and airport height 
restrictions through obstacle clearance limitations. 

As stated earlier, to the extent that s171(1)(b) requires adequate consideration of alternative 
methods of undertaking the work, this may include different approaches to or types of conditions 
in the designation for the purpose of managing potential effects arising from activities provided 
for within the designation.  Subject to the matters raised by Mr Lloyd, the noise management, 
monitoring and mitigation requirements within the altered Designation DAA2 in principle provide 
a more thorough set of conditions for addressing airport-related noise than the current provisions, 
and this is appropriate and necessary alternative to the existing conditions given the change in 
exposure of residents to future aircraft noise as a result of the northern runway extension. The 
conditions also articulate the obligations on NAL and, in accord with best practice under 
NZS6805:1992, remove requirements within the existing designation relating to activities sensitive 
to airport noise (ASANs) and the management of land uses with potential reverse sensitivity 
effects in locations near the airport. The reasonableness of those rules is a matter for 
consideration under PCC30. However on account of the significant increase in noise impacts, 
and with submissions questioning the scope and effectiveness of the mitigation measures, further 
consideration should be given to whether alternative conditions (which may include buy-out of 
the worst affected properties) would be more effective in minimising of the effects of aircraft 
noise impacts on the surrounding community. 

 

27  NoR application, Attachment Ki, sections 6.2, 7.2 and 7.3 
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9 SECTION 171(1)(C) – NECESSITY FOR THE DESIGNATIONS 

S171(1)(c) of the RMA requires the territorial authority to have particular regard to whether the 
work and designation are reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives of the requiring 
authority for which the designation is sought. 

I understand that s171(1)(c) is not an inquiry of whether the designation as a generic planning 
technique is the correct or ‘necessary’ method through which a project should be authorised 
because there may be other options such as the resource consent process available28.  It is also 
relevant to acknowledge that Nelson Airport is already subject to existing designations which the 
NoR seeks to amend in recognition of NAL’s objective to extend the airport’s operational runway 
length. 

The application contains NAL’s objectives in altering its existing designations, quoted in 3.2 of my 
report. The merits of these objectives are a matter for NAL only, but rather the statutory 
consideration under s171(1)(c) relates to the achievement of those objectives. The territorial 
authority may still seek clarification from the requiring authority if its objectives for the NoR are 
unclear.   

S171(1)(c) refers to both the works and the designation.  It is therefore appropriate to identify 
more accurately the works necessary for the protection of the existing physical airport resource 
and its future resilience to provide for growth in passenger numbers and future aircraft types.  

NAL has stated that the existing designation DAA1 is no longer sufficient if Nelson Airport is to 
achieve increased operational resilience and reliability, safely and efficiently enable forecasted 
demand and accommodate future aircraft types.  The NoR is accompanied by forecasted 
growth estimates prepared by AirBiz, and various Green Energy Reports on future sustainable 
zero emissions aircraft, their capacity and runway needs.  It also acknowledges the absence of 
RESA, which is a Civil Aviation requirement if the runway is extended by more than 15m.  

All three designations and their alterations under the NoR are interrelated in that they are based 
on the proposed runway dimensions and alignment as included in the NoR for Designation DAA1.   

The NoR addresses the ‘reasonable necessity’ of a runway extension (Designation DAA1) and 
the management of noise effects (Designation DAA2) in relation to that,  but does not specifically 
address the reasonable necessity of the alterations to Designation DAA3.  I am satisfied however 
that the necessity of these, bearing in mind that NAL already holds a designation for OLS, relates 
to the civil aviation requirements for protection of aircraft approach and take-off paths and 
horizontal and conical surfaces. 

Leaving aside earlier discussion of the effectiveness of the conditions in the altered designations 
in mitigating the adverse effects of the NoR, the ‘necessity’ for the designations may be found in 
the outcomes sought through the NoR objectives: 

 Extension of the operational length of the runway and the reasons for this, and enabling an 
efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to developing the Airport, its facilities and 
services, are reflected in the spatial extent of Designation DAA1; and 

 Minimisation of the effects of aircraft noise impacts on the surrounding community is 
addressed within Designation DAA2, which alters the Air Noise Boundary for compliance of 
aircraft operational noise to reflect the extended runway and introduces noise mitigation 
measures; and 

 Designation DAA3 assists in the operational resilience of the airport and its aeronautical 
capabilities by protecting aircraft approach pathways from obstacle obstruction in relation 
to the extended runway. 

In relation to additional land designated on the east side of Jenkins Creek, land owned by NAL, 
this is unrelated to the runway extension or current airport use.  Support for inclusion of this land is 
however found in the second objective of the NoR, to provide for the efficient and flexible 
development of the Airport’s facilities and services. 

 

28 Bungalow Holdings Ltd vs North Shore City Council, A51/01 
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Where submissions have questioned the necessity of extending the runway, for example, given 
uncertainty over future aviation technology, or to accommodate increased air transport 
volumes or to increase the resilience of the Airport’s operations where this may be affected by 
issues of climate change and society’s response to this in terms of aviation use, this is questioning 
the merits of the objectives, not the achievement of these as required under s171(1)(c). 

Some submissions have questioned the necessity for the designations on account of NAL’s 
acknowledgement that the runway extension may not proceed for at least 10 years.  
Designations typically reflect a longer-term planning and development horizon, particularly in 
support of significant infrastructure projects such as airport development.  The designations 
provide certainty to NAL as requiring authority and the wider community as to NAL’s ability to 
undertake works within the area subject of Designation DAA1, and the obligations on NAL in 
terms of the forecast and management of noise exposure and restrictions on activities and 
structures where penetrating the OLS as related both to the existing and extended runway.  

Subject to matters raised in discussion of s171(1)(b) – consideration of alternatives – being 
satisfactorily addressed, the spatial extent of land required for NAL to undertake the proposed 
runway extension is justified and accordingly the designated land is able to be used for the 
purpose of achieving NAL’s objectives for which the alterations to the designations have been 
sought. 

I believe that the NoR provides sufficient support for the necessity of an operational runway 
extension to Nelson Airport. The works and altered designations are reasonably necessary for 
achieving the objectives of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought. 

10 SECTION 171(1)(D) – OTHER MATTERS 

S171(1)(d) of the RMA requires the territorial authority to have particular regard to any other 
matter the territorial authority considers reasonably necessary in order to make a 
recommendation on the requirement.  

10.1 Nelson Airport Master Plan 2050 

The Nelson Airport’s Master Plan 2050 has been addressed in section 2.3.5 of Part A to our report. 
It provides some context around the spatial extent of development areas or precincts, NAL’s 
environmental sustainability initiatives and CO2e emissions targets in relation to its own facilities, 
and climate resilience initiatives. 

10.2 Climate Change Legislation and NCC Climate Action Plan 

In 2017 the Council signalled its commitment to a holistic approach to climate change through 
its participation in the Local Government Position Statement on Climate Change and the Local 
Government Leaders Climate Change Declaration, and in 2019 it declared a climate 
emergency. This committed Council to examine how its plans, policies and work programmes 
can address the climate emergency and to ensure that climate change is embedded in all 
future Council strategic plans. 

The RMA was amended in 2022 to include the need to have regard to the National Adaptation 
Plan (NAP) and the National Emissions Reduction Plan (NERP) when a regional policy statement, 
regional plan or district plan is prepared or changed (section 74(2)(d)) and 74(2)(e)). The NoR 
refers to these plans, prepared as required by the Climate Change Response Act 2002, and 
Rautaki Hangaga o Aoteraroa New Zealand Infrastructure Strategy 2022-2052, as documents 
relevant to PPC30 but providing support for the northern runway extension (refer to Part E, 
sections 9-11 for comment on these). 

Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Act 2019 (Zero Carbon Act) sets a NZ 
wide target of ‘net zero’ greenhouse gas emissions by 1 January 2050, and provides a framework 
by which New Zealand can develop and implement clear and stable climate change policies 
that:  

 contribute to the global effort under the Paris Agreement to limit the global average 
temperature increase to 1.5° Celsius above pre-industrial levels; and  
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 allow New Zealand to prepare for, and adapt to, the effects of climate change. 

Domestic aviation is not excluded from this target, and Air New Zealand has a goal for net zero 
carbon emissions by the year 2050. The aviation industry is particularly challenging to 
decarbonise as there is currently no commercially viable sustainable aviation fuel supply, 
however NAL’s objective for the NoR is to facilitate opportunity for a broader mix of aircraft, 
inclusive of new energy sources, as the aircraft manufacturing industry responds to the aviation 
industry’s commitment to be ‘net zero’ by 2050.  In that context, the use of low or no emission 
aircraft could off-set the embodied carbon emissions within the new pavement construction 
necessary for those aircraft. 

The NCC Te Mahere Mahi a te Āhurangi Climate Action Plan 2021 sets out all climate change 
projects and actions over the next ten years. Mitigation actions to reduce the community’s 
carbon footprint include a budgeted $32 million towards promoting modal shift and $65 million 
towards improvements to public transport options to reduce reliance on private vehicles. Higher 
density housing in areas which are close to where people work, and shop is also identified as an 
appropriate action and inner-city living will be encouraged to reduce traffic and congestion. 
Identification and assessment of climate change risks associated with coastal flood and erosion, 
and river flooding is also planned as part of the climate change adaptation response. 

NCC’s Climate Change Team have provided the following comment: 

Climate change introduces significant uncertainty into long-term planning due to its complex 
and unpredictable impacts on our environment. At its core, climate change can alter 
weather patterns, increase the frequency of extreme weather events like storms and 
droughts, and shift ecological balances. The challenge in planning for the long term lies in 
the difficulty of predicting exactly how these changes will unfold and what their impacts will 
be.  

Traditional planning methods often rely on historical data to make future predictions. 
However, with the climate changing in unprecedented ways, past trends are unreliable 
indicators of future conditions, making it harder for planners and policymakers to prepare 
effectively. 

In response to this challenges, new approaches to planning under uncertainty and change 
have been created. One such approach is the Dynamic Adaptive Pathways Planning (DAPP) 
process, which is designed to create flexible plans that can evolve over time as conditions 
change and new information becomes available.  

Unlike traditional planning methods that often aim for a single, fixed solution, DAPP 
emphasises adaptability, allowing for multiple pathways that can be adjusted as the future 
unfolds. This makes DAPP particularly well-suited to dealing with the impacts of climate 
change, as it allows planners to make decisions that are robust under a wide range of future 
scenarios, thereby reducing the risk of making decisions that could become obsolete or 
counterproductive as conditions change.  

As recommended by the Ministry for the Environment, the Dynamic Adaptive Pathways 
Planning is the approach that both Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council have 
adopted to manage their assets and operations for the long-term. The development of 
adaptive and flexible options is embedded into a broader 10-step process (see diagram 
below), and the two councils are currently collaborating on a regional risk assessment under 
step 4. This will inform key local and regional investments. 
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The NoR will provide for further investment in airport infrastructure at a site forecast to be affected 
by future sea level rise.  To the extent that application predicts the runway extension will be 10-
15 years from construction, it is anticipated that NAL will go through this or a similar process (along 
with all other due diligence) before making a commercial decision to proceed with the runway 
extension process.  The alteration to Designation DAA1 is however still relevant in preserving the 
option and giving certainty to all parties as to the potential scope of future works. 

10.3 Nelson Future Access Project  

The Nelson Future Access Project (NFAP) undertaken by Waka Kotahi and NCC investigates a 
future-proof transport system within Nelson, and anticipates an increase in congestion on State 
Highway 6 which supports access to the airport. A business case, endorsed in 2021, includes 
investment to encourage modal shift away from private vehicles because the NFAP does not 
provide for increased arterial road capacity in Nelson over the next 15 years. Transport options 
for walking, cycling and public transport under the NFAP, and specific projects identified in the 
Council’s Long Term Plan, are external to the airport site and a function of the roading authorities 
in planning for change in traffic patterns and volumes.  The application by NAL states that the 
forecast growth levels associated with Nelson Airport have already been incorporated within 
their modelling and planning. The airport is within the area of influence of the NFAP, which 
addresses the transport system around Waimea Road and State Highway 6/Rocks Road and 
Tāhunanui Drive giving access to the city and port. Transportation reliability depends also on 
networks linking to and beyond the project area. 

Since the NoR was prepared, the Council has introduced a regular public bus service between 
the airport and Brook Valley via the Nelson CBD, Washington Valley, the Port Hills and Tāhunanui.  
Connection of the Great Taste Trail cycleway and walking from Awatea Place to Golf Haven 
Way has also been completed. The Great Taste Trail, including its recent connection, is through 
land owned by NAL (its core airport site, adjoining Jenkins Creek and Trent Drive) or to be 
acquired for the northern runway extension, and NAL should advise of the likely future of that 
connection acknowledging that this is not land under the control of the roading authority. 

10.4 Te Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgements  

This matter is addressed also in section 13 of Part E our report. 

Te Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgements are a type of cultural redress included in the Te Tau Ihu 
Treaty Settlement, and afford legal recognition of the particular cultural, spiritual, historical and 
traditional associations of the eight iwi of Te Tau Ihu within an identified area.  
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One of the functions of a Statutory Acknowledgement is to require that relevant consent 
authorities have regard to the Statutory Acknowledgement, including in determining whether 
the relevant Iwi may be adversely affected by any resource consent application under the RMA. 

Nelson Airport is not within a Te Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgement Area, but adjoins the Te Tau 
Ihu Coastal Marine SAA.   

The designations do not over-ride the need for regional resource consents associated with 
development of the airport.   Those consents will address earthworks adjoining and stormwater 
discharges that may reach the coastal marine area, activities that have potential to 
contaminate coastal waters.  The Statutory Acknowledgements will be given regard to during 
those consent processes. 

11 CONDITIONS 

A designation can include conditions for the construction and/or operation of the project 
subject of the designation. 

S171(2)(c) of the RMA states that the territorial authority may recommend to the requiring 
authority that it imposes conditions, and to the extent that the designations include proposed 
conditions, that these be modified. 

I have considered specific conditions requested in the relief sought by submitters in my 
assessment to follow. 

Based on our findings and recommendations in this report, NAL’s potential response to the 
addition or amendment of conditions within each of the designations, the range of additional 
conditions requested by submitters and the potential that NAL may wish to engage with and 
reach agreement with particular parties on new or amended wording of conditions, and expert 
witness conferencing that has yet to occur, I have not provided a consolidated set of conditions 
with my report.  Rather, I propose to prepare and circulate such a document prior to the hearing 
that shows where agreement or difference to the proposed conditions and any amendments 
lie. 

11.1 Conditions to Designation DAA1 

Designation DAA1 relates not just to the runway extension but Nelson Airport as a whole. Works 
under Designation DAA1, for the activities listed in DAA1.3.i, can proceed under the designation, 
subject to meeting the designation conditions.  While these address the construction of the 
northern runway extension and supporting taxiway with a reasonable degree of certainty, the 
conditions do not extend to construction works within and operation of the wider airport and its 
surrounds other than as noise is addressed through Designation DAA2.  There is no clear 
relationship between the effects to be managed and the outcomes that the district plans 
provisions within the Airport Zone seek to achieve, and the nature, location and impacts of 
construction and operation of aviation airport-related and other listed activities within the 
designation area. Other than where regional consents may be required for the likes of earthworks 
and stormwater management under the NRMP, the conditions are inadequate in fully addressing 
the potential effects of the activities authorised by the designation.  

It has been suggested in submissions that the designations are subject of a 5 year lapse period if 
not given effect to 29.  I understand that a lapse period cannot apply to an alteration to a 
designation. S181(2) requires that alterations to designations be considered as if they were a new 
notice of requirement, with s168 to s179 and s198AA to s198AD of the RMA applying, with all 
necessary modifications. S184 provides for lapse periods for designations that have not been 
given effect to.  Not only has the designation itself been given effect to terms of the existing 
airport, but s184 is not applied to alterations to designations by virtue of its exclusion from s181(2). 

Submissions have asked for jet planes to be specifically excluded from use at Nelson Airport 30. 
Whether or not this is physically possible with an extended runway and safety areas within the 

 

29 Submission 255 
30 Submission 146 
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overall north-south orientation of Designation DAA1, the application states that jets have not 
been modelled as part of the fleet mix for the noise contours31 and accordingly the noise 
mitigation response will not be fit for that purpose.  It is reasonable therefore that this be the 
subject of a condition in Designation DAA1. 

Other potential conditions raised in submissions are: 

 NAL should be required to restore the perimeter walkway to a high standard32. 

NAL has stated that it intends to reinstate the perimeter walkway following completion of the 
runway extension if it fits within the operational requirements of the airport, and that the 
northern runway extension better allows for that than the southern option, however as it is not 
on public land this is a matter for NAL and it is therefore inappropriate to condition this in 
Designation DAA1. 

 NAL should be required to undertake sympathetic landscaping along the waterways, 
including Jenkins Creek33. 

This is a matter that will be addressed within any Outline Plan to accompany development, 
but also relates to my concern about the lack of conditions to manage the effects of 
development of airport land by NAL beyond just the runway extension.  

 Include noise controls for all aviation activity within Designation DAA134. 

I have raised concern about the rules for engine testing and compass swings not being part 
of the conditions for Designation DAA1, but would expect National Public Health Service – 
Nelson Marlborough to elaborate on other airport noise that is not otherwise reasonably 
covered by these rules/conditions and the condition restricting night-time aircraft activity.   

 Include conditions to ensure the runway extension does not increase the use of fossil fuel 
planes35 and to ensure NAL commit to further reduction in its greenhouse emissions36. 

This NoR states that the current runway length at Nelson Airport will limit the airport's ability to 
accommodate next generation sustainably powered aircraft, and this is reflected in the NoR 
objectives for alteration of the designations to extend the runway.   

NAL has through Project 2-Zero and within its 2050 Masterplan confirmed its commitment to 
contribute to the aviation industry’s efforts to decarbonise the sector’s operations, including 
in its ability to provide for these next generation planes, and in terms of its own activities to 
meet its emissions targets and to independently audit and offset its measured carbon 
emissions.  In my opinion there is a nexus between the alterations to Designation DAA1 and 
Nelson Airport’s support for a reduction in use of fossil fuel planes over time. 

It would be inappropriate to condition against use of fossil fuel planes once the runway is 
extended (that ultimately being a matter for the aviation industry itself, both in the 
development and uptake of new technology), however the altered designation would in my 
opinion benefit from a condition framework that reflects NAL’s commitment to carbon 
emissions reduction.  There may however be limited ability to impose this in context of an 
alteration to an existing designation which is silent on such matters. 

 Include conditions to ensure that the runway extension not proceed until an outcome is 
procured that would ensure that the golf course can be relocated in part onto other land37. 

Early consideration of alternative relief for Nelson Golf Course so that it can remain as a 
functional 18-hole links course in this locality would have assisted the NoR process, potentially 
as it may also have restricted consideration of matters under s171(1)(b) of the RMA if such 

 

31 NoR application, MD report, Attachment K1, para 4.2, pg 10 

32 Submissions 21 and 255 
33 Submissions 21 and 255 
34 Submission 146 
35 Submission 173 
36 Submission 306 
37 Submission 304 
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action had facilitated purchase of the land subject of the proposed works.  I question 
however the inclusion of a condition that has the potential to render the proposed works and 
NAL’s objectives in respect of the designation unattainable if such outcome cannot be 
agreed.    

11.2 Conditions to Designation DAA2 

As Designation DAA2 relates to the management of airport noise, its monitoring and mitigation, 
response to the following conditions is found primarily in Mr Lloyd’s evidence. 

Most of the more specific condition amendments are sought from National Public Health Service 
– Nelson Marlborough, as addressed below. The content of its amendments is in places unclear, 
and it is expected that the submitter will address this at the hearing. National Public Health 
Service – Nelson Marlborough also seeks retention of DAA2.4 (the NANEAC) and DAA2.5 
(Independent Air Noise Compliance Audit), which is supported. 

Potential conditions raised in submissions include: 

 Provide a voluntary buy-out plan as part of the Airport Mitigation Plan, similar to the Port 
Nelson Noise Mitigation Plan.38 

Refer to 69-71in Mr Lloyd’s evidence, seeking comment from the applicant of whether such 
an approach is appropriate for properties within the ANB where it is impracticable to noise 
insulate, and if not why not. 

 Extend the Airport’s noise mitigation package to all properties within the ANB and AECO.39 

The alterations to Designation DAA2 in the NoR include a noise mitigation package for existing 
residential units on residentially zoned sites within an altered ANB, and remove the conditions 
limiting ASAN within an extended AECO to the zone rules in the NRMP. Kainga Ora seeks a 
permitted and enabling pathway for ASAN within the ANB and AECO, including a condition 
for appropriate noise mitigation for existing and new ASAN in close proximity to the airport 
where shown that operational noise levels from the airport would exceed 60 dB Ldn. Similar 
relief is sought by other submitters, to include acoustic mitigation under Designation DAA2 for 
all land in the AECO to 55 dB Ldn. 

 Refer to 83 – 85 in Mr Lloyd’s evidence in relation to the installation of ventilation in the AECO 
once the 55dB Ldn trigger is reached (which is supported) and noise mitigation for ASAN in 
the AECO other than for ventilation (which is opposed). 

 Extend the Airport’s noise mitigation package to existing residential units in the Open Space 
Recreation Zone, and to all residents in TBC’s relocatable home park. 40 

I am unsure why lawfully established residential units in the Open Space Recreation Zone are 
omitted from acoustic mitigation, whether in fact this is intention, and seek clarification from 
the applicant.  Refer also to 74-77 of Mr Lloyd’s evidence. 

 Replace the ANB and AECO with contours that include all aviation activity exposure, without 
any exemptions.41 

 Amend DAA2.3.i by deleting the wording exempting individual flights as listed in the definition 
of ‘Aircraft Operations’, and including noise limits for engine running and compass swings.42 

As I understand their submission, National Public Health Service – Nelson Marlborough has two 
issues with respect to the noise limits for engine testing and compass swings: firstly, that they 
be included in the overall aircraft noise contour along with other aviation activity noise; and 
secondly, that they are conditions for Designation DAA2, not for the Airport Zone within the 
NRMP. 

 

38 Submissions 16, 21, 35, 140, 167, 208, 210, 218, 221, 246-250, 252, 253, 255, 286, 287, 335, 343, 408, 416, 417, 434, 509 and 516 
39 Submissions 21,169, 234, 242 and 255 
40 Submissions 21, 30, 255, 266, 284, 329, 336, 337, 345, 352, 389, 427, 436, 441, 450, 459, 475, 477, 478, 500, and 507 
41 Submission 146 
42 Submission 146 
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In relation to the first matter, which is covered by these submission points, Mr Lloyd has 
confirmed that this is not in accordance with the recommendations of NZS6805 and is not 
supported. 

With regards to this and other exemptions (in particular questioning air shows), refer to 110 in 
Mr Lloyd’s evidence.  

 Amend DAA2.3.c.ii by deleting the current text and replacing it with ‘aircraft operating for 
emergency purposes’. 43 

Refer to 111 in Mr Lloyd’s evidence. 

 Add noise controls to Designation DAA1, allowing Designation DAA2 to be withdrawn.44 

The submitter’s concern relates to the ambiguity as to whether the ANB defines the extent of 
the designation or whether it represents an ‘off-site’ control line for noise. I address this in 
discussion of the spatial extent of Designation DAA2 in 3.4.4 of my report. This is also addressed 
in 109 of Mr Lloyd’s evidence.  Subject to clarification of this, including as there are no longer 
controls for ASAN within Designation DAA2, and given that the NoR is for an alteration to the 
existing designation, I do not support the need to integrate the noise controls for Designation 
DAA2 into Designation DAA1. 

 Amend DAA2.2 to require noise management to minimise effects regardless of compliance 
with any particular noise limits and to include any required definitions within the conditions 
without excluding any activities from noise controls.45 

Refer to 67 and 68 of Mr Lloyd’s evidence in support of further methods to minimise the effects 
of airport noise. 

I do not consider it necessary to include the definitions in DAA2.2 as DAA2.2.iii (b) 
Interpretation cross-references to Chapter 2 of the NRMP.  Whether the list of exclusions is 
amended within the definition of ‘Aircraft Operation’ in Chapter 2 to remove at least air show 
noise, as an exclusion not otherwise covered by the operative provisions for Designation DAA2 
(DAA2.3.iv), and the potential relevance of all these activities in the modelled contours now 
the ANB will extend over the Residential Zone, is a matter that Mr Lloyd has asked the 
applicant to address (refer 57 and 110).  

 Amend DAA.2.3.iii to require additional contours to be produced for the forthcoming year 
based on forecast aircraft movement, to refer to current measurement standards, and to 
require public real-time noise monitoring information.46 

 Amend DAA2.3iv to refer to noise controls for engine testing and compass swings in the 
designation conditions, to refer to forecast noise contours for the forthcoming year, and to 
include a summary of noise management/reduction investigations and 
actions/improvements taken during the year.47 

 Amend DAA2.3vi to trigger treatment offers based on forecast year noise contours and not 
previous year noise contours.48 

Refer to 112 and 115 of Mr Lloyd’s evidence, where he agrees that noise forecasting for the 
forthcoming year would allow noise insulation and mechanical ventilation to be install before 
residents are exposed to adverse noise impacts. 

 Amend DAA2.3v to refer to noise controls for engine testing and compass swings in the 
designation conditions.49 

This is the second of the matters identified above in relation to engine testing and compass 
swings. DAA2.3v requires that NAL, through the NMMP, define how compliance with the noise 

 

43 Submission 146 
44 Submission 146 
45 Submission 146 
46 Submission 146 
47 Submission 146 
48 Submission 146 
49 Submission 146 
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controls for engine testing and compass swings will be achieved, and to outline the noise 
monitoring programme to assess compliance.  I refer to earlier comment in 3.3.7 with respect 
to my opinion that these should be conditions in DAA2.3, irrespective of whether they are also 
replicated through PPC30.  Mr Lloyd agrees with this (refer 113 and 114 of his evidence). 

 Amend DAA2.3.vi.b.i to remove or clarify part i.50 

The basis for the submitter’s comments is unclear and should be addressed at the hearing. 

 Amend DAA2.3.vi.e.ii so that reduced performance is only allowed by agreement between 
the parties, and delete (B).51 

DAA2.3.vi.e.ii(A) requires that the property owner accepts in writing a form or level of acoustic 
treatment that results in a different internal design noise level.  That infers some obligation on 
agreement between the parties. DAA2.3.vi.e.ii(B) also refers to agreement between the 
Airport Operator and the owners. 

Mr Lloyd has raised concern that residents (including future residents) may be left exposed to 
unreasonably high levels of noise if it proves impracticable to noise insulate a dwelling.  

 Delete DAA2.6 and replace with a figure of the ANB.52 

DAA2.6 offers an explanation of the ANB.  Even if it is accepted that Designation DAA2 should 
deal only with airport related noise, and therefore should align with the area of Designation 
DAA1, DAA2.6.i is still required in explanation of DAA2.3.i as noise from airport operations must 
not exceed 65dB Ldn at or outside the ANB.  For the purpose of identifying the ANB, relevant 
also to matters under PPC30, it appears on the planning maps in the NRMP. 

11.3 Conditions to Designation DAA3 

Transpower proffers amendments to Designation DAA3 and its conditions.  I agree with the clarity 
provided in amendments to Table DAA – Nelson Airport Ltd which reference the airspace 
covered by Designation DAA3 and as described in DAA3.3 (S519.002). 

I agree with the submission of Tāhunanui Beach Camp (S329.054) that, to the extent that the NoR 
relates only to the Nelson Resource Management Plan and the jurisdiction of Nelson City 
Council’s territorial area, Designation DAA3 cannot impose height restrictions on activities in 
Tasman District.  I believe that this should also be clarified in Table DAA and shown on Figure 
DAA3B. 

Transpower has requested a condition that the written approval of NAL is not required for: 

“a. any activity outside the OLS described in DAA3.3” 

I have confirmed with NAL that the outer extents of the OLS for the Designation are the outer 
extents of the Approach and Conical Surfaces, both where they attain an elevation of 153.5m 
(noting that the Approach Surface extends further out than the Conical Surface at each end), 
and that there are no controls within the Designation outside these “perimeters”.53  This being the 
case, this amendment is unnecessary as Designation DAA3 does not apply to activities outside 
the OLS. 

The amendments sought by Transpower to the conditions in DAA3.4 (S519.003) delete the text 
“no obstacle shall penetrate the OLS except where” and instead define circumstances in which 
the written approval of NAL will not be required for obstacles that penetrate the OLS.  If the 
conditions are to meet the purpose for the designation, then I would expect that the conditions 
firstly, specify the limitations of the designation (in which case the above text must remain) and 
secondly, address any exceptions which may be acceptable to the requiring authority.   

 

50 Submission 146 
51 Submission 146 
52 Submission 146 
53 Email Matt Bonis to Jane Hilson 25 January 2024 
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S176(1)(b) of the RMA states that no person may, without the written approval of the requiring 
authority, do anything that would hinder or prevent the public work or project to which the 
designation relates. If the exceptions will not prevent or hinder operation of Nelson Airport and, 
in being listed, they are acceptable to the requiring authority, the conditions in DAA3.4 could 
clarify the need for written approval.  NAL should comment further on this before the final drafting 
a replacement conditions, including whether for consistency this should also apply to DAA3.4(d). 

Provision of an aeronautical study that confirms an obstacle would not adversely affect the 
safety of airport operations is currently referenced in both DAA3.4 (b) and (d), and this has 
presumably given rise to Transpower’s deletion of the former condition. 

Transpower’s submission refers to three other regulations that may affect the conditions in 
DAA3.4, the first two resulting in possible exceptions to obstacles penetrating the OLS (refer to 
Transpower’s amended conditions (e) and (f)): 

  S43D of the RMA outlines the relationship between national environmental standards and 
designations. S43D(1) states that a designation that exists when a NES is made prevails over 
the standard until that designation lapses or is altered and, if altered, s43D(2) requires that the 
standard applies to the altered conditions.  

 Part 77 of the Civil Aviation Rules requires persons proposing to construct or alter structures 
that could constitute a hazard in navigable airspace to notify the Director of Civil Aviation 
for a determination.   

 S177 of the RMA deals with designations over the same piece of land, in this case affecting 
land subject of Designation TPR1 (the Stoke Substation) held by Transpower.  Transpower’s 
position is that because the alterations to Designation DAA3 make it the later designation, 
the obligations in s177(1)(a) and b) apply as if Transpower hold the earlier designation. 

I find no direction in s177 regarding existing designations that are altered, particularly for land or 
in this case airspace above the Stoke Substation already affected by the existing designations 
and ask that legal counsel clarify this at the hearing.   

While Transpower’s submission in relation to s177 relates to its own designation, it will equally apply 
to any other existing designations over land affected by all three altered designations for Nelson 
Airport.  If this is to be included in DAA3.4, it is less a condition than a note.  

12 ASSESSMENT UNDER PART 2 OF THE RMA 

The introductory wording to s171(1) states that consideration of the effects on the environment 
of allowing the requirement, having regard to the matters in s171(1)(a) – (d) are “subject to Part 
2”.  I interpret this to mean that the general directions of s171 do not apply if having regard to 
the matters in s171(1) would conflict with Part 2 of the RMA. 

We have addressed Part 2 of the RMA, as it relates both to the NoR and PPC30, in Part F of this 
report. 

Our overall conclusion to Part 2 of the RMA is: 

In terms of the interests of NAL and future growth and development of Nelson Airport as 
regional significant and strategic infrastructure that provides for the social, economic and 
cultural well-being of people, businesses and communities, the NoR and PPC30 find support 
in Part 2 of the Act.  They will enable Nelson Airport to better meet the needs of current and 
future generations in its ability to respond quickly to changes in the aviation sector towards 
future sustainable aircraft and improve the safety and resilience of airport infrastructure and 
operations. 

The sustainable management of natural and physical resources under s5 of the RMA requires 
however that the NoR and PPC30 also enable people and communities to provide for their 
health and safety while avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities 
on the environment.  In relation to the NGC, TBC and that part of the Tāhunanui residential 
area closest to the airport, this requires consideration also of matters under s7(b), s7(c) and 
7(f) of the RMA.  
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Taking into account the peer review and evidence of Ms Hampson and Mr Lloyd, the scope 
of submissions and matters yet to be discussed and elaborated on at the hearing, and 
clarification of matters that we have requested of the applicant and submitters in our report, 
we are unable to confirm at the time of writing our report that the NoR and PPC30 will, overall, 
meet the purpose of the RMA by enabling the safe and efficient operation, development 
and growth of Nelson Airport in an efficient and sustainable manner that recognises and 
adequately provides for the health and well-being of and mitigates to an acceptable degree 
any adverse effects on the surrounding area and activities within it. 

We reserve our overall opinion in relation to Part 2 of the RMA until conditions have been 
discussed at witness conferencing and after evidence from both the applicant and 
submitters has been presented at the hearing.    

13 INFORMATION RECOMMENDED OF NAL FOR THE HEARING 

I have made reference in my report to information that would assist these deliberations, and 
encourage NAL to provide this at the hearing by way of legal submissions and/or expert 
evidence.  This includes: 

 Whether limiting the conditions in Designation DAA1 only to the northern runway extension 
design and construction is appropriate in relation to the built form use and development of 
the airport as a whole, recognising also that the works authorised in Designation DAA1 are 
not subject to any rules for the Airport Zone (refer 3.3.7 and 6 of my report). 

 Clarification of the relationship between the rules in the Airport Zone for engineering testing 
and compass swing and airport-related activities and whether these should be conditions 
to Designation DAA2 (3.3.7). 

 Given that the designation relates to noise controls and mitigation falling to NAL, whether it 
is appropriate that Designation DAA2 applies to land beyond that subject of Designation 
DAA1, now that it no longer has the purpose of controlling ASAN within the ANB (3.4.4). 

 Whether the noise mitigation package in Designation DAA2, and the noise limits for night 
aircraft movement, should apply to lawfully established residential units in the Open Space 
Recreation Zone, and for existing lawfully established short-term or visitor accommodation 
irrespective of zone (3.4.4). 

 Confirmation that Attachment B7 correctly identifies all properties subject of Designation 
DAA3 (3.5.5). 

 The legality of long term or permanent residents at TBC and whether they are part of the 
existing environment (5.1). 

 Clarification as to why NAL has limited its options to extending the runway north or south 
and not also a hybrid of the two (8). 

 Assessment of the health effects of the options in the MCA and of the northern runway 
extension (8). 

 Assessment of effects on recreational values, in particular related to the NGC and TBC, 
supported by a recreational assessment that the golf course could reasonably be 
reconfigured – this is a matter that the applicant has already confirmed that it intends to 
call in evidence (8). 

 Any other information requested via the technical reports of Ms Hampson and Mr Lloyd in 
Appendices 4 and 5 to this report. 

14 RECOMMENDATION 

On account of the further assessment of economic and noise impact requested as a result of 
peer reviews, the evidence to be presented by NAL in respect of recreation impacts, and the 
various matters for which I have requested clarification from the applicant and submitters, I am 
unable at the present time to make a recommendation on the NoR pursuant to s171(2) of the 
RMA.   

I am however open to review my position and assist the Panel in advising of a recommendation 
should that be possible towards the conclusion of the hearing. 
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PART C: PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 30 REPORT 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Purpose of this Section  

The purpose of this part of the s42A Report is to consider the application to Nelson City Council 
(NCC) for a private plan change request, Private Plan Change 30 (PPC 30), from Nelson Airport 
Ltd (NAL) under Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to amend the Nelson 
Resource Management Plan (NRMP) with three key purposes: 

 to provide for a clear planning framework through a new Airport zone,  

 to update the approach to manging Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise (ASAN), and  

 to recognise the role and function of the Airport for the Nelson-Tasman region.  

This part of the s42A report includes recommendations on matters raised in submissions on the 
PPC 30, and any changes to the NRMP considered appropriate having considered the statutory 
requirements. Where relevant to the statutory framework and matters to be considered in 
relation to this PPC 30, I will rely on our assessment of the effects on the environment in Part D of 
our report. 

2 NELSON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN PROVISIONS FOR NELSON AIRPORT  

2.1 Zoning  

The site, including in context to PCC 30, is described in Part A of this report. The extent of the land 
covered by PPC 30 is the same as that covered by Designation DAA1 as altered under the NoR 
application, including the northern runway extension. PPC 30 therefore relates to land that is 
currently zoned under the Nelson Resource Management Plan as: 

 Industrial zone,  

 Open Space and Recreation zone, and 

 Residential zone. 

 

 
Figure C.1: Operative NRMP zoning 
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2.2 Overlays and Map Annotations  

There are existing NRMP overlays that extend over all or part of the site subject to PPC 30. These 
include: 

 Airport Effects Control Overlay (AECO) – the outer limit of this overlay represents a 
predicted noise level of Ldn 60 dBA (the inner limit is the boundary of the Airnoise 
overlay, being the predicted noise  level of Ldn 65 dBA). Land within the AECO overlay is 
expected to be exposed to potentially high noise levels from the operation of the 
airport.  

 Airport Effects Advisory Overlay - This is the area between the Ldn 60 dBA/and the Ldn 
55 dBA predicted noise level boundaries.  

 Coastal Environment Overlay - located over those parts of the PPC 30 site zoned Open 
Space and Recreation Zone and over a small area of Industrial zone land (around Trent 
Drive and Dakota Street),  This Overlay identifies land in the coastal environment where 
the natural character is such any activity proposed within the overlay justifies not only 
the consideration of the nature of the activity, but also its effect on the natural character 
of the coastal environment. 

 Riparian Overlay Coastline – located around the boundary of the site and the Coastal 
Marine Area, this Overlay indicates coastal margins that have values for esplanade 
purposes.  

 Inundation Overlay – located over a large portion of the site and indicates areas which 
may be susceptible to localised stormwater flows, stormwater ponding, ponding of 
other floodwaters or tidal inundation.  

 Services Overlay – located over all of PCC 30 site. The Services Overlay relates to the 
availability and capacity of services such as wastewater, water supply, stormwater 
drainage, and roads. Constraints of these services must be addressed before 
development within this Overlay can proceed.   

The majority of the site is bordered by the Mean High Water Springs (MHWS). The MHWS is defined 
as being the landward boundary of the Coastal Marine Area (CMA). 

The relevant operative zone maps for the PPC30 site identify three heritage buildings on the site, 
however only one building is listed in the corresponding appendix (Appendix 1 of the NRMP). The 
building is described as a 1943 Air Nelson Hanger. It is scheduled as a Group B heritage item.  

The PPC30 site is also subject to three airport related designation – DAA1, DAA2, DAA3. These are 
described in detailed and addressed in Part B of this S42A report.  

 

Figure C.2: Operative NRMP overlays   
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2.3 Provisions  

The operative NRMP includes various regulatory and other methods to manage the effects of 
and on the airport, in particular airport related noise. These methods include designations, rules, 
and methods such as environmental and noise management plans. 

Provisions for airport activities are currently addressed in the NRMP under the following chapters: 

 Chapter 5 District Wide Matters - specifically the District Wide Objectives set out under 
DO11 Air Transport.  

 Chapter 7 Residential zone – specifically rules REr.64, REr.65 and REr.66 in relation to the 
Airport Effects Control Overlay and the Airport Effects Advisory Overlay and the 
management of reverse sensitivity effects for residential activities.  

 Chapter 9 Suburban commercial zone – rule SCr.69 in relation to the Airport Effects 
Overlay and residential activities. 

 Chapter 10 Industrial zone – includes site specific provisions (objectives, policies and 
rules) for: the operation of airport related commercial and recreational facilities within 
the Airport Area; engine testing; management of road frontages; airport aircraft noise 
management; and the Airport Effects Control Overlay and the Airport Effects Advisory 
Overlay and the management of reverse sensitivity effects for residential activities.  

 Chapter 11 Open space and recreation zone – rules OSr.53 and OSr.54 in relation to the 
Airport Effects Control Overlay and the Airport Effects Advisory Overlay, however no 
specific rules apply with the overlay acting as an advice layer with respect to the effect 
of airport noise.  

 Appendix 19 – sets out acoustic insultation requirements for within the Airport Effects 
Control Overlay 

Rules relating to the Airport Effects Control Overlay manage reverse sensitivity effect through 
restricting the density of housing within the overlay to avoid increasing the number of residential 
units exposed to aircraft noise. In addition acoustic insulation is required for new residential units 
or significant alterations to existing units. Where resource consents are required (e.g. for activities 
that are not residential), the effects of aircraft noise will be taken into account in the assessment 
of applications.  

There are no rules that apply to the Airport Effects Advisory Overlay. This overlay is for information 
purposes to advise people of the levels of aircraft noise that the area is likely to be subject to in 
the future. The presence of the Effects Advisory Overlay may be taken into account when 
resource consent applications are being considered. 

3 THE PLAN CHANGE PROPOSAL  

In conjunction to seeking alterations to existing designations to enable the extension to the 
existing main runway, NAL have also requested changes to the Nelson Resource Management 
Plan. 

The following outlines the objective of PPC 30, what is being requested, a brief summary of the 
proposed changes sought to the NRMP, and reasons for the changes.  

3.1 Objective and Purposed of PPC 30 

NAL is requesting a change to the NRMP with the objective of: 

1) providing a clear planning framework for NAL and the community regarding activities 
anticipated within the Airport context through a specific Airport Zone; and 

2) ensuring the contemporary role and function of the Airport, in terms of its strategic 
importance to the Nelson-Tasman region and country is recognised in the NRMP; and 

3) providing a consistent approach to managing ASAN in the NRMP in order to manage 
reverse sensitivity effects and ensure communities around the Airport are developed 
with healthy living environments. 
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As set out in the Planz Consultants report54the main purpose of PPC 30 is to ensure that there is 
clarity between Designation DAA1 (as set out in the NoR) as to which ‘Airport Purpose’ activities 
would be able to be pursued through the Outline Plan process set out in Section 176A of the 
RMA, and those activities which benefit from an Airport location but which should be subject to 
an underlying district plan framework (Objective 1 above).  

It is my interpretation that Objectives 1 to 3 above form the purpose of PPC 30 in accordance 
with clause 22(1) of Schedule 1 of the RMA. 

3.2 PPC 30 Request 

NAL have requested that the NRMP be amended to: 

 provide for a specific Airport Zone,  

 remove consequential redundant industrial provisions in the underlying zoning for the 
Airport,  

 provide for a consistent region wide approach to managing ASAN, and  

 clarify the role and function of the Airport as nationally and regionally significant 
infrastructure. 

3.3 Summary of Changes to the NRMP  

An overview of the changes sought through PPC 30 are set out in the table under section 2.155 
of the Planz Consultants application report. I accept this table as an explanation of the proposed 
changes of PPC 30.  

As a summary, an Airport Zone, together with several changes to District Wide objectives and 
other zones provisions are proposed to the NRMP. These changes include:  

 The formation of Chapter 15 Airport Zone, and associated provisions in relation to the 
management of activities within land contained within DAA1 (as proposed in the NoR). 
Within the proposed Airport Zone, Precincts are proposed to guide development at the 
Airport and to link to activities provided for under Designation DAA1. The Airport Zone 
Precincts are described below in Table C.1. 

 Amendments to Chapter 5 District Wide Objectives and Policies to strengthen the role 
and function of Nelson Airport as nationally and regionally significant infrastructure, to 
incorporate policy related to managing reverse sensitivity effects on Nelson Airport, and 
to recognise the new Airport zone.  

 Amendments to Chapter 10 Industrial Zone provisions to remove provisions that relate to 
Nelson Airport.  

 Amendments to Chapter 7 Residential Zone, Chapter 9 Suburban Commercial Zone, 
Chapter 10 Industrial Zone, Chapter 11 Open Space and Recreation Zone, and Chapter 
14 Conservation Zone to provide a consistent rule suite that restrict the establishment of 
ASAN within the AECO and ANB.  

 Addition and amendment of definitions to Chapter 2 Meaning of Words to provide for 
the above. 

 Consequential amendments to Chapter 3 Administration with respect to describing the 
Airport Zone, ANB and AECO.  

 Amendments to Appendix 1 – Heritage buildings, places and objects to accurately refer 
to Hangar 2 as a "Group B" Heritage item.  

 Amendments to Appendix 19 – Acoustic Insulation Requirements to update the existing 
requirements for acoustic insulation associated with the AECO and inclusion of the 
updated FANC. 

 

54 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 7 Description of the Plan Change, pg 40. 
55 Planz Consultants, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change – Nelson Airport, 
Chapter 2 Introduction, pages 9 to 11. 
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Table C.1: PPC30 Airport Zone Precincts56  

PPC 30 does not seek to amend any of the regional planning provisions in the NRMP.   

A summary of the key changes to the NRMP as a result of the NoR and PPC30 has been provided 
by Natalie Hampson in her Economic Statement of Evidence (Appendix 1 of her evidence and 
as attached as Appendix 4 to this S42A report). Ms Hampson’s summary is in relation to economic 
effects but provides a useful reference when considering the changes proposed by PPC30 on 
the whole. In particular, I refer to Ms Hampson summary of the proposed spatial changes under 
section 105 of her evidence, the changes to the NRMP rules under section 106 of her evidence 
and the changes to the Airport zone under section 107 of her evidence.  

3.4 Reasons for PPC 30  

The issues that PPC 30 are addressing are described by Planz Consultants under the PPC Section 
32 Evaluation57. Planz state that: 

“The NRMP was made operative on 1 September 2004. In the intervening period: 

 the nature and role of what constitutes a modern airport, and appropriate land use 
activities therein has evolved the role and function of Nelson Airport as nationally and 
regionally significant infrastructure is not appropriately recognised and provided for in 
the operative NRMP; and  

 the operative zoning as Industrial Zone and Open Space and Recreation Zone does not 
reflect the activities, infrastructure or operations of a commercial Airport, as coupled 
with the National Planning Standards (2019) Zone Framework Standard which prescribe 
an ‘Airport Zone’ as the more appropriate zoning.” 

It is my interpretation that these issues form the reasons for PPC 30, in accordance with clause 
22(1) of Schedule 1 of the RMA. 

4 STATUTORY FRAMEWORK FOR A PLAN CHANGE 

4.1 Functions of Local Authorities 

The functions of regional councils and territorial authorities for the purpose of giving effect to the 
RMA are set out under Sections 30 and 31 (respectively) of the Act. As the applicant has not 
requested any changes to the regional provisions of the NRMP, consideration of PPC 30 is limited 
to the changes sought as they relate to the functions of the Council under s31 of the RMA. 
Section 31 states: 

(1)  Every territorial authority shall have the following functions for the purpose of giving effect to 
this Act in its district: 

 

56 Planz Consultants, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change – Nelson Airport, 
Chapter 7 Description of the Plan Change, page 40. 
57 Planz Consultants, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change – Nelson Airport, 
Chapter 14, section 14.1 Private Plan Change issues and extent, page 117. 
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(a)  the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and methods to 
achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, development, or protection 
of land and associated natural and physical resources of the district: 

(aa) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and methods to 
ensure that there is sufficient development capacity in respect of housing and business 
land to meet the expected demands of the district: 

(b) the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of 
land, including for the purpose of— 

(i)  the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards; and 

(ii)  [Repealed] 

(iia)  the prevention or mitigation of any adverse effects of the development, subdivision, 
or use of contaminated land: 

(iii)  the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity: 

(c)  [Repealed] 

(d) the control of the emission of noise and the mitigation of the effects of noise: 

(e)  the control of any actual or potential effects of activities in relation to the surface of 
water in rivers and lakes: 

(f)  any other functions specified in this Act. 

4.2 RMA requirements for a Plan Change Request  

The process for making a plan change request and how it is to be processed is set out under 
Schedule 1 of the RMA.  

Section 73(2) of the RMA allows for any person to request that a change be made to the NRMP, 
in accordance with the process set out in Part 2 or Part 5 of Schedule 1. Part 5 of Schedule 1 
relates to the use of the ‘streamlined planning process’ and is not relevant to this plan change.  

Clause 22 of Part 2 of Schedule 1 requires that a request for a plan change shall: explain the 
purpose of, and reasons for, the proposed change; contain an evaluation report prepared in 
accordance with section 32; and where environmental effects are anticipated, the request shall 
describe those effects, taking into account clauses 6 and 7 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 change. 

Overall, the tests to be applied to the consideration of PPC 30 under Part 2 of Schedule 1 of the 
RMA include whether: 

 it is in accordance with and assists the Council to carry out its territorial functions 
(s74(1)(a) and s31), 

 it is in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the Act (s74(1)(b)), 

 it is in accordance with a national policy statement, a NZ coastal policy statement, a 
national planning standard and any regulation (s74(1)(ea) and (f)), 

 it will give effect to any national policy statement, any NZ coastal policy statement, a 
national planning standard or any regional policy statement(s75(3)(a)(b)(ba) and (c)), 

 the objectives of the request (being the objectives and purpose of PPC 30 and proposed 
additions and amendments to NRMP objectives), are the most appropriate way to 
achieve the purpose of the RMA (s32(1)(a)), and  

 the provisions in the plan change are the appropriate way to achieve the objectives of 
the NRMP and the request (s32(1)(b)).  

In evaluating the appropriateness of PPC 30, the Council must also: 

 have particular regard to an evaluation report prepared in accordance with s32 
(s74(1)(d) and (e)), 

 have regard to any proposed regional policy statement, and management plans and 
strategies prepared under any other Acts and consistency with the plans or proposed 
plans of adjacent territorial authorities (s74(2)), 

 take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority and 
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lodged with the territorial authority to the extent that its context has a gearing on the 
resource management issues of the district (s74(2A)), 

 not have regard to trade competition or the effects of trade competition (s74(3)),  

 ensure that it is not inconsistent with a water conservation order or regional plan (s75(4)), 
and  

 have regard to actual and potential effects on the environment, including, in particular, 
any adverse effect in respect to making a rule (s76(3)). 

The functions of Council set out in s31 of the Act that are required to be maintained when 
evaluating the appropriateness of PPC 30 include the establishment, implementation and review 
of objectives, policies, and methods to:  

 achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, development and 
protection of land and associated natural and physical resources (s31(1)(a)),  

 to ensure that there is sufficient development capacity in respect of housing and 
business land to meet the expected demands of the district (s31(1)(aa)), and  

 control any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of land 
(s31(1)(b)).  

The applicant has considered the actual and potential effects of the plan change on the 
environment58 and we have provided an analysis of the assessment of the effects on the 
environment in Part D of our report. Similarly, an assessment of PPC 30 against the various 
statutory documents that it is required to have regard to is set out in Part E of our report. 

4.3 Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) 
Amendment Act 2021 

The Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act (the 
Amendment Act) was passed on 20th December 2021. Amongst other matters the Amendment 
Act seeks to increase housing supply through directing Councils to specific regulations under 
sections 80D to 80N. In particular, regulations require specific tier Councils to update their District 
Plans to provide for medium density housing across relevant urban environments and to give 
effect to Policy 3 or 5 of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020. Nelson City 
is a Tier 2 Council and no regulations have been made (section 80I). Therefore, Nelson City 
Council is not subject to this amendment to the RMA. 

4.4 Resource Management Amendment Act 2020 – Climate change 

The RMA was updated in 2002 to include the need to have regard to any national adaptation 
plan and any emissions reduction plan in accordance with the Climate Change Response Act 
2022 (s74(2)(d) and s74(2)(e) of the RMA).   

The applicant has considered the National Adaptation Plan and the Emissions Reduction Plan in 
their assessment of relevant planning provisions and documents59. We have also undertaken an 
assessment of PPC30 against the various statutory documents that Council is required to have 
regard, including the National Adaptation Plan and the Emissions Reduction Plan, in Part E of our 
S42A report.  

5 HIGHER ORDER POLICY FRAMEWORK 

As noted above, in accordance with the requirements of the RMA, the NRMP (including as 
amended by any plan change) must: give effect to any national policy statement, any New 
Zealand coastal policy statement, a national planning standard and any regional policy 
statement; have regard to any management plan or strategy prepared under other Acts; take 
into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority; and must not be 

 

58 Planz Consultants, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change – Nelson Airport, 
Chapter 10, Assessment of Effects on the Environment, pages 62 – 89. 
59 Planz Consultants, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change – Nelson Airport, 
Chapter 11, Assessment of relevant planning provisions and documents, pages 102 – 103. 
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inconsistent with any water conservation order or regional plan. There are no relevant water 
conservation orders to consider.  

In considering the PPC 30 application I believe the most relevant planning documents to PPC 30 
are:  

 The National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (the NPS-UD) (note the NT-
FDS) 

 The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (the NPS-FM)  

 The National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission 

 The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (the NZCPS)  

 The National Planning Standards 2019  

 The Nelson Regional Policy Statement 1997 (the RPS)  

 The Nelson Resource Management Plan 2012 (the NRMP)  

 National Adaptation Plan 

 Emissions Reduction Plan  

 NZ Infrastructure Strategy  

 Iwi Management Plans 

 Other Local Authority Resource Management Plans  

The applicant has addressed and assessed relevant policy framework documents in Chapter 11 
(Assessment of relevant planning provisions and documents) of the NOR and PPC application 
report prepared by Planz Consultants. The relevant provisions of these documents are set out in 
full in Attachment Q of the application report.  

The National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission and relevant Iwi Management Plans 
have not been addressed by the applicant in their policy framework assessment.  

Further detail and consideration of the above higher order planning documents is provided in 
Part E of this S42 report. Consideration of these documents in Part E is provided in relation to both 
the NOR and PPC 30 application, with specific reference provided on where and how the higher 
order planning documents are relevant to PPC 30. As such I rely on Part E for a higher order policy 
evaluation further to considering the requests and issues raised by submitters (as set out below) 
and have not provided any further commentary on these planning documents in this current 
part of the S42A report.  

6 ASSESSMENT OF REQUESTS AND ISSUES RAISED BY SUBMITTERS  

This section provides an assessment of the submissions and further submissions received on PPC 
30, taking into consideration the material included within the PPC 30 request, both in terms of 
environmental effects and the statutory and policy frameworks, and as further assessed in Parts 
D and E of our report.  

Due to the large number of submissions points received and for ease of considering the 
submissions, I have grouped the submissions into topics based on the relief/decision sought in the 
submission point (refer to the topic list set out under section 4.6, of Part A Introduction of our S42A 
report) and undertaken my evaluation on this topic approach as opposed to a submission by 
submission approach (in accordance with Clause 10(2)(a) of Schedule 1 to the RMA). As a result 
my below evaluation is generic and may not contain recommendations on individual submission 
points, but instead discusses the topic and related issues generally (noting that submission points 
listed under the ‘introduction’ and ‘matter raised by submitters’ sections are used as examples 
with not all submission points numbers being listed in relation to the topic in these discussions). 
This is consistent with Clause 10(3) of Schedule 1 to the RMA. I have provided a specific 
recommendation on each submission point in the recommendation section of each topic 
discussed below. A submissions table is attached as Appendix 2. 

Some of the submissions are addressed under a number of topics below as they seek multiple 
relief/decisions on PPC 30. I have also considered commentary on primary submissions contained 
in further submissions as part of my consideration of the primary submission(s) to which they relate. 
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Recommendations on further submissions are contained in the submissions tables in relation to 
the original submission that the further submission relates to.  

For each submission topic I have considered the relevant submissions in the following format:  

 Introduction – providing an overview of the topic,  

 Matters raised by submitters – a summary of the key issues raised (refer to the overall list 
of reporting issues set out under section 4.7 of Part A Introduction of our S42A report), 

 Assessment - of the relevant parts of the PPC 30 request, submissions and any relevant 
statutory and policy framework and effects assessment, and  

 Recommendations – in a summary format. 

6.1 Overall decline  

6.1.1 Introduction 

As identified in Part A of our S42A report, 429 submissions were received in opposition to PPC 30. 
Of these, 300 points of submissions were received requesting that PPC 30 be declined.  

Examples of the different forms of decline requested in these submissions includes: 

 decline / not proceed with the proposal / application for an extension to the runway,  

 reject / decline PPC 30 in its entirety, or 

 object to the changes / application in their entirety.  

6.1.2 Matters raised by submitters 

The following are some of the reasons that were provided by submitters for the basis of requesting 
the relief of decline (or to that effect):  

 The value of residential homes and the ability to sell the property has already diminished 
considerably. [S3.003] 

 Nelson Council have a responsibility towards the community. [S3.003] 

 Increased noise pollution - noise is a huge issue/substantial effect for those whose homes 
close to the airport runway and the Tāhunanui community. [S3.003, S38.001, S78.005] 

 It is not just the noise of aircraft take-offs that creates the noise or low-level planes 
landing, but aircraft on an approach road or waiting on the tarmac to take off. [S3.003] 

 Fumes from aviation fuel and the health risk. [S3.003] 

 No / poor consultation with neighbours and Tahuna Holiday Park has been undertaken. 
[S30.012, S64.001] 

 Appropriate compensation has not been taken into account. [S8.001] 

 Risk from climate change and increased extreme weather events. [S15.002, S26.002, 
S41.001, S44.001, S311.002] 

 Future of aviation technology is unknown. [S26.001, S44.001] 

 Rules relating to Activities Sensitive to Airport noise are a constraint on residential and 
other property owners rights. [S30.001] 

 Proposed Plan objectives are inadequate at managing the effects of noise on residents 
and surrounding community. [S30.002] 

 Significant impact on visitors and residents at Tahuna Holiday Park. [S30.006, S64.001, 
S65.001, S75.001, S89.001] 

 Effect on residents mental and physical wellbeing. [S8.001] 

 Impact on the overall community/ Tāhunanui businesses. [S40.00, S44.001, S85.001] 

 Focus of the background information is on a north and south extension, discounting the 
south. [S329.001] 

 No analysis of a hybrid of North and South for the extension. [S38.001, S65.001] 

 Nelson’s Golf Course would be severely impacted. [S38.001, S40.001, S47.001, S65.001, 
S84.001, S304.001] 

 No provision has been made for relocation or replacement, provision for remaining 
holes, or compensating the Golf Club. [S38.001] 

 Not all options / alternatives have been adequately explored. [S38.001, S56.001, S65.001, 
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S84.001] 

 The financial impact, loss of health benefits, and loss to community of losing Nelson’s 
Golf Course would be significant [S38.001, S40.001, S47.001, S65.001] 

 There are omissions in the plan change and its costings/ incorrect economic evaluation. 
[S38.001, S41.001, S65.001] 

 Burden on rate payers. [S41.001] 

 Unreasonable submission period. [S56.001] 

 Impact on attractiveness, value and access to recreational areas. [S78.005] 

 PC30 must be withdrawn and renotified once the technical information has been 
thoroughly tested/reviewed by an appropriately qualified and experienced group of 
independent processionals, which will also serve to provide an appropriately transparent 
and robust process that avoids perceived conflicts of interest of Council. [S324.001] 

6.1.3 Assessment  

Rather than provide an assessment of the submissions seeking decline within this section, I have 
considered the reasons provided, in respect of the issues that have been raised, through the 
assessments in the remainder of this Part of our report and in the assessment of effects in Part D 
of this report. Also of relevance are the evaluations of PPC30 set out under Part E Higher Order 
Policy Documents and Part F Part 2 of the RMA of our Report. 

A summary of my findings and considerations in relation to the overall issues raised are provided 
in the Executive Summary in Part A of our S42A report.  

6.1.4 Recommendation  

On account of the further assessment of economic and noise impact requested as a result of 
respective evidence, the evidence to be presented by NAL in respect of recreation impacts, 
and the matters for which I have requested clarification from the applicant and submitters, I am 
unable at this point in time to provide a recommendation on these submissions which seek an 
overall decline of PPC30.  

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if an opportunity 
was available towards the end of the hearing.   

Submissions seeking overall decline: 

S3.003 

S8.001 

S15.002 

S26.001 

S26.002 

S30.001 

S30.002 

S30.003 

S30.004 

S30.005 

S30.006 

S30.007 

S30.008 

S30.012 

S37.001 

S38.001 

S40.001 

S41.001 

S142.001 

S144.001 

S148.001 

S149.001 

S157.001 

S158.001 

S160.001 

S172.001 

S190.001 

S192.001 

S193.001 

S195.001 

S200.001 

S202.001 

S205.001 

S213.001 

S217.001 

S223.001 

S284.013 

S285.001 

S289.001 

S290.001 

S292.001 

S299.002 

S300.001 

S301.003 

S302.002 

S304.001 

S307.001 

S308.001 

S309.001 

S311.002 

S315.001 

S324.001 

S325.001 

S328.001 

S347.001 

S348.001 

S352.001 

S352.002 

S352.003 

S352.004 

S352.005 

S352.006 

S352.007 

S352.011 

S352.013 

S355.001 

S359.002 

S363.001 

S364.002 

S365.001 

S366.001 

S368.001 

S436.004 

S436.005 

S436.006 

S436.007 

S436.011 

S436.013 

S440.001 

S441.001 

S441.002 

S441.003 

S441.004 

S441.005 

S441.006 

S441.007 

S441.011 

S441.013 

S447.001 

S449.001 

S477.002 

S477.003 

S477.004 

S477.005 

S477.006 

S477.007 

S477.011 

S477.013 

S478.001 

S478.002 

S478.003 

S478.004 

S478.005 

S478.006 

S478.007 

S478.011 

S478.013 

S480.001 
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S44.001 

S47.001 

S56.001 

S62.001 

S64.001 

S65.001 

S73.001 

S75.001 

S78.005 

S84.001 

S85.001 

S89.001 

S91.001 

S95.001 

S102.001 

S103.001 

S106.001 

S106.003 

S114.001 

S115.001 

S116.001 

S119.002 

S121.001 

S122.001 

S124.001 

S128.001 

S132.001 

S135.001 

S136.001 

S138.001 

S139.002 

S140.006 

 

S224.001 

S226.001 

S229.001 

S235.001 

S236.001 

S244.001 

S251.001 

S255.003 

S256.002 

S257.001 

S259.001 

S262.001 

S266.001 

S266.002 

S266.003 

S266.004 

S266.005 

S266.006 

S266.007 

S266.011 

S266.013 

S268.001 

S282.001 

S283.001 

S284.001 

S284.002 

S284.003 

S284.004 

S284.005 

S284.006 

S284.007 

S284.011 

 

S329.001 

S330.001 

S336.001 

S336.002 

S336.003 

S336.004 

S336.005 

S336.006 

S336.007 

S336.011 

S336.013 

S337.001 

S337.002 

S337.003 

S337.004 

S337.005 

S337.006 

S337.007 

S337.011 

S337.013 

S342.002 

S343.001 

S345.001 

S345.002 

S345.003 

S345.004 

S345.005 

S345.006 

S345.007 

S345.011 

S345.013 

S346.001 

 

S369.001 

S370.001 

S371.002 

S373.001 

S388.001 

S389.001 

S389.002 

S389.003 

S389.004 

S389.005 

S389.006 

S389.007 

S389.011 

S389.013 

S390.001 

S409.002 

S413.001 

S414.001 

S419.001 

S420.001 

S427.001 

S427.002 

S427.003 

S427.004 

S427.005 

S427.006 

S427.007 

S427.011 

S427.013 

S436.001 

S436.002 

S436.003 

 

S450.001 

S450.002 

S450.003 

S450.004 

S450.005 

S450.006 

S450.007 

S450.011 

S450.013 

S459.001 

S459.002 

S459.003 

S459.004 

S459.005 

S459.006 

S459.007 

S459.011 

S459.013 

S462.001 

S464.001 

S466.001 

S473.001 

S475.001 

S475.002 

S475.003 

S475.004 

S475.005 

S475.006 

S475.007 

S475.011 

S475.013 

S477.001 

 

S482.001 

S485.001 

S487.001 

S488.001 

S491.001 

S492.001 

S496.001 

S498.001 

S499.001 

S500.001 

S500.002 

S500.003 

S500.004 

S500.005 

S500.006 

S500.007 

S500.011 

S500.013 

S502.001 

S504.001 

S507.001 

S507.002 

S507.003 

S507.004 

S507.005 

S507.006 

S507.007 

S507.011 

S507.013 

S508.001 

S518.001 

S520.013 

S522.001 

 

6.2 Overall decline with options if approved  

6.2.1 Introduction 

In addition to the submissions seeking overall decline, several submissions seek that the PPC 30 
be declined but set out an alternative option in the circumstance that the PCC request was 
approved. 

The alternative options sought by these submitters if the Plan Change was approved include: 

 Extend the runway to the South but incorporate EMAS to reduce the overall length of 
land required, thus obviating the need for any reclamation of the Waimea Estuary. 
[S21.002] 

 Substantively amend the plan change. [S96.001] 
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 Conditions are added to ensure the Plan Change and runway extension do not increase 
the use fossil fuel planes. [S173.001] 

 A condition is added that requires NAL to measure and publicly report on the 
greenhouse gas emissions of the construction and operation of the extended runway, 
including those associated with its ongoing use by all inward and outward bound 
aircraft. [S173.003, S173.004] 

 Either provide noise mitigation compensation for residents in the Outer Limit of Airport 
Effects Control Overlay or orientate the proposed runway to the north-west to reduce 
noise for residents in the Outer Limit of Airport Effects Control Overlay. [S280.001] 

 Any further, additional, alternative, consequential, or other relief to address the matters 
raised, in particular as may be necessary to appropriately avoid, remedy, mitigate, offset 
and/or compensate for any adverse effects on the Nelson Golf Club, its members and 
the wider community. [S304.009] 

 The extension should be considered to the south so the golf club can be retained and 
there is significantly less impact on the wider community. [S406.002] 

6.2.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Reasons provided by submitters for requesting the relief sought include: 

 Inadequate assessment of alternative options, with the use of EMAS not being 
considered and economic modelling not recognising the substantial costs being 
imposed on the community. Other discrepancies were also questioned by the submitter. 
[S21.002]. Submitter S406.002 also raised the lack of consideration of other options.  

 If the requested plan change goes ahead, it will dramatically impact the feasibility of 
the Tahuna campground. [S96.001] 

 No confidence that the full ramifications for our climate crisis / impact of climate change 
have been considered. [S173.001, S173.003, S173.004, and S406.002] 

 Residents in the Outer Limit of Airport Effects Control Overlay will be subject to more noise 
and larger craft which will impact negatively for those concerned. [S280.001] 

 Impacts on the health of the golf course members. [S406.002] 

6.2.3 Assessment  

As with the submissions seeking overall decline, I have considered the reasons provided, in 
respect of the issues that have been raised, through the assessments in the remainder of this 
section of the report and through the assessment of effects in Part D of this report.  

More specifically:  

 reasons and relief sought relating to alternative options are addressed in section 6.5 
below;  

 reasons relating to economic modelling are addressed in the economic effects 
assessment (Part D);  

 reasons relating to the Tahuna Holiday Park are addressed in the assessment of noise 
effects and effects on recreational values (Part D);  

 reasons relating to climate change are addressed in the assessment of climate change 
effects (Part D); 

 reasons and relief sought relating to the Airport Effects Control Overlay are addressed in 
section 6.10 below; and 

 reasons relating to the golf course and associated health impacts are addressed in the 
assessment of recreational values (Part D). 

6.2.4 Recommendation  

As for the submissions seeking overall decline, I am unable at this point to provide a 
recommendation on these submissions [S21.002, S96.001, S173.001, S173.003, S173.004, S280.001, 
S304.009, S406.002]. This is particularly the case given that all relief sought by these submissions is 
dependent on whether the PPC 30 is approved or declined.  

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such an 
opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   
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It is also worth noting that if PPC 30 was not declined, I would recommend that the submissions 
seeking relief in relation to conditions controlling fossil fuels [S173.001], conditions requiring 
greenhouse gas emissions reporting [S173.003, S173.004] and compensation [S280.001] be 
rejected. These are all NOR process matters and my view is that they cannot be considered 
under PPC 30.  

6.3 Overall accept  

6.3.1 Introduction 

As identified in Part A of our S42A report, 18 submissions were received in support to PPC 30. Of 
these, 15 points of submissions were received requesting that PPC 30 be approved.  

6.3.2 Matters raised by submitters 

The following reasons were provided by submitters for requesting that PCC 30 be approved: 

 Is a safety issues / having the option for a longer runway is in the pilot's best safety 
interests. [S2.002, S288.001] 

 The newer planes are likely to be quieter. [S5.002] 

 Will meet Nelson's future / long-term aviation needs, creates the pathway as a full service 
airport and improves the Airports operational resilience and reliability. [S5.002, S23.001, 
S80.001, S127.001, S168.001, S313.001]  

 Support for infrastructure that can accommodate the lower emission aircraft 
requirements at the Nelson Airport as future aviation improvements come about. 
[S74.001] 

 Nelson is quickly growing. [S10.002] 

 Planning for the future is an important role for Council. [S18.002] 

 Nelson Airport is a critical asset for our regional economy. Including that it provides vital 
access to larger markets and connection to their international networks. [S127.001, 
S141.001] 

 Will benefit the region hugely - it will generate economic activity and provide 
employment opportunities in the region. [S20.001, S23.001] 

 Nelson city's location is extremely vulnerable to a large scale natural disaster. If the road 
network and port access was severely damaged, the airport would be critical for well-
being. [S36.001, S80.001]  

 Is a base for emergency services. [S141.001] 

 Changes to the Airnoise Boundary will minimise the effects of aircraft noise impacts on 
the surrounding community as far as practicable. [S313.001] 

6.3.3 Assessment  

As for the submissions that seek an overall decline of PPC 30, rather than provide an assessment 
of the submissions seeking the approval of PPC 30 within this section, I have considered the 
reasons provided, in respect of the issues that have been raised, through the assessments in the 
remainder of this Part of our report and in the assessment of effects in Part D of this report. 

A summary of my findings and considerations in relation to the overall issues raised are provided 
in the Executive Summary in Part A of our S42A report.  

6.3.4 Recommendation  

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on these submissions which seek 
an overall approval of PPC30 [S2.002, S5.002, S10.002, S18.002, S20.001, S23.001, S36.001, S74.001, 
S80.001, S127.001, S141.001, S168.001, S203.001, S288.001, S313.001]. 

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such an 
opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   
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6.4 Alternative options  

6.4.1 Introduction 

A number of submissions (116 submission points) were received in relation to the consideration of 
alternative options for the runway extension. Submissions of this nature have generally sought 
that the proposal be reconsidered and a different option be adopted as an alternative to the 
proposed northern runway extension. While some submissions simply seek that alternative options 
be considered, other submissions are more specific and request that a specific option be 
adopted, including to: 

 extend the runway to the south,  

 extend the runway over water instead of land, 

 extend the runway both to the north and to the south and not be limited to the north 
only, or  

 consider alternatives sites/relocation of the airport.  

6.4.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Some of the reasons raised in respect of these submissions primarily relate to the effects of the 
proposed option to extend the runway to the north and the analysis use to assess the options 
considered, including: 

 Adequacy of Martin Jenkins economic assessment and the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) 
used. [S16.004] 

 Incorporation of an Engineered Material Arrestment System into either RESA. [S16.004, 
S476.001] 

 NZCAA regulations requiring a 90m RESA vs 240m. [S16.004] 

 Noise impacts, including effect on residential outdoor areas. [S16.004, S245.001] 

 Environmental and social impacts of the proposed change on local resident, including 
pollution and liquefaction effects and impact on local schools. [S16.004, S222.001, 
S484.001]  

 Loss of the ability for intensification of housing. [S25.001] 

 Effect on landscape values. [S16.004] 

 Impact on the Tāhunanui beach. [S230.001] 

 Effect on property values. [S16.004, S54.001, S167.003] 

 Devastation/effect to Nelson’s Golf Course including loss in economic benefit to the 
region, health impacts on users, and loss of Nelson Golf Clubhouse. [S16.004, S25.001, 
S54.001, S153.001, S182.001, S185.001, S194.001, S353.006] 

 Impact of Tāhuna Holiday Park, specifically increased noise and restrictions on ability to 
develop the Holiday Park, and impact on permanent residents. [S53.001, S63.001, 
S393.001, S442.001] 

 Economic impact on surrounding businesses. [S476.001] 

 The cost to Nelson as a whole to extend to the north is greater than the cost to the airport 
to extend to the south. [S25.001] 

 Lack of consultation with affected parties. [S418.001] 

6.4.3 Assessment  

These submissions all seek that an alternative option be adopted for extending the airport runway 
from what is proposed through PPC30. 

Schedule 1 of the RMA sets out the process for making a plan change request and how it is to 
be processed. Clause 22 of Part 2 of Schedule 1 requires that a request for a plan change shall: 
explain the purpose of, and reasons for, the proposed change; contain an evaluation report 
prepared in accordance with section 32; and where environmental effects are anticipated, the 
request shall describe those effects. 

Section 32 of the RMA requires evaluation of: the extent to which the objectives of the proposal 
are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act (S32(1)(a)); and whether the 
provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives (of both the 
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proposal and the existing NRMP objectives) by identifying other reasonably practicable options 
and assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions (S32(1)(b). 

As set out the Planz Consultations PPC application the purpose of the proposal is to achieve the 
objective of: 

1) providing a clear planning framework for NAL and the community regarding activities 
anticipated within the Airport context through a specific Airport Zone; and 

2) ensuring the contemporary role and function of the Airport, in terms of its strategic 
importance to the Nelson-Tasman region and country is recognised in the NRMP; and 

3) providing a consistent approach to managing ASAN in the NRMP in order to manage 
reverse sensitivity effects and ensure communities around the Airport are developed 
with healthy living environments. 

To achieve this objective NAL have requested through PPC30 that the NRMP be amended to: 

 provide for a specific Airport Zone, including rezoning additional land for airport 
purposes,  

 remove consequential redundant industrial provisions in the underlying zoning for the 
Airport,  

 provide for a consistent region wide approach to managing ASAN, and  

 clarify the role and function of the Airport as nationally and regionally significant 
infrastructure. 

It is my view that the purpose, objective, and request of PPC30 clearly set out the scope of the 
Plan Change. In particular, that the scope of the Plan Change is limited by the extent of the 
proposed Airport Zone. While there has been considerable support identified within these 
submissions for the runway extension to reflect an alternative option, I do not believe that it is 
within the scope of the PPC30 process to approve such an outcome. It is also worth highlighting 
that an alternative runway option has the potential to impact property owners who may not 
otherwise have had reason to submit on PPC 30, putting into question a fair and reasonable 
process. 

An assessment of alternatives has been undertaken in accordance with s171(1)(b) of the RMA 
for the NOR application under Part B of this report (section 8). This assessment provides an analysis 
of the options assessment undertaken by NAL and findings of the Councils economic expert 
evidence prepared by Natalie Hampson in this regard. As part of the conclusion and findings of 
this assessment the applicant has been encouraged to consider a hybrid option (i.e. a part north 
and part south runway extension) to support the applicant’s reasonable consideration of 
alternatives for a runway extension. My view is that these submissions are not within the scope of 
PPC30 and cannot form part of the Commissioners consideration. 

6.4.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to an alternative option for the 
runway extension be rejected due to being outside the scope of PPC 30 considerations [S16.004, 
S25.001, S52.001, S53.001, S54.001, S55.001, S60.001, S63.001, S66.001, S68.001, S76.001, S79.001, 
S82.001, S97.001, S98.001, S99.001, S101.001, S105.001, S108.001, S109.001, S117.001, S118.001, 
S119.001, S126.001, S133.001, S134.001, S147.001, S151.001, S153.001, S154.001,  S156.001, S163.001, 
S164.001, S165.001, S166.001, S167.003, S170.001, S176.001, 178.001, S182.001, S184.001, S185.001, 
S189.001, S194.001, S206.001, S207.001, S222.001, S228.001, S230.001, S231.001, S238.001, S245.001, 
S270.001, S274.001, S278.001, S291.001, S303.001, S304.008, S310.001, S314.001, S316.001, S334.002, 
S338.003, S340.001, S341.002, S345.015, S349.002, S350.002, S351.002, S352.015, S353.005, S353.006, 
S356.001, S367.001, S372.002, S377.001, S378.002, S380.002, S382.001, S391.001, S393.001, S396.001, 
S404.001, S415.001, S418.001, S422.001, S423.001, S427.015, S428.001, S428.003, S435.001, S437.001, 
S439.001, S442.001, S444.001, S455.001, S456.001, S457.001, S458.001, S460.001, S461.001, S469.005, 
S472.001, S476.001, S478.026, S479.001, S481.001, S483.001, S484.001, S486.001, S493.001, S506.001, 
S507.026, S514.001, S529.001, S276.001]. 
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6.5 Extent of runway extension  

6.5.1 Introduction 

Several submissions were received specifically requesting a decision in relation to the extent or 
location of the proposed runway extension. This included seeking the following relief: 

 Reconsideration of using the land occupied by the Nelson Golf Club. [S7.002, S198.001] 

 Discontinuation/not approve the runway extension into the Nelson Golf Club/to the 
north. [S42.001, S46.001, S204.001]  

 Reconsideration of the area of the proposal occupied by the Tahuna Holiday Park. 
[S50.001] 

 Oppose changing the airport in the direction of the Tahuna Holiday Park. [S57.001] 

 Oppose/decline the runway extension to the north. [S34.00, S51.001, S67.001, S215.0011] 

 Do not extend the runway over people. [S61.001] 

 That land in Tāhunanui not be used for the runway extension. [S104.001] 

6.5.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Some of the reasons raised in respect of these submissions include: 

 Effect on the Nelson Golf club - the proposed changes to extend the runway would 
render the golf course unusable; there are no other courses in close proximity that could 
replace Nelson Golf club; effect on community groups that use the facility; social, health 
and tourism impacts, effect on employers and businesses associated with the Golf Club; 
loss of history associated with the club. [S42.001, S70.001, S198.001, S215.001] 

 Effect on Tahuna Holiday Park, including increase in noise and impact on residents 
quality of life. [S34.001, S83.001]  

 General effect on the ability of property owners to alter, build, plant and change their 
land use. [S51.001] 

 Increase in noise for residents, including outside the noise overlays. [S67.00, S129.0011] 

 Impact on wildlife within the golf course and along the estuary. [S129.001] 

 Impact on recreational areas, including the Airport perimeter walkway. [S129.001] 

 Sea level rise, coastal inundation and liquefaction risks. [S129.001] 

 Questions the quality of engagement with community and local businesses. [S150.001] 

 Questions the adequacy of assessment of alternatives, the Nelson Airports interpretation 
of aviation regulations, and aviation technology. [S226.004]  

6.5.3 Assessment  

The extent and area of the proposed runway extension forms the basis of the NoR application 
(in particular for designation DAA1), which is then proposed to be supported by corresponding 
NRMP zoning and provisions. It is therefore necessary to consider the key requirements of the NoR 
application as set out under section 171 of the RMA and assessed under Part B of our S42A report.  

In summary, consideration of effects on the environment of allowing the alteration to the 
designations (s171(1)) has identified several significant shortcomings in the assessment of effects 
accompanying the application, particularly in regard of noise effects as identified in Mr Lloyds 
evidence, the absence of which has meant that we have been unable to determine whether 
those effects can be satisfactorily mitigated or compensated through the conditions 
accompanying the designations.  

Also of relevance in this discussion is the s171 requirements to consider alternatives (s171(1)(b)) 
and the necessity of the designation works (171(1)(b)). Our general position in terms of section 
171 of the RMA is that the applicant has satisfied the necessity of the proposed runway in terms 
of the objectives of the NoR, but the issue of alternatives is incomplete based on the findings of 
Ms Hampsons economic evidence (attached as Appendix 4).  

Overall, given the information deficiencies in the application in relation to economic effects and 
noise, we are currently unable to confirm that the economic and social impacts and change in 
amenity values as a result of the extent northern runway extension can be mitigated to an 
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acceptable degree, and further whether on balance the application, including the extent of 
the runway extension, will achieve the outcomes of the purpose of the Act the RMA (Part 2). 

6.5.4 Recommendation  

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on these submissions [S7.002, 
S34.001, S42.001, S46.001, S50.001, S51.001, S57.001, S61.001, S67.001, S70.001, S83.001, S104.001, 
S110.001, S112.001, S129.001, S150.001, S174.001, S181.001, S188.001, S198.001, S204.001, S215.001, 
S226.004, S226.010, S277.001, S305.002, S323.002, S431.001]. 

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such an 
opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   

6.6 Airport Effects Control Overlay – Extent 

6.6.1 Introduction 

Submissions were received in relation to the physical extent of the Airport Effects Control Overall 
and the related noise contours, including seeking:  

 To replace the notified the Airnoise Boundary, Airport Effects Control Overlay and 
notified Future Aircraft Noise Contours with contours that include all aviation activity 
without any exemptions. [S146.039, S146.040] 

 To decline the application to expand the noise boundaries. [S148.003] 

 That the Airport Effects Control Overlay must stay in its current location until the Airport 
makes a decision as to whether any runway extension will be at the northern end or the 
southern end, or a shorter extension at both ends. [S208.003, with 19 identical submissions 
received on this relief]  

 Correct the noise maxima within zones to reflect actual avadata. [S9.001] 

6.6.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Reasons provided for these submission includes: 

 Submitter S146, who seeks that the noise contours include all aviation noise exposures, 
states that the noise contours only represent a subset of aviation activity (e.g. certain 
flights movements, ground engine running and compass swings are excluded). Adverse 
health effects on the community will arise from the cumulative noise of all aviation 
activity. As such, designing buildings based on these contours could result in inadequate 
sound insulation (and resulting adverse health effects) because the actual noise 
exposure would be higher than represented by these contours. 

 Submitter S148.003 questions that if the runway is to accommodate electric aircraft 
which are presumably quieter, then why the need for greater noise boundaries. 

 Submitters requesting that the AECO remain in its current state that if the extension takes 
place to the north, then the Overlay will not be in the correct location at the southern 
end of the aerodrome.  

 Submitter S9 states that the plan should reflect where existing airport noise affects 
recreational users. Daily readings in the 55dBLdn and 60 dBLdn zone already exceed 85 
dBLdn within these boundaries. 

6.6.3 Assessment  

Matters raised by submissions in relation to using noise contours that include all aviation activities 
without exemption, are addressed in the noise evidence of Nigel Lloyd.60 While Mr Lloyd agrees 
that this approach would allow noise mitigation measures for ASAN to be applied 
comprehensively, he identifies in relation to submission 146.039 that the approach: 

 is not in accordance with the recommendations of NZS 6805:1992. The noise generated 
by engine testing and compass swing testing is not compatible with the NZS 6805 control 
measures that are used for take-offs and landings (and associated noise). I note that the 

 

60 Evidence in Chief of Nigel Lloyd – Noise, para 51-52, pg 11 
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noise contours include taxiing and aircraft ground movements associated with take-offs 
and landings.  

Mr Lloyd recommends that, unless further expert evidence can be provided to support the 
submission, that the submission be declined.  

I accept Mr Lloyds advice in this regard, however I note that at this point in time, on account of 
the further assessment of noise impact requested as a result of findings of the noise peer review 
and evidence, I am unable to provide a recommendation on submissions relating to the extent 
of the ANB, AECO or FANC. This inability to make a recommendation due to information 
deficiencies also applies to the submission seeking the expansion of the noise boundaries be 
declined.  

I am unsure of the purpose of the relief that seeks that the Airport Effects Control Overlay stay in 
its current location until the Airport decides as to whether any runway extension will be at the 
northern end or the southern end, or a shorter extension at both ends. As set out in the application 
documentation, NAL have undertaken an options analysis of the airport runway and as a result 
of the outcomes of that evaluation they are seeking that the NRMP framework be amended to 
accommodate their preferred option. In making a decision on PPC30 the Council are limited to 
considering the purpose and extent of the proposed changes, not the other alternative options. 
The Council is however required to consider the options identified to assess the appropriateness 
of the PPC30 objectives in achieving the purpose of the RMA.   

I interpret that submitter S9 to be questioning the location of the ANB and AECO.  As identified 
by Mr Lloyd, the District Plan must manage future aircraft noise impact and the NAR 
appropriately uses the Future Year 2050 predictions to generate the proposed Airport Effects 
Control Overlay and Airnoise boundary (ANB).   

6.6.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to retaining the existing extent of the 
Airport Effects Control Overlay until a time that the Airport makes a decision on the preferred 
option for the runway extension location, be rejected on the grounds that this outside the scope 
of a plan change consideration[S140.003, S208.003, S210.003, S214.001, S218.004, S246.003, 
S247.003, S248.003, S249.003, S250.003, S252.003, S253.003, S286.002, S287.001, S335.003, S416.003, 
S417.003, S434.003, S509.003]. 

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to the noise maxima within zones be 
rejected further to a recommendation of Mr Lloyd [S9.001]. 

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on submissions that seek the 
proposed changes to the noise boundaries/overlays be declined/replaced [S146.039, S146.040, 
S148.003].  I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such 
an opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   
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6.7 Airport Effects Control Overlay and Airnoise Boundary/ Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise – Provisions  

6.7.1 Introduction 

Several submissions were received in relation to the rules relating to the Airport Effects Control Overlay and the Airnoise Boundary. These rules have been 
proposed to manage the reverse sensitivity effects of activities sensitive to airport noise. The following Table C.2 sets out the submissions received on the 
proposed provisions that relate either to the Airport Effects Control Overlay, the Airnoise Boundary or other provisions relating to activities sensitive to airport 
noise.  

Overlay  Provision Submitter number Relief sought  

Airport Effects 
Control Overlay  

REr.64 Airport Effects Control 
Overlay and Airnoise 
boundary – Minimum site 
area 

S146.015 Retain rule 

S300.045 Decline and remove 

REr.65 Airport Effects Control 
Overlay – Activities Sensitive 
to Noise   

SCr.71 Airport Effects Control 
Overlay – Activities Sensitive 
to Noise 

INr.67 Airport Effects Control 
Overlay – Activities Sensitive 
to Noise 

OSr.53 Airport Effects Control 
Overlay – Activities Sensitive 
to Noise 

S146.016, S146.018, S146.020, S146.024 Retain rule 

S513.009, S320.003, S320.004, S513.011 Amend (specific wording sought) 

S208.004, S16.003, S287.002, S343.003, S140.004, 
S210.004, S218.005, S233.002, S246.004, S247.004, 
S248.004, S249.004, S250.004, S252.004, S253.004, 
S286.003, S300.046, S300.049, S300.053, S300.059, 
S300.061, S329.045, S335.004, S416.004, S417.004, 
S434.004, S509.004 

Decline changes  

S513.010 Set aside Rule SCr.71 pending consultation 
with the affected parties 

S513.013 Retain original wording  

Airnoise 
boundary  

REr.65A Airnoise boundary - 
Activities Sensitive to Noise 

SCr.71A Airnoise boundary - 
Activities Sensitive to Noise  

INr.67A Airnoise boundary - 
Activities Sensitive to Noise 

OSr.53A Airnoise boundary - 
Activities Sensitive to Noise 

S146.017, S146.019, S146.021, S146.025 Retain rule 

S320.003, S320.004 Amend (specific wording sought) 

S208.004, S16.003, S287.002, S343.003, S140.004, 
S210.004, S218.005, S233.002, S246.004, S247.004, 
S248.004, S249.004, S250.004, S252.004, S253.004, 
S286.003, S300.047, S300.062, S329.046, S335.004, 
S416.004, S417.004, S434.004, S509.004, S513.020, 
S513.022, S513.024 

Decline changes / Delete  
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 S513.021 Set aside Rule SCr.71 pending consultation 
with the affected parties 

AECO and ANB 

 

INr.20 Residential unit  S300.050, S300.060 Decline 

OSs.7.i Camping Grounds  S300.051, S329.043, S513.012 Decline  

OSr.23 Caretaker 
Accommodation  

S146.023, S300.052, S329.044, S513.023 Decline  

COr.21 Construction of new 
structures  

S146.026 Retain rule 

S513.014 Retain original wording 

Airport zone 
(Chapter 15) 

AIRPz.22 Activities Sensitive to 
Airport Noise 

S146.031 Amend (specific wording sought) 

S300.54 Reject  

Appendices Appendix 19 – Acoustic 
Insulation Requirements  

S16.003, S140.004, S208.004, S210.004, S218.005, 
S233.002, S246.004, S247.004, S248.004, S249.004, 
S250.004, S252.004, S253.004, S286.003, S287.002, 
S335.004, S343.003, S416.004, S417.004, S434.004, 
S509.004 

Decline changes  

S146.038 Amend Ap19.1.ii to result in adequate 
thermal comfort with windows closed 

S513.019 Set aside the changes and engage in 
consultation with all affected parties, with 
the aim of simplifying the requirements. 

Definitions 
(Chapter 2) 

Activities Sensitive to Airport 
Noise  

S146.002, S286.006, S513.003, S517.002 Amend (specific wording sought) 

S300.005, S329.007 Decline  

Airnoise Boundary S146.005,  Amend (Specific wording provided) 

S329.009 Reject 

Airport Effects Control 
Overlay  

S146.006 Amend (specific wording sought) 

S329.010 Decline 

Administration 
(Chapter 3)  

AD11.3.13 – Description – 
Airport Effects Overlays  

S146.008, S513.006 Amend (specific wording sought) 

S300.015, S300.016, S300.017, S300.018, S329.027 Decline  

Chapter 3 in general  S300.019 Reject changes  
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General / Other Prohibited activity status for 
new ASAN in the AECO. 

S226.005, S226.006, S226.007,  Reject the restrictions/prohibition on building 
within the Airport Effects Control Overlay. 

General ASAN rules  S242.001, S242.002, S242.005 Provide a permitted and enabling pathway 
for ASAN within the ANB and AECO and 
more focussed direction on managing 
effects of airport noise on ASAN in the 
AECO, rather than to avoid ASAN -  

S242.003 Restricted Discretionary Activity for non-
compliances with the rule framework. 

S242.004 Retain the operative framework for those 
areas outside of the 60 dB contour. 

Chapter 7 - Policy RE1.4 S513.008 Retain operative wording. 

Table C.2 - Submissions seeking relief on rules for the Airport Effects Control Overlay, Airnoise Boundary or Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise.  
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6.7.2 Matters raised by submitters 

In providing reasons for supporting some of the rules that relate to activities sensitive to airport 
noise, the National Public Health Service [S146] state that requiring buildings in noisy areas to 
provide healthy indoor noise environments and avoidance of intensification of sensitive activities 
reduces adverse public health effects.  

Examples of reasons provided in opposition to the proposed provisions for the AECO, ANB and 
activities sensitive to airport noise (seeking that the rules be declined) include: 

 new construction of most ancillary buildings, would no longer be a permitted activity 
[S208.004], 

 the reduction of the target indoor level to 40 dBA Ldn is not necessary [S208.004], 

 there are technical errors in the proposed Appendix 19.1 [S208.004],  

 consideration must be given to consistent rules between the Airport Effects Control 
Overlay and the Port Effects Control Overlay [S208.004], 

 effect on the Tahuna Holiday Park's ability to operate and grow [S226.006], 

 reduction in the amount of housing available in Tāhunanui will increase pressure on an 
already stressed housing market [S226.007], 

 huge constraint on residential and other property owners' rights [S329.045], and 

 the concept of "Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise" is too broad and lacks any 
acceptable definition [S513.009]. 

Submissions also seek amendments to these rules, noting the following reasons for such changes: 

 the notified provisions in relation to acoustic insultation vary from other district plans and 
it is unclear whether the proposed provisions would provide adequate thermal comfort, 

 housing supply issues have made housing less affordable and as such there is an 
increased demand for public housing, 

 the amended provisions set an exceedingly high bar which renders all ASAN in the AECO 
unlikely and largely unobtainable, 

 there is insufficient consideration of, and assessment against, the National Policy 
Statement on urban Development 2020, and  

 there is a need for a more balanced approach within both the NoR and PPC30 in 
relation to the enablement for ASAN. 

6.7.3 Assessment  

Rules triggered by the Airport Effects Control Overlay and the Airnoise Boundary relate to 
mitigating noise effects from the Nelson Airport on activities sensitive to airport noise (ASAN). This 
is proposed to be primarily achieved through requirements for acoustic insultation and restrictions 
on new development within the AECO and ANB. The proposed approach to ASAN in PPC30 is 
addressed in Nigel Lloyds peer review and evidence.  

As part of his peer review Mr Lloyd concludes in relation to the proposed approach for the AECO 
that: 

e.  It is unusual for ASAN to have a non-complying status in the AECO. 

f.   I consider the current AECO and Airports Effects Advisory Overlay in the operative 
NRMP provide an appropriate response to managing aircraft noise and I 
recommend that they should not be amalgamated as a single AECO in the manner 
proposed. 61 

With regards to the existing rule framework in comparison to the proposed framework for the 
AECO Mr Lloyd states that: 

The operative NRMP provisions have the Airport Effects Control Overlay (AECO) 
between 60 and 65 dB Ldn and the Airport Effects Advisory Overlay between 55 and 60 
dB Ldn. The status for ASAN is Permitted Activity in both overlays with noise mitigation 

 

61 Evidence in Chief of Nigel Lloyd – Noise, para 19, pg 4 
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required in the AECO and no insulation requirements in Airport Effects Advisory Overlay 
(as the name implies). I consider this approach to be reasonable to manage the adverse 
impacts of aircraft noise. It is proposed to amalgamate these two overlays in a single 
AECO with ASAN becoming noncomplying activities. I consider the operative provisions 
provide a reasonable approach to managing Nelson Airport noise and prefer them to 
the proposed approach where the Airport Effects Control Overlay is amalgamated with 
the Airport Advisory Overlay and then ASAN become non-complying activities.62 

Regarding to the proposed requirement for ASAN in the ANB Mr Lloyd considers that: 

NZS 6805:1992 recommends that ASAN are prohibited in the ANB and I consider that to 
be appropriate. 63 

Overall Mr Lloyds preferred approach to ASAN in the AECO and the ANB can be summarised as 
follows: 

 ASAN to be prohibited in ANB, 

 ASAN to be permitted in 60-65 dB Ldn area (the AECO) subject to compliance with noise 
insulation conditions, and 

 ASAN to be permitted in 55-60 dB Ldn area (the Airport Effects Advisory Overlay) with no 
restrictions applying (the status quo). 

While Mr Lloyd has not identified any information gaps in his evidence specifically relating to the 
proposed rules for ASAN, he has however identified related information and assessment gaps in 
the applicants noise assessment material. He has also set out a differing preferred approach to 
managing ASAN in the AECO than that proposed in PPC30.  

In addition, Natalie Hampson has also addressed proposed rules relating to ASAN in the AECO 
and ANB in her evidence. Ms Hampson has provided a helpful summary of the difference 
between the operative and existing approach to ASAN in the NRMP in Appendix 1 of her 
evidence. Ms Hampton summarises these changes as follows: 

Proposed rules for land within the proposed Airnoise Boundary become more 
constraining in that non-residential activities sensitive to airport noise (ASANs) are 
brought within the rule of alterations (or replacement) of existing buildings requiring 
acoustic standards to be met, albeit as a permitted activity. The proposed rules are 
particularly constraining in the affected area of the Tāhuna Beach Holiday 
Park where new, altered or unlawfully established camping and short-term living will be 
prohibited once the runway extension is operative.1 This is on top of prohibiting any new 
ASANs (or buildings containing ASANs) in that Airnoise Boundary.64 

Proposed rules within the Proposed AECO become more constraining by making new 
ASANs and buildings containing ASANs non-complying. This is a key change compared 
to the operative AECO rules where residential units (and in some zones, other ASANs) 
are permitted activities (with acoustic standards required in some zones for residential 
units). The proposed AECO rules are also more constraining in that non-residential ASANs 
are brought within the rule of alterations (or replacement) of existing buildings requiring 
acoustic standards to be met, albeit as a permitted activity.65 

Ms Hampson continues in her evidence to identify the economic costs and benefits resulting 
from these changes. In summary Ms Hampson concludes that: 

Having evaluated the supporting technical economic assessment and the Planz Report 
in the context of the proposed amendments, I consider that the economic costs and 
benefits of the proposal have not been adequately addressed.66 

 

62 Evidence in Chief of Nigel Lloyd – Noise, para 43, pg 9 
63 Evidence in Chief of Nigel Lloyd – Noise, para 87, pg 17 
64 Statement of evidence of Natalie Hampson (economic) – para 26.7, pg 9 
65 Statement of evidence of Natalie Hampson (economic) – para 26.9, pg 9 
66 Statement of evidence of Natalie Hampson (economic) – para 13, pg 3 
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While Mr Lloyd and Ms Hampson have not specifically identified information gaps with regards 
to the proposed approach to ASAN in the AECO and ANB, they have however identified gaps 
with regards to the noise and economic assessments that underpin these proposed provisions. I 
therefore do not consider there is adequate and full information to recommend a decision on 
the proposed rule approach to ASAN in the AECO and the ANB at this time. 

6.7.4 Recommendation  

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on these submissions [as listed in 
Table C.2].  I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such 
an opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   

6.8 Compass Swings 

6.8.1 Introduction 

A small number of submissions were received specifically on the proposed rules to manage the 
activity of compass swing testing. This rule is proposed to be included in the Airport zone 
(AIRPz.30).   

Relief in submission S146.034 (National Public Health Service) seeks that this rule be deleted.  

Remaining submissions (e.g. S208.007) on this rule all seek the same relief, being that PPC30 be 
rejected and that the Council requires the following controls on compass swinging: 

 it must be carried out downwind of the nearest residential area; and 

 the noise level must comply with INr.25 unless: 

a. the affected residents are given 24 hours prior notice; and 

b. the procedure is carried out between 9 am and 3 pm on schooldays. 

6.8.2 Matters raised by submitters 

The National Public Health Service [S146.034] considers that all noise controls should be in the 
designation conditions and not duplicated in the zone rules. The submission further states that it 
does not appear that cumulative noise effects or the best practicable option for this activity 
have been evaluated. 

Reasons stated by the remaining submissions (e.g. S208.007) include: 

 The testing of aircraft compasses should be subject to the same rules as the testing of 
aircraft engines. 

 The proposed new rule does not address the emissions nuisance.  

 If the nuisances cannot be ameliorated, then the procedure must be carried out in a 
way which causes the least nuisance to the least number of people. 

6.8.3 Assessment  

Noise effects relating to compass swing testing, and submissions on this matter have been 
addressed in the evidence of Nigel Lloyd.  Mr Lloyd considers that noise mitigation measures for 
compass swing testing should be identified with some certainty and noise control measures 
(limits) ratified67. As addressed above in 6.6.3, Mr Lloyd does not consider that compass swing 
testing should be included in overall noise. Mr Lloyd does consider that: 

‘..a Noise Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (NMMP) should include any methods to 
minimise effects.  An example of this is the discussion in the NAR about reducing noise 
from Compass Swing Testing by constructing a second testing stand that could then be 
used to take advantage of different wind conditions.  There is currently no provision for 
such a noise mitigation method to become part of the NMMP.’68 

 

67 Nigel Lloyd evidence in chief, paragraph 19(h) 
68 Nigel Lloyd evidence in chief, paragraph 68. 
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Mr Lloyd supports the inclusion of compass swing (and engine testing) conditions in the 
Designation, which is where he considers these should be properly located69. 

Relying on the expert advice on Mr Lloyd on noise matters relating to compass swing testing, I 
agree that it is appropriate to include conditions relating to this matter in designation conditions, 
rather than as zone rules. Further clarification is required in relation to quantifying noise effects 
associated with compass swing testing (although not including this in noise contours) and 
providing for mitigation and monitoring of these effects) – whether these provisions remain in the 
PPC or are transferred to the Designation.  

6.8.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submission that seeks that the compass swing rule be deleted and that a 
similar rule be placed instead in the designation conditions, be accepted in part, to the extent 
that a recommendation be made to NAL to consider adding a condition to this effect to the 
designation conditions. Until NAL confirms such an amendment to the designation conditions, I 
recommend that this rule is retain in the zone provisions [S146.034]. 

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on the submissions which seek 
PPC30 be declined. I would however recommend that further noise mitigation measures be 
considered by NAL for this activity and are reflected in an amended rule [S208.007, S335.007, 
S416.007, S417.00,7 S513.016, S516.005]. I am open to reassessing my recommendation on these 
submissions if such an opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   

6.9 Aircraft Engine Testing  

6.9.1 Introduction 

As above for the compass swing testing rule, a small number of submissions were received 
specifically on the proposed rules to manage the activity of engine testing. This rule is proposed 
to be included in the Airport zone (AIRPz.29), with an associated definition included in Chapter 
2 Meaning of Words.   

Relief in submission S146.033 (National Public Health Service) seeks that this rule be deleted.  

Other submissions instead seek that the definition of "Aircraft Engine Testing” be deleted. 
[S146.003, S286.005, S513.002, S516.006] 

Remaining submissions (e.g. S516.004) on this rule all seek the same relief, being that PPC30 be 
rejected and that the engine testing rule comply with NZS 6802.  

6.9.2 Matters raised by submitters 

As above, the National Public Health Service [S146.033] consider that all noise controls should be 
in the designation conditions and not duplicated in the zone rules. The submission further states 
that it does not appear that cumulative noise effects or the best practicable option for this 
activity have been evaluated. 

Submissions seeking that the definition of "Aircraft Engine Testing” be deleted provide include the 
following reasons for their request: 

 All aircraft engine testing must be included. In the case of single-engine aircraft the 
engine is not "on-wing’. The testing of aircraft engines removed from the aircraft must be 
included. It is neither acceptable nor logical to allow any exclusions from the limits on 
engine testing. [S286.005] 

 There is no logical reason to exclude the testing of aircraft engines when removed from 
the aircraft from the agreed noise limits. The testing of aero engines is the single largest 
cause of complaint. [S513.002, S516.006] 

Reasons stated by the remaining submissions include (e.g. S335.005 and S513.015): 

 The volume of complaints received by Nelson Airport Ltd about engine testing at night 
demonstrates that the current rule is not fit for purpose. 

 

69 Nigel Lloyd evidence in chief, paragraph 113. 
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 The limits imposed by the current Rule are far less stringent than those recommended by 
NZ Standard 6802. 

 The enclosure within which nocturnal engine tests are carried out is inadequate. 

 The limits imposed by Rule AIRPz.29/Rule INr.25 appear to be bespoke and have not 
been sourced from any Standard or Court decision.   

 These limits fail to address the underlying nuisance. 

6.9.3 Assessment  

As addressed above at paragraph 6.8.3 in relation to compass swing testing, Mr Lloyd supports 
the inclusion of and engine testing conditions in the Designation rather than under plan rules, 
which is where he considers these should be properly located70. 

Mr Lloyd also considers that the engine testing rule as proposed represents an approach 
adopted at other airports and that there is insufficient justification for imposing the more 
restrictive NZS 6802 standard.  I also note that the rule as proposed is a direct adoption of Rule 
INr.25.1 in the operative NRMP. 

Based on the expert advice of Mr Lloyd, I agree that it is appropriate to relocate the engine 
testing provisions to the Designation and remove these from the PPC provisions, and do not 
agree with amending these provisions to reflect NZS 6802. 

6.9.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submission that seeks that the engine testing rule be deleted and that a 
similar rule be placed instead in the designation conditions, be accepted in part, to the extent 
that a recommendation be made to NAL to consider adding a condition to this effect to the 
designation conditions. Until NAL confirms such an amendment to the designation conditions, I 
recommend that this rule is retain in the zone provisions [S146.033]. 

I recommend that the submissions that seek the engine testing definition be deleted be rejected 
[S146.003, S286.005, S513.002, S516.006]. 

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on the submissions which seek 
PPC30 be decline. I would not however recommend that that the engine testing rule comply 
with NZS 6802 [S35.002, S140.005, S208.005, S218.006, S233.003, S246.005, S247.005, S248.005, 
S249.005, S250.005, S252.005, S253.005, S286.004, S287.003, S335.005, S416.005, S417.005, S434.005, 
S509.005, S513.015, S516.004]. I am open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions 
if such an opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   

 

70 Nigel Lloyd evidence in chief, paragraph 113. 
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6.10 Other provisions - Airport Zone 

6.10.1 Introduction 

Provision type Provision Submitter number Relief sought  Assessment  

Introduction  AIRPZ.2 Zone description  S146.027 Amend (specific text changes 
sought). 

Reasonable relief however wider 
consideration required relating to health 
impacts.  

AIRPZ.3 Zone description S520.005 Amend. Related to AIRPz.26 – see below. 

Objective  AIRPZ-O2 Role and function  S520.006 Amend. Related to AIRPz.26 – see below. 

AIRPZ-O3 Environmental quality  S146.028 Reject and replace with health 
effects focus. 

Wider consideration needed on health 
impacts.  

Policy  AIRPZ.P3 Activities in the Airport 
environs precinct  

S520.007, S300.055, Reject/ amend.  Related to AIRPz.26 – see below. 

AIRPZ.P5 Environmental quality, 
safety and design  

S146.029 Reject and replace with health 
effects focus. 

Wider consideration needed on health 
impacts.  

Rule AIRPz.20 Aviation activity  S146.030, S520.008 Delete (and move to designation 
conditions) 

Clarification sought on relationship 
between designation conditions and 
zone provisions for these activities  

AIRPz.24 Education facility and 
education activities  

S146.032 Only education that is not an 
ASAN should be provided for 
(specific text changes sought). 

Requires consideration as part of the 
package of ASAN rules – see 6.7 
above.  

AIRPz.26 Retail activities  S520.009 Delete provision for trade related 
activity.  

See discussion below on retail activities. 

AIRPz.39 Noise (General)  S146.035 Amend. Requires consideration as part of 
package of noise rules, in particular in 
relation to the designations.  

AIRPz.40 Airport noise – Aircraft 
noise management  

S146.036 Delete and move to designation 
conditions. 

Requires consideration as part of 
package of noise rules, in particular in 
relation to the designations. 

S513.017 Accept rule.  

AIRPz.41 Construction noise  S146.037 Support.  Relief considered appropriate however 
requires consideration as part of 



101 
 

package of noise rules – see Nigel 
Lloyds evidence, para 106, pg 19 

AIRPz.44 - Radiofrequency 
exposure levels 

S513.018 Set aside the Rule pending a peer-
review by an independent expert. 

A rollover rule from the Industrial zone 
and not specifically subject to the 
purpose of PPC30.  

AIRPz.48 Building over low lying 
sites  

S517.004, S520.010 Amend to ensure the implications 
of coastal hazards and inundation 
are appropriately applied. 

Further alignment with PC29 is required 
regarding natural hazards. See further 
discussion below.  

AIRPz.50 Coastal environment 
overlay  

S520.028 Amend to ensure the implications 
of coastal hazards and inundation 
are appropriately applied. 

AIRPz.51 Inundation overlays  S520.029 Amend to ensure the implications 
of coastal hazards and inundation 
are appropriately applied. 

General/ 
Overall  

Airport zone precincts  S520.012 Reduce the area of the Core 
Airport Precinct and provide for 
only specific aviation activities. 

Requires further consideration of 
purpose and reasons for the extent of 
airport zoning.  

Zone as a whole S226.011, S329.026, 
S329.042, S408.004, 
S465.003, S515.005, 
S520.011 

 Reject. 

 Limit to aviation activity. 

 Reject rezoning over Nelson Golf 
Club.  

 Review structure of zone rules.  

The zone provisions as a whole are 
subject to unresolved matters (as set 
out in this table and discussed further 
below). 

ATC building and provision. S517.001, S517.005 Support rezoning and amend 
provisions to provide for ATC.  

The zone provisions as a whole are 
subject to unresolved matters (as set 
out in this table). 

Table C.3 - Submissions seeking relief on Definitions.  
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6.10.2 Matters raised by submitters  

Some of the matters raised by submitters include: 

2. The existing description of the Airport zone supports operation of the airport but does not 
address responsible management to minimise public health harm. [S146.027] 

 Either aviation activity should be provided for through a designation or through plan 
rules. Currently there are duplicate and overlapping provisions, which does not allow for 
robust and efficient application of noise management measures to protect public 
health. [S146.030] 

 A broad range of retail, industrial and service businesses should not be allowed under 
the change of zoning. Nelson Airport only needs to service the aviation sector. [S408.004] 

 Amendment of the Airport Zone provisions are requested to clarify that ATC activities are 
intended to be permitted by associated rules within the precinct and to enable 
replacement accessory buildings in the future. [S517.001] 

 The provision for trade related activities within the Airport Zone is considered to provide 
an inefficient use of the Airport Zone which should be set aside for the activities that 
relate directly to or support the Airport and the aviation industry. [S520.009] 

 Given the proximity of the Airport to the coastal marine area and the confluence of 
various streams, appropriate consideration must be given to the effects of coastal 
hazards and sea level rise and that the associated rules are consistently applied. 
[S520.010] 

 The new chapter has not followed the current structure and framework of the NRMP. 
Many of the new rules are not provided with ‘assessment criteria’ and ‘explanation’ 
which is how the current plan is structured. [S520.011] 

 The provision for development of the Core Airport Precinct west of the main runway is 
considered to be questionable given the absence of practical access and isolation from 
the roading network. [S520.012] 

6.10.3 Assessment   

Refer to Assessment column in Table C.4 above for comments. In particular I note that: 

 Further to our assessment of effects under Part D of our report and submissions received, 
in particular from the National Public Health Service, which raise effects on human 
health, it has been noted that human health effects are not specifically addressed in 
the application, and accordingly, clarification has been sought from the applicant on 
the link between noise effects and human health effects. Relief sought in relation to 
these submissions is best considered after this clarification can be provided. 

 Refer to section 3.3.7 of Part B of our Report for discussion on the relationship between 
the designation conditions and rules for the Airport Zone, and clarification sought in this 
regard.  

 Rule AIRPz.26 Retail Activities includes provision for Trade Related Activities. A proposed 
definition for Trade Related Activities is provided in the proposed changes to Chapter 2 
of the RMA. While I consider the proposed definition of Trade Related Activities to be an 
acceptable definition, I believe it would be helpful for the applicant to clarify the reasons 
for including such activities within the bundle of retail activities permitted under AIRPz.26 
Retail Activities in the Airport Environs Precinct. This would be particularly helpful to 
understand also given that there are no permitted conditions related to these activities 
and that they are generally unrelated to aviation activities.  

 While I acknowledge that the Airport zone in effect has adopted (or rolled-over) the 
existing provisions of the Industrial zone (being the operative zoning of the current airport 
land), I note that the activities typical of an industrial zone are not necessarily consistent 
with what is anticipated for a special purpose airport zone. I refer to the description of 
an airport zone in the NZ Planning Standards which states that Airport zones are:  

Areas used predominantly for the operation and development of airports and other 
aerodromes as well as operational areas and facilities, administrative, commercial and 
industrial activities associated with airports and other aerodromes.71  

 

71 *national-planning-standards-november-2019-updated-2022.pdf (environment.govt.nz) 
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Industrial and commercial activities are included within this description, where they are 
associated with airports. I refer to the discussion above in relation to the proposed rules 
for retail activities in the Airport zone. This discussion could also apply to AIRPz.23 for 
industrial activities and AIRPz.24 for education activities. Dependant on clarification 
provided in relation to the above bullet point, there may be benefit in the applicant 
providing clarification on the reasons for rezoning all of the NAL land to Airport zone, as 
opposed to retaining some land in Industrial zoning.   

 As addressed in Parts B and D of our report, Nigel Lloyd has identified in his noise 
evidence further information and assessment required in relation to noise effects. This 
information will inform the consideration of the noise provisions, in particular noise levels, 
as a whole package.  

 As discussed in Part D (11.3) of this report, we acknowledge that there will need to be 
some further alignment to the natural hazard rules contained in the proposed PPC30 
provisions to ensure they address natural hazard in the same manner as sought through 
PC29. We invite the applicant to give consideration to PC29 in this regard in their 
evidence.  

3. It has been raised that the proposed structure of the Airport zone rule table varies from 
that of the other zone chapters in the NRMP. Specifically, the Airport zone rule table does 
not contain assessment criteria or an explanation for the rules. I believe that the 
Commissioners and submitters would benefit from an explanation from the applicant of 
any reasons for this proposed approach to the structure of the Airport zone rule table. 

6.10.4 Recommendation  

At this point in time, I am unable to provide a recommendation on the submissions [as listed in 
Table C.3] that seek decline, support, or amendment to the Airport zone due to the matters yet 
to be resolved in relation to the Airport zone provisions (as listed in 6.10.3 above) and on account 
of the further assessment of economic and noise impact requested as a result of the respective 
evidence, and consideration of health impacts as discussed in Part D of this report.   

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such an 
opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   
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6.11 Other provisions - Definitions  

6.11.1 Introduction 

Provision type Provision Submitter 
number 

Relief sought  Assessment  Recommendation  

Definitions 
(Chapter 2)  

Annual Aircraft Noise Contour S146.001, 
S329.005 

Reject See Nigel Lloyds peer 
review, pg 7 

Accept  

Acoustic Certificate S329.006 Reject Appropriate addition to 
definition. 

Reject  

Aircraft Operations S146.004 Delete  Further clarification 
sought from applicant - 
see Nigel Lloyds 
evidence, para 57-58, 
pg 12 

Awaiting recommendation  

S300.006, 
S329.008 

Reject or state airport 
operations do not 
include jets 

S513.004, 
516.007 

Amend (Specific 
wording provided) 

Airport Related Activity S329.011, 
S520.001 

Reject  Appropriate definition  Reject 

S517.003 Amend (Specific 
wording provided) 

Appropriate definition  Reject  

Automotive and Marine Supplier S329.012, 
S520.018 

Reject  Related to AIRPz.26 – 
see section 6.10 

Awaiting recommendation  

Aviation Activity S329.013 Reject Appropriate definition  Reject  

Building Supplier S300.007, 
S329.014, 
S520.019 

Reject  Related to AIRPz.26 – 
see section 6.10 

Awaiting recommendation  

Farming and Agricultural 
Supplier 

S300.008, 
S329.015, 
S520.020 

Reject  Related to AIRPz.26 – see 
section 6.10 

Awaiting recommendation 

Food and Beverage Outlet S329.016, 
S520.021 

Reject Appropriate definition  Reject  

Future Aircraft Noise Contours S329.017 Reject Appropriate definition  Reject  
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Garden and Landscape 
Supplies 

S300.009, 
S329.018, 
S520.022 

Reject Related to AIRPz.26 – 
see section 6.10 

Awaiting recommendation  

Industrial Activity S520.023 Reject  Appropriate addition to 
definition.  

Reject  

Office Facilities S329.019, 
S520.024 

Reject Appropriate definition  Reject  

Office Furniture S300.010, 
S329.020, 
S520.025 

Reject Related to AIRPz.26 – see 
section 6.10 

Awaiting recommendation  

Pasques S146.007 Delete as proposed  See Nigel Lloyds peer 
review, pg 7 

Accept  

S513.005 Amend (Specific 
wording provided) 

Reject  

Recreation Activity S329.021 Reject Appropriate definition  Reject  

Residential unit S300.011 Reject PPC30 does not 
propose to change 
definition  

Reject  

Trade Related Activity S300.012, 
S329.022, 
S520.026 

Reject Related to AIRPz.26 – 
see section 6.10 

Awaiting recommendation  

Visitors' accommodation S300.013, 
S329.023 

Reject Relates to the definition 
of ASAN. NZ Planning 
Standard definition, 
except for reference to 
short term living 
accommodation. 
Recommend amend to 
align with Planning 
Standard.  

Reject in part  

Yard Based Activity S300.014, 
S329.024, 
S520.027 

Reject Clarification required Awaiting recommendation  

Table C.4 – Submissions seeking relief on Definitions.  
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6.11.2 Matters raised by submitters  

Some of the matters raised by submitters include: 

 Annual Aircraft Noise Contour - relates to monitoring/regulating airport noise emissions, 
which should be addressed only in the designation conditions. [146.001] 

 Annual Aircraft Contour - vague and leaves control in the hands of the Airport Operator 
and does not allow for public input. [S329.005 

 Aircraft Operations - relates to monitoring/regulating airport noise emissions, which 
should be addressed only in the designation conditions. If retained the excluded 
activities should be removed. [146.004] 

 Aircraft Operation – PPC30 is not to cater for jets but "jet" falls within the definition of 
"Aircraft". [S329.008] 

 Aircraft Operations - no reason for there to be any exclusions. NZS 6805 makes no 
provision for any exclusions. Exclusions complicates the automated measurement of 
noise. [S513.007] 

 Airport related activity - in effect creates a new commercial/residential zone for the 
benefit of the Airport, also in commercial terms - range of activities go far beyond 
providing for the reasonable needs of the Airport and will create a retail and commercial 
node with effects potentially on other zoned retail areas. Unlimited as to extent and 
exhibits no relationship with the activity of an airport. [329.011] 

 Trade related - a very wide "catch all" provision and allows for activities not related in 
any way to an airport or its operations. [S329.022] 

6.11.3 Assessment 

Refer to Assessment column in Table C.4 above. In particular I note that: 

 Consideration has been given to the definition submitted on, not the rule in which the 
definition sits. Submissions on rules are addressed elsewhere in this Part of the report.  

 In his noise peer review, Nigel Lloyd comments on the definition for Annual Aircraft Noise 
Contour, Aircraft Operations and Pasques. I defer to Mr Lloyds discussion and 
recommendations in this regard.  

 Definitions embedded within the definition of Trade Related Activity are common in 
other district planning documents and I consider them to be appropriate definitions in 
themself. I however refer to discussion and clarification sought on rule AIRPz.26 Retail 
activities above (section 16.10) in relation to submission S520.009. This submission queries 
the provision of Trade Related Activities within the rule for retail activities in the Airport 
zone, requesting it be deleted from the rule. If it were to be deleted the proposed 
definition would no longer be required. In response to submission S520.009I have sought 
clarification from the applicant. Until this clarification is provided, I withhold making a 
recommendation on this definition.   

 It is proposed to add a definition through PPC30 for Yard Based Activity however I am 
uncertain as to where it is relevant in the related airport provisions. Clarification is sought 
form the applicant on how this definition is relevant.  

6.11.4 Recommendation  

Refer to Recommendation column in Table C.4 above. 
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6.12 Other Provisions - District wide objectives and Policies, other zone provisions and general rule requests   

6.12.1 Introduction 

Submitters have requested relief on the following District-wide objectives and policies and other Open Space zone and Industrial zone provisions.  

Provision type Provision 

Administration (Chapter 3) AD11.2 Description of zones and areas 

Objectives –District wide (Chapter 5) DO11 District Wide Objectives - Air Transport 

DO.11.1 Objective – Air transport  

DO11.1.i Reasons 

DO11e Environmental results  

DO14.1Subdivision and development  

Policies – District wide (Chapter 5) DO11.1.1 Recognition of airport resource 

DO11.1.1.ii Explanation and reasons  

DO11.1.2 Reverse sensitivity 

DO11.1.2.i & ii Explanation and reasons 

DO.11.1.2.iii & iv Methods  

DO11.1.3 Management of noise from Aircraft Operations and the receiving environment  

DO11.1.3.i – iii Explanation and reasons 

DO11.1.3.iv – vi Methods  

DO11.1.4 noise management and mitigation 

DO11.1.4.iii & vi Methods 

DO11.1.5 noise management and mitigation 

DO11.1.5.i Methods  

DO15.1.1 Encouragement of infill 

DO16.1.1 zones 

DO16.1.1.xv Coastal marine area  
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DO16.1.1.9 Airport zone  

Policies – Industrial zone (Chapter 10) IN1.4 Non-industrial activities in the airport area  

IN2.5 Streetscape  

INr.25 Airport aircraft engine testing  

Rules – Open space and recreation 
zone (Chapter 11) 

OSs7 Schedule – Camping grounds 

OSr.2 Prohibited activities 

Table C.5 – Submissions  

Relief sought includes seeking that proposed changes to these provisions be rejected or amended. In addition submissions also seek: 

 new rules imposing conditions related to enhancing ecosystem and biodiversity health,  

 restrictions on building heights, 

 amendment to general noise level provisions and proposed noise mitigation, 

 amendment to NRMP Appendix 24 Designations, and  

 amendment to NRMP meaning of words chapter. 
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6.12.2 Matters raised by submitters  

Discussion and reasons for these submissions involve comment on the specific wording of 
proposed changes to the district-wide objectives and policies, with issues raised including noise, 
noise mitigation, reverse sensitivity, Airport zone activities, and ecology.  

6.12.3 Assessment  

District wide objectives set the framework for the management activities and effects in the zone 
provisions. The appropriateness of proposed objectives and policies in achieving the purpose of 
the RMA is required to be evaluated in accordance with Section 32 of the RMA. This evaluation 
under S32 also applies to the effectiveness and efficiencies of proposed rules in achieving the 
objectives and policies (see further discussion on Section 32 of the RMA under section 7 below).  

Overall, as discussed throughout this Part of our A42A report on proposed PPC30, particularly in 
relation to the proposed rules and wider approach to the management of airport activities and 
associated effects, given the information deficiencies in the application in relation to economic, 
recreation and noise effects, I am currently unable to give consideration to the evaluation under 
Section 32 of the RMA in relation to proposed objectives and policies. It is therefore my view that 
it is more appropriate that these provisions, and the relief sought to them, be considered once 
the information is available to undertake a full and complete assessment.  

6.12.4 Recommendation  

On account of the further assessment of economic and noise impact requested as a result of 
respective evidence, the evidence to be presented by NAL in respect of recreation impacts, 
and the matters for which I have requested clarification from the applicant and submitters, I am 
unable at this point in time to provide a recommendation on these submissions. [S146.009S, 
146.010, S146.011, S146.012, S146.013, S146.014, S146.022, S146.023, S210.005, S226.008, S242.003, 
S242.004, S242.006, S242.007, S242.009, S246.005, S255.005, S255.007, S255.008, S286.007, S295.001, 
S296.001, S297.001, S298.001, S300.016, S300.017, S300.018, S300.019, S300.020, S300.021, S300.022, 
S300.023, S300.024, S300.025, S300.026, S300.027, S300.028, S300.029, S300.030, S300.031, S300.032, 
S300.033, S300.034, S300.035, S300.036, S300.037,S300.038, S300.039, S300.040, S300.041, S300.042, 
S300.043, S300.044, S306.003, S329.025, S329.028, S329.029, S329.030, S329.031, S329.032, S329.033, 
S329.034, S329.035, S329.036, S329.037, S329.038, S329.039, S329.040, S329.041, S329.043, S329.044, 
S329.055, S329.056, S329.057, S509.004, S513.006, S513.007, S513.008, S513.012, S513.023, S516.001, 
S520.002, S520.003, S520.004, S520.017, S205.005, S516.008] 

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if an opportunity 
was available towards the end of the hearing.   

6.13 Mitigation 

6.13.1 Introduction 

A small number of submissions were received requesting mitigation, in the form of acoustic 
insultation, be undertaken on their homes.  

6.13.2 Matters raised by submitters 

These submissions relate to properties located within the AECO (i.e. properties on Otterson Street) 
and the proposed noise mitigation conditions. 

6.13.3 Assessment  

Noise mitigation conditions are proposed through the NOR application (DAA2) and are not 
matters that can be imposed through a Plan Change process. In my view, relief relating to 
mitigation conditions or designation DAA2 are not relevant for the Commissioners to consider as 
part of PPC30. I note however that consideration of the conditions proposed for DAA2, including 
submissions received on these conditions, is provided under section 11.2 of Part B of this S42A 
report.  
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6.13.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to acoustic mitigation conditions of 
DAA2 be rejected due to being outside the scope of plan change considerations [S161.001, 
S169.001, S320.001]. 

6.14 Compensation  

6.14.1 Introduction 

A small number of submissions received have requested relief in relation to compensation. This 
included seeking financial payment for reduced business opportunity, for noise impact 
experienced on private property, and in relation to land purchase of affected properties.  

6.14.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Reasons stated for this relief being sought generally relate to the effect that these submitters 
anticipate experiencing as a result of the proposed airport runway extension.  

6.14.3 Assessment  

Requiring compensation be provided to affected parties in response to addressing effects of an 
activity are not matters that can be imposed through a district plan (i.e. such as through zone 
provisions). They can however be considered as part of conditions of a designation. In relation 
to the Nelson Airport runway extension this could include through designations DAA1 and DAA2. 
Refer to Part B of this S42A report for further discussion on this matter. In my view, relief relating to 
financial compensation is not relevant considerations for the Commissioners to consider as part 
of PPC30.  

6.14.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to financial compensation be 
rejected due to being outside the scope of plan change considerations [S320.002, S29.003, 
S187.002, S21.017, S411.005, S411.006]. 

6.15 Consultation  

6.15.1 Introduction 

Submissions were received in relation to the consultation undertaken by Nelson Airport Limited in 
relation to PPC 30. Relief sought on this matter includes: 

 Take more of a consultative and conciliatory approach to the neighbouring community. 
[S21.004] 

 Undertake further community and directly affected residents consultation / 
engagement (including delaying the process until this can be held). [S51.003, S171.001, 
S216.001, S322.001, S408.001, S425.005, S507.028] 

 Reject on the grounds of a lack of community engagement and public consultation. 
[S226.002] 

 Hold public meetings / drop in sessions to provide more information. [S330.002, S425.001] 

 Explain to the public what the impacts / limits will be on Tāhunanui if the proposal is 
granted [S338.004, S469.003] 

6.15.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Some of the reasons raised in respect of these submissions include: 

 The holiday park has not been identified as an affected party which is incorrect. They 
should be directly consulted before any further progression of the proposed plan 
change. [S51.003] 

 Need for much more information and extensive community consultation on the 
proposed changes to discuss all impacts, minimisation of all negative effects, and 
consideration of any other possible alternatives. [S171.001] 

 Lack of public consideration / consultation and the lack of accessibility to the plans, 
especially in Tāhunanui. [S216.001, S226.002, S322.001, S425.001] 

 Normal consent processes should apply [S216.001] 
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 Appearance of consultation without truly consulting the most affected residents and 
businesses. Publicity and public awareness of the Plan Change has been very selective. 
[S226.002] 

 Submitter had no idea that the proposed airport runway extension was a possibility or a 
reality. [S322.001] 

 The plan change is a complex issue. Not enough information has been provided, and 
what is difficult to digest and interpret. [S408.001] 

6.15.3 Assessment  

A summary of consultation undertaken by the applicant in respect to the NoR and PPC 30 is set 
out under section 12 of the application report. This includes consultation with local government, 
affected landowners and the community, mana whenua, and a range of other key 
stakeholders.  

Schedule 1 of the RMA sets out the requirements in respect of the preparation, change, and 
review of plans, including private plan changes. Clause 3 (Part 1) of Schedule 1 sets out the 
requirements for consultation in the preparation and change of policy statements and plans by 
local authorities. Under clause 3 there is no duty to consult with the general public or adjacent 
landowners on a plan change. 

PPC 30 was publicly notified in accordance with clause 5 of Schedule 1. In doing so, the Council 
sent a copy of the public notice to every resident within the area where that person, in the 
Council’s opinion, was likely to be directly affected by PPC 30. The Council also published the 
public notice in accordance with clause 5(1A)(b). I note that there is no right of appeal to the 
Environment Court on who is directly affected, however, this could be subject to judicial review 
to the High Court as a matter of process.  

In my view, consultation on the plan change is not a relevant consideration for the 
Commissioners. The Commissioners decision is limited to clause 29 of Part 2 and clause 10 of Part 
1 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. 

6.15.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to consultation or community 
engagement be rejected [S21.004, S51.003, S171.001, S216.001, S226.002, S322.001, S330.002, 
S338.004, S408.001, S425.001, S425.005, S469.003, S507.028]. 

6.16 Further Investigation and Information   

6.16.1 Introduction 

There were a number of submissions received that seek that further information or investigation 
be provided, including: 

 Further investigation and understanding of the effects and impacts. [S33.001, S267.001, 
S353.004, S398.001] 

 Allow more time and consideration/put on hold to allow for further investigation and 
review. [S58.001, S90.001, S411.001, S503.001, S520.016] 

 Independent consultation regarding the social impact. [S78.004] 

 Investigate if the proposed additional cost and impact of an extension to the south 
outweighs the social impact of the northern extension impact. [S78.004] 

 More research on what areas could be developed for this project. [S81.001] 

 Full and comprehensive feasibility on both airport extension options (north & south) / 
further investigate south option, including a financial analysis. [S273.001, S322.002, 
S360.003, S361.003, S410.001, S429.001, S433.001, S453.001, S494.001, S495.001, S497.001, 
S525.008] 

 Revise the MCA. [S98.003, S188.004] 

 Independent review on the effects of the Nelson Golf course. [S111.001, S515.001] 

 Find a way to accommodate the Nelson Golf course. [S111.003, S467.001] 

 Re-evaluation of the length of the runway. [S191.002] 

 Information which is more accessible to a non-professional audience. [S241.001] 
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 Further work on the inundation risks, adaptation options and predicted lifespan of the 
airport. [S306.001] 

 Further consideration be given to the need for a runway extension. [S326.001] 

 Engineering possibilities that would not impact on the ecology of the area. [S428.007] 

 Defer any decision until proven criteria can be supplied with regard to noise levels and 
required runway length. [S448.001] 

 Full economic study. [S469.001] 

 Show that all parties concerns have been considered. [S424.001] 

6.16.2 Matters raised by submitters 

The adequacy of information supplied by the applicant and the extent of consideration given 
to the proposal was raised as the main reasons for this relief being sought. It was also stated by 
some submitters that this was particularly a concern given the significance of the change 
proposed.  Some submitters also identified that they consider there to be flaws in the assessments 
and evaluations undertaken by the applicant.  

6.16.3 Assessment  

These submissions all raise concerns with regards to the process undertaken in the preparation of 
the Plan Change by the applicant.  

Schedule 1 of the RMA sets out the process for making a plan change request and how it is to 
be processed. Clause 22 of Schedule 1 requires that a request for a plan change shall, among 
other matters, contain an evaluation report prepared in accordance with section 32 and where 
environmental effects are anticipated, shall describe those effects in such detail as corresponds 
with the scale and significance of the actual or potential environmental effects anticipated from 
the implementation of the change. 

In considering the plan change request there are a number of tests that need to be applied in 
accordance with Sections 32, 74, 75 and 76 of the RMA. In addition, the Council needs to ensure 
its functions under Section 31 of the RMA are maintained. 

It is the role of the Commissioner hearing panel to apply all these relevant tests under the RMA 
and evaluate and consider if the proposal achieves the purpose of the RMA. As part of this the 
Commissioners will consider all material provided by the applicant. This process undertaken by 
the Commissioners will dictate whether they make a decision to decline or support (either in full 
or in part) the plan change application.  

In my view, making a decision on the plan change on whether or not sufficient information has 
been provided is not a relevant consideration for the Commissioners. 

6.16.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek further investigation or assessments be undertaken 
or that additional information be supplied be rejected [S33.001, S58.001, S78.004, S81.001, 
S90.001, S93.001, S98.003, S111.001, S111.003, S188.004, S191.002, S240.001, S241.001, S267.001, 
S273.001, S306.001, S322.002, S326.001, S353.004, S360.003, S361.003, S398.001, S410.001, S411.001, 
S428.007, S429.001, S433.001, S448.001, S453.001, S467.001, S469.001, S490.001, S494.001, S495.001, 
S497.001, S503.001, S515.001, S520.016, S525.008, S424.001]. 

6.17 Submission period  

6.17.1 Introduction 

A small number of submissions requested that the period for lodging a submission on PPC 30 be 
extended. This included requesting that guidance be provided on how to fill in the submission 
form.  

6.17.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Reasons provided by submitters in relation to this relief relate to the complexity and length of the 
application material, the significance of the change being proposed, and being given the 
opportunity to have the time to provide constructive feedback.  
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6.17.3 Assessment  

Schedule 1 of the RMA sets out the requirements in respect of the preparation, change, and 
review of plans, including private plan changes. Clause 5 of Schedule 1 sets out the requirements 
for public notification of a proposed policy statement or plan by local authorities. Under clause 
5(3)(b) the closing date of submissions in the case of a proposed change or variation to a policy 
statement or plan, shall be at least 20 working days after public notification. 

PPC 30 was publicly notified in accordance with clause 5 of Schedule 1 on the 10th June 2023. 
The closing date for submissions was the 10th July 2023. In doing so, the Council has fulfilled the 
minimum requirement of 20 working days for the submission period. 

In my view, the submission period for the plan change is not a relevant consideration for the 
Commissioners. The Commissioners decision is limited to clause 29 of Part 2 and clause 10 of Part 
1 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. 

6.17.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek amendment to the submission period for PPC 30 be 
rejected [S9.002, S71.001, S78.006, S90.002, S205.002, S214.002, S425.003]. 

6.18 Decision making process  

6.18.1 Introduction 

A small number of submissions raised concerns with the decision making process for the Plan 
Change. Relief sought in this regard included that the application be referred to an independent 
commissioner and that a public hearing be held with all interested parties involved.  

6.18.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Issues raised by submitters regarding the Plan Change process related to the Nelson City Council 
being a shareholder in the Nelson Airport and as a result there being the potential for a conflict 
in interest in Nelson City Council making a decision on the Plan Change.  

6.18.3 Assessment  

As set out under Section 2.2 of this report, a result of the Council’s shareholding in NAL, and 
because some land subject of the NoR and PPC30 or land within the area of influence of Nelson 
Airport (such as the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park) is Council owned, the Council has a conflict of 
interest in hearing these matters.  We have been engaged as independent Planning Consultants 
to prepare the report required under s42A of the RMA, and independent Hearing Commissioners 
have been appointed with delegated power to make a recommendation to NAL on its NoR and 
decisions on PPC30 on behalf of the Council.  As part of this overall process a hearing has also 
been scheduled for the Hearing Commissioners to hear all submissions on the PPC 30.  

In my view however, the nature of the decision making process for the plan change is not a 
relevant matter for the Commissioners to consider. The Commissioners decision is limited to clause 
29 of Part 2 and clause 10 of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. 

6.18.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that the submissions that seek relief in relation to Councils decision making process 
on PPC 30 be rejected [S140.007, S256.001, S360.004, S361.002, S465.002, S525.009]. 

6.19 No decision sought  

6.19.1 Introduction 

Several submitters lodged submission points setting out concerns and issues, or expressing overall 
opposition to PPC 30, but did not stipulate any relief or decision sought by Council.  

6.19.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Matters and issues raised by these submitters cover a lot of the same matters as raised by other 
submissions including those seeking an overall decline of PPC 30. Key themes include: 

 Effect on the golf course, including the recreational effects and impact on the Nelson 
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community, 

 Effect on the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park,  

 Effect on Tāhunanui residents including on property values, and in particular from noise 
impacts, fumes, and as a result of restrictions on building development, 

 Lack of compensation and noise mitigation;  

 Consideration of alternative options for the runway,  

 Lack of consultation and the submission period,  

 Changes in aviation technology, and  

 Climate change effects.  

6.19.3 Assessment  

It is not possible for the Commissioners to consider and make a decision on submissions where 
relief sought is not specified. I do however believe that the matters and issues raised by these 
submissions are already addressed through the assessments in the remainder of this Part of our 
report and in the assessment of effects in Part D of this report, in addition to the expert noise and 
economic evidence provided on behalf of Councill. It is my view that the Commissioner can 
consider the issues and matters raised in these submissions when considering such matters in 
other parts of this report.  

6.19.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that no decision can be made on those submissions that have not stated any relief 
sought [S254.002, S14.001, S69.001, S125.001, S145.001, S201.001, S225.001, S243.001, S254.003, 
S261.001, S331.001, S332.001, S333.001, S339.002, S344.002, S354.001, S357.001, S358.001, S362.001, 
S374.002, S376.001, S379.002, S381.001, S383.001, S384.001, S385.001, S386.001, S387.001, S392.001, 
S394.001, S395.001, S397.001, S399.001, S399.003, S399.005, S400.001, S401.001, S402.001, S403.001, 
S407.001, S412.001, S421.001, S426.001, S430.001, S432.001, S438.001, S443.001, S445.001, S446.001, 
S451.001, S452.001, S454.001, S463.001, S468.001, S470.001, S474.001, S501.001, S505.001, S510.001, 
S511.001, S512.001, S521.001, S523.001, S524.002, S527.002, S528.001]. 

6.20 Other matters 

6.20.1 Introduction 

There were several “other” submission points seeking relief that did not fit within previous sections 
of this report. This relief covers the following matters:  

 Physical works to the roads. [S29.004, S161.003] 

 Provision of a sound-proof refuge for residents. [S21.013] 

 Avoid change to camping/closure of the holiday park. [S28.001, S86.001, S87.001, 
S227.001, S275.001, S293.001] 

 Recognition of the Holiday Park as a residential area. [S241.002] 

 Avoid limits on the future development of Tāhunanui. [S98.002, S239.001] 

 Avoid negative impacts on people/residents. [S143.001] 

 Recognition of highly annoying and significant noise levels in the NAL options and that 
noise levels will be greater than NAL noise assessments. [S205.003] 

 Recognition of golf course, including the full impact. [S312.001, S318.001, S428.005, 
S471.001, S479.005] 

 Recognition that golf is a growing sport and recreation that requires facilities like Nelson 
Golf Club to be retained in their full capacity. [S312.001, S318.001] 

 Consider the impact on tourism should the Golf Club cease to exist. [S479.007]  

 Net zero emissions by 2050 / conditions related to greenhouse gas emissions. [ S187.001, 
S306.002] 

 Flight path route confirmation. [ S211.001] 

 Clarification/ restrictions on larger aircraft. [S254.001, S479.003] 

 Delay the application/decision. [S240.001, S405.001, S425.007] 

 Extend the runway north instead of south or reduce the number of flights. [S152.001] 

 Consider all / other factors / aspects of the proposal.  [S205.006, S258.001]  
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 Reject the overriding of existing residents' right to quiet enjoyment of their own homes 
and area. [S226.009] 

6.20.2 Matters raised by submitters 

Reasons provided by submitters for requesting these other relief matters include: 

 Financial burden to residents to relocate. [S28.001] 

 Concerned about road safety on Otterson Street associated with a new entrance to the 
Golf Course if relocated. [S29.004, S161.003] 

 Impact on ability to enjoy camping and the beach at Tahuna / loss of camping. 
[S86.001, S87.001, S152.001, S227.001, S293.001] 

 Negative impact on the potential for the Tāhunanui suburb to develop to its full 
potential. Suggests that an assessment of the economic effects on Tāhunanui be carried 
out. [S98.002] 

 Given the need for housing it would be better the extension be over water to avoid a 
more negative impact on people's lives. [S143.001] 

 Questions the ability to be Net Zero by 2050. [S187.001] 

 Significant and highly annoying noise levels have been assessed for residential 
properties, however other facilities are not assessed, including Tāhunanui Beach 
Reserve, Tāhunanui Beach Holiday Camp, Nelson Golf Course, Monaco and Waimea 
estuary. Current nor future increase in jet noise are not considered. Noise and high levels 
of annoyance from construction of the runway are not considered. [S205.003] 

 Increased airport noise and particulate matter will be disruptive to households enjoying 
their outdoor spaces, [S226.009] 

 Questions the need for the plan changes within the next 10 to 15 years. [S241.002, 
S405.001, S425.007] 

 Impact on golf course. [S312.001, S318.001, S428.005, S471.001, S479.003, S479.005, 
S479.007]  

 Sustainability, climate change, NCC conflict of interest and compensation from Air NZ 
all need to be considered. [S205.006] 

 All aspects of the proposal need to be considered include the short submission period, 
the need for further investigation, noise effects, acoustic insultation, effects on 
Tāhunanui, and alternative options. [S258.001] 

6.20.3 Assessment  

I address these other relief sought matters in turn as follows: 

Works to the roads:  The Plan Change request relates to land located within the proposed Airport 
Zone extent. This does not include roads (such as Otterson Street) located in the Residential Zone. 
In addition the Plan Change has the effect of amending the zone and related provisions of the 
NRMP, it does not have the ability to require physical works to be undertaken. Finally, the future 
of the golf course and any change to its location are unknown at this stage. As such requests 
relating to undertaking physical works to surrounding roads fall outside the scope of what can 
be considered as part of PPC 30. 

Sound-proof refuge for residents: As noted above, the Plan Change has the effect of amending 
the zone and related provisions of the NRMP, it does not have the ability to require physical works 
to be undertaken. In my view this request is outside the scope of what the Commissioners can 
give consideration to.  

Changes to/closure of the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park: As noted above the Plan Change request 
relates to land located within the proposed Airport Zone extent. This does not include any land 
within which the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park is located. As a result PPC 30 will not directly change 
or close the existing Tahuna Holiday Park facility.  Through proposed changes to rules relating to 
Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise, it is proposed to place greater restrictions on further 
development (replacement or alteration of buildings) within the Airport Effects Control Overlay, 
in which the holiday park is located. These proposed rule changes are discussed and assessed 
above under section 6.7.   
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Recognition of the Holiday Park as a residential area: As noted above the Plan Change request 
relates to land located within the proposed Airport Zone extent. Land outside this extent falls 
outside the scope of what is being considered under this Plan Change. Further, the land on which 
the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park is located is zoned Open Space and Recreation. Changes to 
that zoning would require a separate process to be undertaken from what is proposed.  

Limits on the future development of Tāhunanui: I understand these submission points to relate to 
development (either commercial or residential) in the wider suburb of Tāhunanui. I however note 
that the only areas within Tāhunanui which have the potential to be impacted by provisions 
proposed through the Plan Change are those areas within the Airnoise Boundary or AECO. With 
respect to these area the Councils expert economic evidence has identified that there has been 
insufficient information provided by the applicant to assess the economic impacts on businesses 
and the intensification/development in these areas. I am therefore unable to make a 
recommendation on these submission points at this time.  

Avoid negative impacts on people/residents: As identified in the assessment of effects in Part D 
of this report, the extension to airport runway will result adverse effects for surrounding residents, 
namely noise effects to the north. Should the PPC 30 be approved I do not consider that it is 
feasible to avoid these effects given the location of the existing airport in proximity to the 
surrounding residential areas. There is however the opportunity to mitigate such effects, as 
discussed elsewhere in this report.  

NAL noise assessments: This matter is addressed in the Councils expert noise evidence prepared 
by Nigel Lloyd. Specifically, Mr Lloyd recommends that further information is sought from the NAL 
regarding noise impacts and assessments. I am therefore unable to make a recommendation 
on this submission point at this time.  

Recognition of golf course (including consideration on the impact on tourism should the Golf 
Club cease to exist and recognition that golf is a growing sport): It has been identified in 
assessment of effects ion Part D of this report, and the economic expert evidence and noise 
expert evidence prepared on behalf of Council, that the Nelson Airports application lacked 
assessment of effects on the Nelson Golf Course as a result of PPC 30. Until such information and 
assessment are provided, I am unable to make a recommendation on these submission points.  

Net zero emissions/ greenhouse gas emissions conditions: This matter is assessed and discussed in 
the assessment of effects in Part D of this report in relation to the NOR application. This is however 
not a matter that can be required or imposed through the provisions of the NRMP and it is my 
view that this is not a matter that the Commissioners can consider in relation to PPC 30.  

Flight path route confirmation: The NRMP manages the effects of activities on land. It does not 
have the jurisdiction to manage activities within the airspace, such as the flight paths of planes. 
I therefore consider this matter to be outside the scope of what a plan change can consider. 

Clarification/ restrictions on larger aircraft: The NRMP is an effects based document and as such 
it does not have the ability to directly restrict or control the type of aircraft which uses the airport. 
It instead can manage the effects that are generated by the airport operations. I do not consider 
it appropriate to seek further information, or require restrictions be placed, on the type of aircraft 
proposed to use the Nelson Airport. This is a business operations decision of Nelson Airport. Their 
role however is to ensure that all users of the airport comply with applicable rules i.e. noise 
standards.  

Delay the application/decision: In accordance with the first schedule to the RMA (Part 1, clause 
10), the Council has a duty to process the request for a plan change within specified timeframes. 
The Council does not have the ability to unreasonably delay the application or decision making 
process. In my view this is not a relevant consideration for the Commissioners. 

Extend the runway north instead of south or reduce the number of flights. I consider this submitter 
[S152.001] has incorrectly recorded their relief sought, confusing the north for the south. I 
recommend that the submitter be provided with the opportunity at the hearing to correct this 
submission relief if that is the case. I therefore withhold making a recommendation on this 
submission in the interim.  
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Consider all/other factors/aspects of the proposal: Matters of noise effects, impacts on 
Tāhunanui, and sustainability and climate change are addressed in the assessment of effects in 
Part D of this report. The matter of compensation is assessed above under section 16.3, 
alternative options are covered under section 16.5 above, the submission period is addressed 
above under section 16.16, and the need for further investigation is discussed under section 
16.15. Points raised regarding potential conflicts of interest for NCC are discussed under Part A of 
this report. I consider that in making their decision the Commissioners will give consideration to 
all of these other factors however information gaps have been identified through the assessment 
of effects in Part D of this report and through the economic and noise expert evidence prepared 
on behalf of the Council.  

Reject the overriding of existing residents' right to quiet enjoyment of their own homes and area: 
The effect of noise on residents and the effect on residential amenity as a result of PPC 30 is 
discussed in the assessment of effects in Part D of this report. I however interpret the relief sought 
by this submitter as being to decline PPC 30. I therefore make reference to the discussion in 
relation to the relief sought under section 6.1 above.    

6.20.4 Recommendation  

I recommend that: 

 the submissions that seek relief in relation to works to roads [S29.004, S161.003] and a 
sound-proof refuge for residents [S21.013] be rejected; 

 the submissions that seek relief in relation to emissions, flight path routes, and larger 
aircraft be rejected [S187.001, S211.001, S254.001, S306.002, S479.003]; and 

 the submissions that seek relief in relation to delaying the application be rejected 
[S240.001, S405.001, S425.007]. 

I am unable to make a recommendation at this time on submissions that seek relief in relation to: 

 the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park [S28.001, S86.001, S87.001, S227.001, S275.001, S293.001, 
S241.002]; 

 future development of Tāhunanui [S98.002, S239.001];  

 avoiding negative impacts on people/residents [S143.001];  

 NAL noise assessments [S205.003];  

 considering all/other factors/aspects of the proposal [S205.006, S258.001]; 

 the golf course [S312.001, S318.001, S428.005, S471.001, S479.005, S479.007]; and   

 residents' right to quiet enjoyment of their own homes and area [S226.009]. 

I am however open to reassessing my recommendation on these submissions if such an 
opportunity was available towards the end of the hearing.   

I withhold making a recommendation on the relief sought to extend the runway north instead of 
south and give the opportunity for the submitter to clarify this relief [S152.001].  

7 SECTION 32 EVALUATION  

Section 32 of the RMA requires evaluation of: the extent to which the objectives of the proposal 
are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act (S32(1)(a)); and whether the 
provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives (of both the 
proposal and the existing NRMP objectives) by identifying other reasonably practicable options 
and assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions (S32(1)(b). 

An evaluation under Section 32 of the RMA is therefore two pronged, assessing the 
appropriateness of the objectives in achieving the purpose of the RMA (being the matters set 
out under Part 2 of the RMA), and then assessing whether the proposed provisions are the most 
appropriate way to achieve the objectives (through identifying alternative options and an 
efficiency and effectiveness assessment). 

An efficiency and effectiveness assessment of the provisions must: identify and assess the benefits 
and costs of the environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from 
the implementation of the provisions, including the opportunities for economic growth, and 
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employment; quantify the benefits and costs if practicable; and assess the risk of acting or not 
acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions. 

The applicant has provided an evaluation under Section 32 of the RMA under chapter 14 of the 
Planz Consultants NOR and PPC report72. This includes a summary of the reasons for the PPC 
(section 14.1 of the Planz Consultants report) in accordance with S32(1)(b)(iii) and the other 
reasonable options that were considered for achieving the objectives (section 14.3.1 of the Planz 
Consultants report) in accordance with S32(1)(b)(i). In addition, an assessment of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the provisions has also been provided in accordance with S32(1)(b)(ii), 
setting out the benefits and costs of environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects. 

I have considered the Planz Consultants Section 32 evaluation and in my view, it addresses all 
the requirements set out under Section 32 of the RMA and contains a thorough level of detail 
that corresponds to the scale and significance of the effects that could be anticipated from the 
implementation of PPC 30. 

Section 32AA of the RMA states the following in respect to any amendments made to the PPC 
in response to submissions:  

32AA Requirements for undertaking and publishing further evaluations  

(1)  A further evaluation required under this Act—  

(a)  is required only for any changes that have been made to, or are proposed for, 
the proposal since the evaluation report for the proposal was completed (the 
changes); and  

(b)  must be undertaken in accordance with section 32(1) to (4); and  

(c) must, despite paragraph (b) and section 32(1)(c), be undertaken at a level of 
detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the changes; and  

(d) must—  

(i)  be published in an evaluation report that is made available for public 
inspection at the same time as the approved proposal (in the case of a 
national policy statement or a New Zealand coastal policy statement or a 
national planning standard), or the decision on the proposal, is notified; or 
38  

(ii) be referred to in the decision-making record in sufficient detail to 
demonstrate that the further evaluation was undertaken in accordance 
with this section.  

(2)  To avoid doubt, an evaluation report does not have to be prepared if a further 
evaluation is undertaken in accordance with subsection (1)(d)(ii).  

At this point in time, further to the assessment of submissions set out above and the findings set 
out in the Nigel Lloyds Noise evidence and Natalie Hampson’s Economic evidence, I consider 
that there is insufficient information for me to be able to assess whether the objectives in PPC 30 
(as set out above under section 3.1) are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of 
the RMA and whether the proposed provisions in PPC 30 are the most appropriate way to 
achieve the objectives of PCC 30 and the NRMP. 

8 AMENDMENTS TO THE NELSON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The requested PPC 30 amendments to the NRMP are set out in Attachment A of the NOR and 
PPC 30 documentation prepared by Planz Consultants. Based on my findings and 
recommendations in this Part of our report in response to requests and issues raised by submitters 
on PPC30, in addition to NAL’s potential response, the range of provision relief requested by 
submitters, and the potential that NAL may wish to engage and reach agreement with particular 

 

72 Planz Consultants, Nelson Airport Limited: Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change – Nelson Airport, 
Chapter 7 Description of the Plan Change, pages 117 to 136. 
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parties on PPC30 provisions, and expert witness conferencing that has yet to occur, I have not 
provided a consolidated set NRMP provisions with our report.  Rather, I propose to prepare and 
circulate such a document prior to the hearing that shows where agreement or differences to 
the proposed PPC30 provisions and any amendments lie. 

9 PART 2 MATTERS  

As set out under s74(1)(b) of the RMA, any changes to a District Plan must be in accordance with 
the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA. Part 2 sets out the purpose of the RMA (s5), matters of national 
importance that must be recognised and provided for (s6), other matters that particular regard 
is to be had to (s7), and the requirement to take into account the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
(s8).  

An assessment of the PPC against the relevant matters of the purpose and principles in Part 2 of 
the RMA has been provided by Planz Consultants, under Chapter 16 of the application report.  

I concur with Planz Consultants interpretation that as the NRMP (and I note the NRPS) is a 
reasonably old planning document, it is appropriate in this circumstance to undertake an 
analysis of PPC 30 under Part 2 of the RMA. In particular it is worth adding to this that the NRMP 
has not been appropriately reviewed since it become operative to ensure it gives effect to 
changes to made to the RMA and national direction that has been released over the last 15 
years. 

We have provided our assessment of the NOR and PPC 30 against Part 2 of the RMA under Part 
F of this S42A report. As such I rely on Part F in relation to relevant the Part 2 matters. However as 
a conclusion to the Part 2 assessment in relation to PPC 30, I note that in terms of providing for 
the interests of NAL and future growth and development of Nelson Airport as regional significant 
and strategic infrastructure that provides for the social, economic and cultural well-being of 
people, businesses and communities, the PPC finds support in Part 2 of the Act.  The sustainable 
management of natural and physical resources under s5 of the RMA requires however that the 
PPC30 also enable people and communities to provide for their health and safety while avoiding, 
remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment.  In addition, in 
relation to the Nelson Golf Club, Tahuna Holiday Park and that part of the Tāhunanui residential 
area closest to the airport, consideration also needs to be given to the matters under s7(b), s7(c) 
and 7(f) of the RMA.  

Overall, taking into account the peer review and evidence of Ms Hampson and Mr Lloyd, the 
scope of submissions and matters yet to be discussed and elaborated on at the hearing, and 
clarification of matters that I have requested in this Part our report, we are unable to confirm at 
the time of writing our report that the PPC30 will, overall, meet the purpose of the RMA.  

10 INFORMATION RECOMMENDED OF NAL FOR THE HEARING  

I have made reference in this section of our S42A report to information or clarification that would 
assist the deliberation of PPC30 and I encourage NAL to provide this at the hearing by way of 
expert evidence and/or legal submissions. This includes: 

 The relationship between, and reasons for, the provisions for retail sales and the inclusion 
of trade related activities as discussed in section 6.10 of this Part of our report.  

 Clarification on the reasons for rezoning all the NAL land to Airport zone, as opposed to 
retaining some land in Industrial zoning, as discussed in section 6.10 above.   

 Consideration of alignment of the natural hazard rules contained in the proposed PPC30 
provisions with the provisions contained in PC29 as discussed in section 6.10.  

4. An explanation of the reasons for the proposed approach to the structure of the Airport 
zone rule chapter as discussed in section 6.10. 

 Clarification of the need in the NRMP for the proposed definition of Yard based activities, 
as discussed in section 6.11.1 of this Part of our report. 

 Clarification of the relationship between the rules in the Airport Zone for engineering 
testing, compass swings and other airport related activities, and whether these should 
be conditions to the Airport Designation (DAA2), as identified in Part B of this report. 
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 If any amendments are required to the planning maps with regards to heritage item 
Hanger 2, as identified in Table D.1 of Part D of this report.  

 Assessment of recreation effects (section 5), landscape and natural character effects 
(section 6), visual effects (section 7.3), pollution effects (7.3), ecology effects (10) and 
health effects as identified under the consideration of effects in Part D of this report. 

 Consideration of all Iwi Management Plans as discussed in Part E (section 14) of our 
report.  

 Any other information relevant to PPC30 as requested in the technical reports of Ms 
Hampson and Mr Lloyd, as attached in Appendices 4 and 5 to this report. In particular 
matters identified in paragraphs 57 and 58 (page 12) of Nigel Lloyds evidence.  

11 RECOMMENDATION  

As I have identified in my above consideration of PPC 30, at the time of writing this S42A report, 
due to lack of identified information, namely economic and noise assessments identified in the 
evidence of Natalie Hampson and Nigel Lloyd and recreation effects assessment, and some 
matters for which I have requested clarification from the applicant and submitters, I am unable 
to make a recommendation on any submissions or changes that relate to the extension of the 
airport runway (i.e. the extent or boundary of the Airport zone and noise overlays), other airport 
noise related activities (i.e aircraft engine testing and compass swings) or economic effects of 
the proposed ASAN rules or Airport zone. This in turn has affected my ability at this present time 
to make an overall recommendation to the Hearing Panel on the PPC 30 request and 
subsequent NRMP changes. 

I note however that I have been able to consider some recommendations, as set out above, in 
relation to general submissions on the Airport zone or other NRMP provisions unrelated to 
extending the extent of the runway, aircraft noise effects or economic effects, and on any 
submission that I believe seeks relief outside the scope of what can be considered under PPC30.    
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PART D: EFFECTS REPORT  
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Purpose of this Section 

The purpose of this part of the Section 42A Report is to consider the effects on the environment 
that will or may arise as a consequence of the NoR and PPC30.  It has been referenced in Parts 
B and C of our Report as relevant to the separate applications and their respective statutory 
context. 

1.2 Statutory Framework 

In relation to a Notice of Requirement, Section 171(1) of the RMA states that: 

when considering a requirement and any submissions received, a territorial authority must, 
subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the environment of allowing the requirement.... 

and Section 171(B): 

The effects to be considered under subsection (1) may include any positive effects on the 
environment to offset or compensate for any adverse effects on the environment that will or 
may result from the activity enabled by the designation, as long as those effects result from 
measures proposed or agreed to by the requiring authority. 

 In making a request for a change to a district or regional plan, Clause 22(2) of Schedule 1 of the 
RMA requires that: 

Where environmental effects are anticipated, the request shall describe those effects, taking 
into account clauses 6 and 7 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 change, policy statement, or plan. 

The definition of ‘environment’ under the RMA includes ecosystems and their constituent parts, 
including people and communities, all natural and physical resources, amenity values, and the 
social, economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which affect these.  

Clause 7(1) of the Schedule 4 contains the matters that must be addressed in an assessment of 
environmental effects of an activity, including: 

(a) any effect on those in the neighbourhood and, where relevant, the wider community, 
including any social, economic, or cultural effects: 

(b) any physical effect on the locality, including any landscape and visual effects: 

(c) any effect on ecosystems, including effects on plants or animals and any physical 
disturbance of habitats in the vicinity: 

(d) any effect on natural and physical resources having aesthetic, recreational, scientific, 
historical, spiritual, or cultural value, or other special value, for present or future 
generations: 

(e) any discharge of contaminants into the environment, including any unreasonable 
emission of noise, and options for the treatment and disposal of contaminants: 

(f) any risk to the neighbourhood, the wider community, or the environment through natural 
hazards or hazardous installations. 

1.3 Scope of Effects Considered 

We find agreement with the applicant that given the integrated nature of the NoR and PPC30 it 
is appropriate to present this as a combined assessment of effects. 

We have taken account of the following matters in our assessment of effects on the environment 
set out in 2.0 – 15.0 below: 

 The existing environment. 

 In relation to the alterations to Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3, a focus on the 
effects of the alterations rather than of the designations in their entirety, to establish a 
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sense of the permitted baseline.  In this regard the changes to the designation wording 
is relevant, as is distinguishing between the land area covered by existing Designation 
DAA1, and additional areas included in the proposed Designation DAA1.  The additional 
areas covered are 14.927ha of golf club land, a small area of land in McLaren Drive used 
for parking of private panes, 1.07ha of land in Awatea Place, and 2.246ha of land on 
the eastern side of Jenkins Creek adjacent to the existing industrial estate on Venice 
Place. 

 Any conditions accompanying Designations DAA1, DAA2 and DAA3. 

 The Airport Zone, policy framework and accompanying rules in PPC30, with comparison 
also of the Industrial Zone (and, where relevant, the Open Space and Recreation Zone) 
under the operative NRMP. 

 The potential for effects on the environment to be further managed through resource 
consents and the Outline Plan process.  

 The various expert reports accompanying the application by NAL. 

 The peer reviews commissioned by Council and appended to this Section 42A Report 
(refer Appendix 4 – Economics and Appendix 5 – Noise). 

 The submissions and further submissions to the NoR and PPC30, generally summarised in 
relation to each of the effects under Sections 3-15 below. Please note that more detailed 
descriptions of the submissions have been provided in the preceding NoR and PPC 
reports, and in the submissions table at Appendix 2.  Where summaries have been 
provided by Ms Hampson and Mr Lloyd in relation to economic and noise effects, these 
have been adopted below. 

 Any relevant regulatory context to the effects considered in our assessment. 

It is noted that submissions (in particular from the National Public Health Service) raise effects on 
human health, principally as a result of noise.  Human health effects are not specifically 
addressed in the application, and accordingly, Council has not engaged an expert in this field.  
Whilst noise, as a purported cause of human health effects, is addressed in the application 
supported by expert evidence and subject to peer review, we consider that the link between 
these effects and human health effects are a matter most appropriately addressed directly by 
the Applicant in response to submissions.  

An appreciation of the existing environment is fundamental to the assessment of effects that 
follows.  The airport exists, and currently results in significant adverse effects.  The following 
assessment acknowledges this and considers only additional effects that will or may result from 
the proposed changes to the Airport’s Designations, and changes to the NRMP.  As the airport 
and its effects exist, avoidance of adverse effects or remedying of existing effects are not options 
that are available to the Applicant.  As such, the following assessment will focus on whether any 
additional adverse effects are adequately mitigated or compensated for. 

For ease of reference for the Commissioners and Submitters we intend to address the effects 
generally in the same sequence as in Part 10 of NAL’s application, except where we find these 
are best addressed within other headings (for example, the effects of the range of activities in 
the Airport Zone are incorporated within our assessment of economic, transport and amenity 
effects) or, as a result of submissions and our own appreciation of their significance, particular 
effects have been separately addressed (for example, effects on residential amenity and effects 
on recreational values). 

To reiterate our earlier advice, subsections 42A(1A) and (1B) of the RMA state that our report 
need not repeat information included in the applicant’s application under section 88(2) but may 
instead adopt all or any part of that information. We intend to acknowledge this where 
appropriate to our assessment of the proposal. 

At this juncture it is important to highlight some preliminary comments we have on the application 
as a whole, further to considering the submissions and the application material in greater detail, 
which provide context to the assessment of effects that follows.  These are: 
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1. The application includes a range of specialist reports.  There are two reports provided in 
relation to each specialist topic area: the first being an options assessment which addresses 
the relative merits of the southern and northern runway extension proposals considered by 
NAL; the second being an assessment of effects of the chosen option (northern runway 
extension).  As will being evident in the assessment that follows, the specialist assessments 
and the assessment of effects that rely on these identify relevant effects and, in our opinion, 
largely address these adequately in the proposed Designation conditions that apply to 
proposed runway extension works.  These include effects relating to archaeology and 
heritage, cultural, landscape and natural character, ecology, and residential amenity 
effects.  We do however consider that further clarification is required in respect of these 
effects assessments and proposed mitigation measures in respect of works other than the 
northern runway – in other words for other activities authorised by the Designation, and 
those addressed through the PPC. Whilst the current lack of clarity on these matters limits 
our ability to assess the overall effects of the NoR and PPC, we do consider that this would 
be a matter that is easily addressed through the evidence of the Applicant.  In most cases 
we consider that consideration of similar measures to mitigate effects of ‘other’ activities to 
those proposed for runway extension works would enable a more conclusive view on effects 
to be reached.  

2. The proposed changes to Designation DAA1 involve removal of existing text, and 
replacement with new conditions.  In a similar sense to the matter addressed in 1 above, 
the replacement conditions relate specifically to the northern runway extension, not any 
other activities provided for under the Designation.  The removal of existing conditions that 
manage effects associated with existing airport activities (to the limited extent that these 
exist under the existing provisions) is not a matter that is addressed in the applicants AEE or 
the expert effects assessments.  Specifically, the proposed changes remove reference to 
the Nelson Airport Environmental Management Plan 1996 (NAEMP), which included 
measures to mitigate environmental effects of airport operations73.  Again, this lack of 
assessment limits our ability to comment fully on effects and how these are to be managed 
and is a matter we expect the Applicant will provide further clarification on.  Whilst we 
acknowledge that, from an effects perspective, the limited extent of management 
conditions under the existing designation forms part of the existing environment, it would be 
useful for the Applicant to address whether or not it is appropriate (in terms of good resource 
management practice) to apply the new conditions now proposed to manage effects 
within the extended Designation DAA1 area to the existing Designation DAA1 area, given 
the age of the existing designation provisions.  

3. At this point it is important to note that there appears to be some inconsistency with the 
application documents regarding whether the NoR and PPC is intended to enable 
projected airport growth, or not.  This is an important aspect of the proposal to understand, 
particularly as it relates to the assessment of economic and transport effects.  The AEE 
states74 that the objective of the NoR is to include: 

‘Extend the operational runway length in order to ensure that over the next 30 years 
the aeronautical capacity of the airport and runway system can safely and efficiently: 

• provide increased operational resilience and reliability; and 

• enable forecast demand and accommodate future aircraft types.  

Enable an efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to developing Airport 
infrastructure, facilities and services...’ 

Whereas, at Section 10.2 (Economic Effects) it states75: 

 

73  Including:  The visual environment, landscape, and amenity values; Airport noise; natural hazards; hazardous substances; 
discharges; community health and safety; vehicle traffic; navigational hazards, and; natural environment – ecology. 

74  NAL, NOR and PPC application, Section 6.1 Objectives of the NoR, pg 31 
75  NAL, NOR and PPC application, Section 10.2 Economic Effects, pg 63 
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‘Importantly, it is noted that the proposed runway extension associated with the NoR is 
not, of itself to enable or facilitate this forecast growth, but the extended main runway 
at 1,510m and associated RESA will contribute to the resilience of these forecasts.’ 

Similarly, the Traffic Report76 states: 

‘As set out in the Introduction to this report, the change in passenger numbers over 
time will not be a direct result of the runway extension subject to the NOR.  Growth is 
already expected regardless of the runway extension, and the NOR is proposed to 
remove operational constraints experienced by existing aircraft and to support the 
operational needs of future aircraft types, including more sustainable aircraft.  On that 
basis the NOR has broadly a negligible effect on the wider transport network 
operation.’ 

It is our expectation that the Applicant will clarify this matter in evidence, confirming the 
assumptions on which the traffic and economic assessments (in particular) have been 
made. 

Due to the above, the following assessment of effects is based principally on the application as 
presented.  Where we consider that the assessment of effects and proposed mitigation requires 
further clarification from the Applicant in light of the matters raised in 1 and 2 above, this will be 
briefly noted. 

2 MANAGEMENT OF EFFECTS UNDER THE NOR AND PPC 

We intend to address effects on the environment under the following headings: 

 Economic effects (Section 3). 

 Noise effects (Section 4). 

 Effects on recreational values (Section 5). 

 Landscape and natural character effects (Section 6). 

 Effects on residential amenity (Section 7). 

 Archaeological and heritage effects (Section 8). 

 Cultural effects (Section 9). 

 Effects on ecology (Section 10). 

 Effects associated with geo hazards and geo coastal matters (Section 11). 

 Transport and traffic effects (Section 12). 

 Infrastructure (Section 13). 

 Climate change (Section 14). 

 Positive effects (Section 15). 

For ease of reference, Table 1 below summarises how each of the effects addressed below is 
proposed to be managed via the NoR, Plan Change provisions, or other means. The following 
assessments made in relation to specific effects will reference back to this as required. 

 

76  NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment N, Transportation Assessment (Stantec), Section 8 Effects of the runway 
extension, pg19 
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Table D.1: Proposed mitigation of effects 

 Where/How Effects are Addressed in Provisions  
 

NOR conditions PC provisions 
 

Other/Existing Regional provisions 

Economic 
Effects 

DAA1.3.i Nature of Works Authorised by 
Designation DAA1, primarily Aviation 
Activity or Airport Related Activity 
 
DAA2.3.vi Acoustic Mitigation Programme 
(AMP) 
 

AIRPz.25 Office Facilities – PA where ancillary to 
an Aviation Activity or Airport Related Activity. 
Otherwise RDA with restricted discretion 
including effect on the function and role of the 
Central City.  
  

Public Works Act 1981 – for land 
acquisition and compensation 
 

AIRPz.26 Retail Activities – PA with standards on 
type, size and location of activity. Otherwise DA.  
 

Archaeological 
and Heritage  
 
 

DAA1.4.i Northern Runway Extension – 
Earthworks: 
Effects of earthworks on archaeological 
and historic heritage values identified 
and managed 
 
DAA1.4.iii Northern Runway Extension – 
Tangata Whenua: 
Kaitiaki Forum 
 
DAA1.4.iii Northern Runway Extension – 
Heritage Resources and Archaeology: 
Archaeological investigation 
Archaeological and Heritage 
Management Plan 

AIRPz.52 Heritage Buildings, Places and Objects: 
Alterations to Group B items – PA with standards. 
Otherwise RDA.   
 
AIRPz.53 Heritage Buildings, Places and Objects: 
Demolition or removal of Group B items – DA. 
 
Note: Heritage item Hanger 2 located on the 
airport site is listed under Appendix 1 Heritage 
buildings, Places and Objects. Changes are not 
shown on Plan Maps provided. Clarification is 
needed. 

Section 44 Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Tāonga Act 2014 – 
Archaeological Authorities 
 
In respect of the use and development of 
Nelson Airport beyond the northern 
runway extension, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to other matters to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate any adverse effects 
on the environment 
 
 

  

Noise DAA2.3.i  Permitted noise limits for Aircraft 
Operations, measured at or outside the 
ANB. 
 
DAA2.3.ii  Permitted noise limits for night 
aircraft movements, between 12 midnight 
and 6am, in any Residential Zone. 
 
DAA2.3.iii Monitoring and compliance 
with DAA2.3.i.Noise from Airport 
Operations 

DAA2.3.iv Requires preparation of an 
Airport Noise Monitoring Report (ANMR) 
to monitor compliance with noise from 
Airport Operations, night aircraft 

AIRPz.22 Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise – PA 
with standards for accommodation for aviation 
or visitor accommodation where outside the 
Airnoise boundary and in the Airport Environs 
Precinct, otherwise NCA.  
 
AIRPz.29 Aircraft Engine Testing – PA where it 
does not exceed noise levels. Allows for up to 12 
unscheduled tests per year. Otherwise DA. 
 
AIRPz.30 Compass Swings – PA between 7am 
and 10pm and does not exceed noise levels. 
Allows for up to 5 unplanned remedial works per 
year. Otherwise DA. 
 
AIRPz.40 Airport Noise – PA where it does not 
exceed noise levels. Allows for single event noise 

S16 RMA Duty to Avoid Unreasonable 
Noise 



127 
 

movements, compass swings and engine 
testing. 

DAA2.3.v Requires preparation of and 
adherence to an Airport Noise 
Management and Monitoring Plan 
(NMMP). 

DAA2.3.vi Requires preparation of and 
adherence to an Acoustic Mitigation 
Programme (AMP), which include an 
offer of acoustic treatment and/or 
ventilation to existing lawfully established 
residential units in the Residential Zone 
partially or wholly incorporated in either 
the 60dB Ldn or 65dB Ldn AANC 

DAA2.4 Requires   maintenance of a 
Nelson Airport Noise and Environment 
Advisory Committee (NANEAC). 

DAA2.5 Requires independent 
compliance audit of Aircraft Operations, 
Engine Testing and Compass Swing noise 
management. 

 

exceedances during nighttime hours. Otherwise 
DA. 

 
REr.64 Airport Effects Control Overlay and 
Airnoise Boundary: Minimum site area – 
permitted minimum site area of 600m2. Otherwise 
NCA.  
 
REr.65 Airport Effects Control Overlay: Activities 
Sensitive to Airport Noise – PA for replacement or 
substantial alteration of an existing building 
containing an ASAN where acoustic insulation 
requirements are met. Otherwise NCA (including 
new ASAN). 
 
REr.65A Airnoise Boundary: Activities Sensitive to 
Airport Noise – PA for replacement or substantial 
alteration of an existing building containing an 
ASAN where acoustic insulation requirements are 
met. Otherwise Prohibited (including new ASAN). 
 
SCr.71 Airport Effects Control Overlay: Activities 
Sensitive to Airport Noise – PA for replacement or 
substantial alteration of an existing building 
containing an ASAN where acoustic insulation 
requirements are met. Otherwise NCA (including 
new ASAN). 
 
SCr.71A Airnoise Boundary: Activities Sensitive to 
Airport Noise – PA for replacement or substantial 
alteration of an existing building containing an 
ASAN where acoustic insulation requirements are 
met. Otherwise Prohibited (including new ASAN). 
 
INr.67 Airport Effects Control Overlay: Activities 
Sensitive to Airport Noise – PA for replacement or 
substantial alteration of an existing building 
containing an ASAN where acoustic insulation 
requirements are met. Otherwise NCA (including 
new ASAN). 
 
INr.67A Airnoise Boundary: Activities Sensitive to 
Airport Noise – PA for replacement or substantial 
alteration of an existing building containing an 
ASAN where acoustic insulation requirements are 
met. Otherwise Prohibited (including new ASAN). 
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OSr.23 Caretaker accommodation – NCA in the 
Airport Effects Control Overlay and Prohibited in 
the Airnoise Boundary. 
 
OSr.53 Airport Effects Control Overlay: Activities 
Sensitive to Airport Noise – PA for replacement or 
substantial alteration of an existing building 
containing an ASAN where acoustic insulation 
requirements are met. Otherwise NCA (including 
new ASAN). 
 
OSr.53A Airnoise Boundary: Activities Sensitive to 
Airport Noise – PA for replacement or substantial 
alteration of an existing building containing an 
ASAN where acoustic insulation requirements are 
met. Otherwise Prohibited (including new ASAN). 
 
COr.21 Construction of new structures – Buildings 
containing ASAN in the Airport Effects Control 
Overlay are NCA and Prohibited in the Airnoise 
Boundary. 
 
Appendix 19 Acoustic insulation requirements – 
Airport Effects Control Overlay 

 
Landscape and 
Natural 
Character and 
Visual Effects 

DAA1.4.ix Landscape and Design Plan 
Requires landscape mitigation at 
interface between northern runway and 
adjacent private properties 
 
DAA1.3i Nature of works authorised by 
this designation  
Signage and aviation activity related 
billboards and directional signage are 
activities authorised by the designation 
DAA1, however no specific signage 
conditions are proposed under DAA1.4. 

AIRPz.20.1(c) Aviation Activity – PA for limited 
navigational and infrastructure activities in the 
Airport Coastal Precinct, otherwise RDA.  
 
AIRPz.21.1(c) Airport Related Activity – PA for 
servicing and infrastructure activities in the 
Airport Coastal Precinct, otherwise DA. 
 
AIRPz.23 Industrial Activity – NCA in the Airport 
Coastal Precinct. 
 
AirPz.32 Set back from Trent Drive and Bolt Road 
– PA where buildings meet standards. Otherwise 
CA or RDA.   
 
AirPz.35 Signage – to be in accordance with 
Appendix 20. No changes are proposed to 
Appendix 20 to provide for the Airport zone so 
signs are required to comply with the existing 
general zone wide conditions in AP20r.2. 
 
AIRPz.36 Outdoor storage - PA with standards. 
Otherwise RDA.   

In respect of the use and development of 
Nelson Airport beyond the northern 
runway extension, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to landscaping proposed 
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AIRPz.46 Earthworks – PA with standards. 
Otherwise CA or RDA.  
 
AirPz.50 Coastal Environment Overlay– Buildings 
within 20m of MHWS are DA.  Exceptions 
provided for network utilities and hazard 
protection works.  

 
Ecology  DAA1.4.iv Northern runway extension – 

Ecology: 
Surveys – avifauna 
Lizard habitat 

AIRPz.20.1(c) Aviation Activity – PA for limited 
navigational and infrastructure activities in the 
Airport Coastal Precinct, otherwise RDA. 
 
AIRPz.21.1(c) Airport Related Activity – PA for 
servicing and infrastructure activities in the 
Airport Coastal Precinct, otherwise DA. 
 
AIRPz.23 Industrial Activity – NCA in the Airport 
Coastal Precinct. 
 
AIRPz.46 Earthworks – PA with standards. 
Otherwise CA or RDA (this is also a regional rule 
under the NRMP) 
 
AirPz.50 Coastal Environment Overlay– Buildings 
within 20m of MHWS are DA.  Exceptions 
provided for network utilities and hazard 
protection works. 

 

Regional Consents under NRMP: 
FWr.22 Point Source Stormwater 
Discharges to Water 
FWr.25 General Discharges to Land 
Where it may enter water 
AIRPz.46 Earthworks – PA with standards. 
Otherwise CA or RDA.   
 
NPS-FM and NES-FM 
 
Authorisations under s53 Wildlife Act 1953 
 
In respect of the use and development of 
Nelson Airport beyond the northern 
runway extension, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to other matters to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate any adverse effects 
on the environment 
 

Geotechnical 
and Natural 
Hazards  

DAA1.4.i Northern Runway Extension – 
Earthworks: 
Effects of earthworks on existing flood risk 
and stormwater management is 
identified and managed 
 

AIRPz.20.2 Aviation Activity – CA for natural 
hazard works in the Airport Coastal Precinct. 
 
AIRPz.46 Earthworks – PA with standards. 
Otherwise CA or RDA.  
 
AIRPz.48 Building on low lying sites – PA with 
standards. Otherwise RDA.    
 
AirPz.50 Coastal Environment Overlay– Buildings 
within 20m of MHWS are DA.  Exceptions 
provided for network utilities and hazard 
protection works. 
 
AIRPz.51 Inundation Overlays – New buildings, 
extension of ground floor area and earthworks 
are CA. 

 

In respect of the use and development of 
Nelson Airport beyond the northern 
runway extension, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to: the location on the site of 
the works; the finished contour of the site; 
and other matters to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate any adverse effects on the 
environment 
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Transport/ Traffic   AirPz.32 Set back from Trent Drive and Bolt Road 
– PA where buildings meet standards. Otherwise 
CA or RDA.   
 
AIRPz.36 Outdoor storage - PA with standards. 
Otherwise RDA.   
 
AIRPz.37 Parking and loading - PA with 
standards. Otherwise DA.   
 
AIRPz.38 Access - PA with standards. Otherwise 
DA.   
 
AirPz.42 Light Spill – PA with standards. Otherwise 
DA.   

 

For the use and development of Nelson 
Airport as a whole, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to traffic access, circulation 
and provision of parking 
 
Nelson Tasman Land Development 
Manual (NTLDM) 
 
 

Cultural  DAA1.4.i Northern Runway Extension – 
Earthworks: 
Effects of earthworks on cultural values 
identified and managed 
 
DAA1.4.ii Northern runway extension – 
Tangata whenua: 
Kaitiaki Forum 
 
DAA1.4.iii Northern Runway Extension – 
Heritage Resources and Archaeology:  
Archaeological investigation 
Archaeological and Heritage 
Management Plan 
 

AIRPz.20 Aviation Activity – CA and RDA matters 
to consider effects on the values of significance 
to tangata whenua. 

In respect of the use and development of 
Nelson Airport beyond the northern 
runway extension, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to other matters to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate any adverse effects 
on the environment.  Consideration of 
these other matters would include 
consideration of any relevant Iwi 
Management Plans prepared by Te Tau 
Ihu iwi. 
 

Amenity and 
Character 
(residential and 
in relation to the 
Airport zone) 

DAA1.4.i Northern Runway Extension – 
Earthworks: 
Effects of earthworks on amenity values 
identified and managed 
 
DAA1.4.ix Landscape and Design Plan as 
it relates to the interface with private 
properties adjacent to the northern 
runway extension 
 
DAA1.3i Nature of works authorised by 
this designation  
Signage and aviation activity related 
billboards and directional signage are 
activities authorised by the designation 
DAA1, however no specific signage 
conditions are proposed under DAA1.4. 

AirPz.31 Buildings height – PA with maximum 
height limits. Otherwise RDA.  
 
AirPz.32 Set back from Trent Drive and Bolt Road 
– PA where buildings meet standards. Otherwise 
CA or RDA.   
 
AirPz.33 Setback from Residential Zone 
boundaries – PA where buildings, yards, parking 
areas and vehicle access meet standards. 
Otherwise RDA.   
 
AirPz.35 Signage – to be in accordance with 
Appendix 20. No changes are proposed to 
Appendix 20 to provide for the Airport zone so 
signs are required to comply with the existing 
general zone wide conditions in AP20r.2. 

For the use and development of Nelson 
Airport as a whole, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to the height, shape, bulk and 
location of the works or project, 
proposed landscaping, and other 
matters to avoid, remedy or mitigate any 
adverse effects on the environment 
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DAA2 – designation DAA2  
In particular the conditions for airport 
monitoring and mitigation under DAA2.3.  
 
 

 
AIRPz.36 Outdoor storage - PA with standards. 
Otherwise RDA.   
 
AirPz.42 Light Spill – PA with standards. Otherwise 
DA.   

 
Recreational 
Values 
(including 
public access 
to the coastal 
environment)  

 AIRPz.20 Aviation Activity – CA and RDA matters 
to consider effects on public access and 
recreation.  
 
AIRPz.27 Recreation Activities – PA in the Core 
Airport Precinct and Airport Environs Precinct. DA 
in the Airport Coastal Precinct. 
 
AirPz.50 Coastal Environment Overlay– Buildings 
within 20m of MHWS are DA.  Exceptions 
provided for network utilities and hazard 
protection works. 

 

 

Infrastructure   AIRPz.34 Building over or alongside drains and 
water mains - PA with standards. Otherwise CA 
or RDA.   
 
AIRPz.43 Disposal of trade waste to sewer – PA 
with standards. Otherwise RDA.   
 
AIRPz.44 Radiofrequency exposure levels – PA 
with standards. Otherwise DA or NCA.   
 
AIRPz.45 Network utility above ground and 
underground utilities – PA with standards. 
Otherwise DA.   
 
AIRPz.49 Service Overlay: Building – PA with 
standards. Otherwise RDA.   
 
AIRPz.54 Subdivision – due to the Services 
Overlay, DA with infrastructure standards. 
Otherwise NCA. 

For the use and development of Nelson 
Airport as a whole, s176A – Outline Plan – 
as it relates to other matters to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate any adverse effects 
on the environment. 
 
Nelson Tasman Land Development 
Manual (NTLDM) 
 

Climate 
Change  

  Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) 
Amendment Act 2019 
 
NCC Te Mahere Mahi a te Āhurangi 
Climate Action Plan 2021 
 
NAL Masterplan 
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3 ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

3.1 Background and Context 

The proposed NoR and PPC30 have the potential to have a range of actual and potential 
economic effects, both positive and negative, on the region as a whole, NAL, and particular 
businesses and individuals.   

Economic effects have been assessed in the AEE prepared in support of the Application, which 
draws on the Martin Jenkins report included at Annexure L to the Application.  This report outlines 
the economic value of the Nelson Airport to the Nelson Tasman region and considers whether, 
from an economic perspective, the Airport should extend the runway north or south. 

Nelson Airport is a significant economic contributor to the Nelson Tasman region, its GDP, 
employment and business growth, as well as providing consistent dividends to both Councils.  
Martin Jenkins have addressed its contribution in terms of 77: 

 Airport and precinct activity – operational and capital expenditure by NAL, and by over 
30 airport-associated companies providing airport operations or companies using the 
airport facilities, including private companies providing services such as airlines, car rental 
companies, helicopter tours, retail outlets, aircraft engineering and maintenance, and 
businesses based on air services.   

Over the last two financial years (2020/21 and 2021/22), NAL invested an average of $2.5 
million per year, and in the financial year to June 2022, the NAL incurred operating and 
administration costs of $5.8 million.   

 Tourism and trade – expenditure from visitors in the Nelson Tasman region enabled by the 
Airport.  

Spending by these visitors supports a wide range of visitor-related businesses, such as 
accommodation, hospitality, entertainment, recreation facilities and car rentals, and 
analysis from 2019 estimated that Nelson Airport was responsible for about 15% of all visitor 
expenditure (and 3.37% of GDP) in the Nelson Tasman region.  Air services provide for 
conferences and events, international and out-of-region students. In terms of business 
operations and productivity, the airport provides connection to markets, contributes to 
investment decisions such as for the location of offices and manufacturing plants, and 
reduced transport costs. 

 Catalytic – business and population growth and productivity enabled by the Airport, 
through connectedness, talent attraction and retention, resiliency and emergency 
management, and council ownership. 

Martin Jenkin’s report and the assessment of effects have been peer reviewed by Natalie 
Hampson of Savvy Consulting Ltd on behalf of NCC and forms the basis of her evidence in 
Appendix 4 to the Section 42A Report. 

Ms Hampson, in her evidence, considers the proposed changes to the spatial extent of the three 
Airport designations, the proposed changes to the conditions of the designations, and the 
proposed changes to chapters in the NRMP. Ms Hampsons review considers the existing 
environment as only the net effects of the proposal need to be assessed under S32A of the RMA. 
As explained by Ms Hampson, net effects arise where the proposed changes impact more or 
less land, and/or impact land use (development opportunities) in a more enabling or more 
stringent way than currently under the designations and NRMP.  The assessment considers actual 
and potential direct, indirect and consequent effects, as well as cumulative effects and present 
and future effects under the RMA. In the context of this NoR/PPC, this means that direct 
economic effects on landowners and activities that fall within areas impacted by the 
Designation DAA1 expansion and/or aircraft noise and/or height restrictions are relevant, but 
also any indirect effects on the wider community/economy. 

The effects assessment that follows relies heavily on Ms Hampson’s expertise in assessing the 
technical economic aspects of the Application. 

 

77 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Annexure L, Economics (Martin Jenkins), pg 2 onwards 
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3.2 Submission Issues  

As detailed in Ms Hampsons evidence, the key matters raised in submissions in relation to 
economic effects can be summarised as: 

 The MCA is flawed. 
 The Martin Jenkins assessment cannot accurately conclude that the northern option is 

the most economically efficient. 
 The payload restriction (reliability) benefit lacks detail. 
 Economic effects of changes in the Obstacle Limitation Surfaces (OLS) have not been 

assessed. 
 Impacts on property values. 
 Impacts on the Nelson Golf Club. 
 The analysis has not recognised any economic impacts on surrounding businesses, and 

specifically the Tāhunanui Beach Holiday Park. 
 Opportunity costs for intensification/development in parts of Tāhunanui within the 

Airnoise Boundary and AECO. 

3.3 Effects Assessment 

Ms Hampson’s assessment concludes that the economic effects of the proposed NoR and PPC 
are inadequately addressed in the Application – both the Martin Jenkins report and the AEE that 
relies on this.  In particular, we note that whilst the Martin Jenkins report assesses the potential 
positive effects of the NoR and PPC, the absence of an assessment of adverse economic effects 
in the report is evident.  A detailed list of the matters that Ms Hampson considers need to be 
addressed by the applicant to enable a full assessment of economic effects is included in her 
evidence, and is not repeated here. 

Whilst the proposed NoR and PPC will undoubtedly result in positive economic effects for NAL 
and for the wider regional economy, we consider that further clarification is required from the 
Applicant regarding any adverse economic effects of the proposed NoR and PPC.  Until further 
clarification is provided from the Applicant on this matter, and this has been considered by Ms 
Hampson, we are unable to comment on whether the proposal appropriately mitigates or 
compensates for any adverse economic effects that may occur, and how any residual adverse 
effects weigh against the economic benefits. 

4 NOISE EFFECTS 

4.1 Background and Context 

Airport noise is a significant environmental effect and is experienced well beyond the boundaries 
of the airport.  Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise (“ASAN”) located in areas affected by aircraft 
noise can result in adverse noise effects on those sensitive activities and can also cause reverse 
sensitivity effects on the Airport. NZS 6805:1992 Airport Noise Management and Land Use Planning 
(6805) provides guidance to territorial authorities on implementing appropriate land use controls 
and controls on the noise generated by aircraft using the Airport in order to manage these 
effects. 

Clause 1.1.1 of NZS 6805 states the scope of the standard includes establishing “maximum 
acceptable levels of aircraft noise exposure around Airports for the protection of community 
health and amenity values whilst recognising the need to operate an Airport efficiently”. NZS 
6805 recommends “practical land use planning controls and Airport management techniques 
to promote and conserve the health of people living and working near Airports, without unduly 
restricting the operation of Airports”. 

NZS 6805 recommends that noise boundaries be developed to achieve its objectives. This 
involves fixing an Outer Control Boundary (“OCB”) based on 55 dB Ldn and a smaller, much 
closer ANB based on 65 dB Ldn. These boundaries represent noise limits which the Airport must 
not exceed, as well as guidelines for land use planning. 

NZS 6805 recommends that inside the 65 dB Ldn contour, new ASAN should be prohibited. 
Between 55 dB and 65 dB Ldn new ASAN should also be prohibited “unless a district plan permits 



 

134 
 

such uses, subject to a requirement to incorporate appropriate acoustic insulation to ensure a 
satisfactory internal noise environment”. It is understood that this qualification was inserted into 
NZS 6805 to accommodate new ASAN establishing within areas already zoned or designated for 
such development rather than to facilitate new zoning or designations. The 65 dB Ldn boundary 
is also the location for future noise monitoring of compliance. The location of noise boundaries is 
established by calculating noise contours for a future operating scenario at the Airport. A future 
operating scenario allows for the expected growth of the Airport and NZS 6805 recommends a 
minimum 10-year projection period. 

Noise effects associated with the existing airport operations form part of the existing environment, 
however the application acknowledges that the NoR will result in these effects increasing for a 
significant number of properties. 

Noise effects of the proposed NoR and PPC are addressed at Section 10.4 of the AEE, and this 
draws on the assessment of noise effects prepared by Marshall Day Acoustics and included as 
Attachment K2 to the application. The AEE concludes 78: 

 Anticipated noise effects as associated with Designation DAA1 and DAA2 will, at a wider 
community level be similar in nature, scale and extent to those anticipated under the 
existing environment (under the operative NRMP provisions), whilst overall future aircraft 
noise around Nelson Airport will affect fewer houses compared to the Operative 
boundaries, the runway extension would result in 36 more houses inside the ANB. 

 For residents within the AECO and ANB:  

o adverse effects on indoor amenity will be sufficiently managed by the Proposed 
Conditions contained within DAA2 to an extent considered to be an appropriate 
response to mitigate the effects of the runway extension and future aircraft 
operations in Nelson. These effects are considered to be no more than minor;  

o adverse effects on outdoor amenity cannot be mitigated through acoustic 
insulation. Under the proposed boundaries for Nelson Airport, the maximum level of 
noise exposure at a number of existing properties would be 66 dB Ldn. It is 
considered that the aircraft noise effects on outdoor amenity for residents inside the 
ANB would be undesirable but not unreasonable. These effects, on outdoor amenity 
as associated with a limited number of households are considered to be more than 
minor, but not significant.  

 The individual and cumulative effects of the NoR and PPC on peoples’ health, safety and 
wellbeing will be consistent with the guidance in NZS6805:1992. That standard remains the 
applicable standard for balancing and managing competing values and effects 
associated with airport activity. These effects are not significant.   

An appropriate effects management framework remains in the NRMP with regard to engine 
testing, and the current absence of express limits in the NRMP with regard to Compass Swings 
is responded to. Under the provisions proposed in the Airport Zone, the effects on proximate 
residents will be reasonable.’   

The Marshall Day Acoustic reports79 have been reviewed by Nigel Lloyd of Acousafe Consulting 
and Engineering Ltd on behalf of NCC and accompanies his evidence in Appendix 5 to the 
Section 42A Report. 

Mr Lloyd’s peer review (dated 28 November 2023) was undertaken prior to submissions period 
closing, with instruction to analyse and provide comment on the noise modelling methodology, 
Marshall Day’s assessment of noise effects, recommended NRMP methods (i.e. amended aircraft 
noise overlays) and provisions to address aircraft noise, proposed acoustic monitoring and 
mitigation program to address aircraft noise, provisions relating to noise generating aircraft 
maintenance activities (engine testing and compass swing), and consistency with NZ airport 
noise standards (NZS 6805). The peer review concludes with key areas of support for the NoR and 
PPC30 application, key areas of difference, and additional information or assessment 

 

78 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Planz report, Section 10.4 AEE, pg 77 
79 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachments K1 and K2, Runway Options Noise Assessment and Assessment of Effects   
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recommended.  Mr Lloyd has in his evidence refined these matters based on the submissions 
since received. 

Given the specialist nature of noise and its effects on the receiving environment, Mr Lloyd’s 
opinions are heavily relied upon in the following assessment of effects. 

4.2 Submissions 

Mr Lloyd has summarised and then assessed the key-noise related submissions by topic, as 
follows: 

a. Noise effects from operational aircraft on people: 

i. Noise contours have not been correctly modelled and should not be based on a forecast 
to year 2050. 

ii. Noise contours should include all exposure cumulatively. 

iii. That the runway extension will allow noisier aircraft to operate in the future. 

iv. Impacts on sleep:  

 No night-time noise impact assessment between 10pm and 7am, 
 Concerns about the night-time noise restrictions and the exemptions/exclusions and 

how these are administered. 

v. That the internal performance standard of 40 dB Ldn is not necessary. 

vi. That no noise assessment has been made on Tāhuna Beach Holiday Park. 

b. The Noise Mitigation and Monitoring Plan should also include methods to reduce airport noise 
(rather than focus on compliance). 

c. Noise Insulation 

i. The adequacy of noise insulation, and the need for a voluntary buy-out plan for dwellings 
that are impractical/impracticable to noise insulate. 

ii. Noise insulation should protect against all airport noise including operational aircraft, 
taxiing, compass swing testing and engine testing. 

iii. Noise should be forecast for the forthcoming year to allow noise insulation to be installed 
prior to the noise being generated. 

iv. Noise insulation will only be provided by the Airport Company to ASAN in the residential 
zone.  Dwellings in Golf Haven Road (Open Space Recreation) and at the Tāhuna Holiday 
Park are not zoned Residential. 

v. Noise insulation to protect against sleep disturbance. 

vi. There are technical errors in proposed Appendix 19.1. 

d. Ventilation 

i. Concerns about ventilation provisions being inadequate. 

ii. Whether 60 dB Ldn or 55 dB Ldn is an appropriate trigger for the installation of ventilation. 

e. The status of ASAN in the Noise Contours 

i. Requirements for ASAN in the ANB. 

ii. Concerns regarding the restrictions on ancillary buildings. 

iii. Proposed combination of current AECO and Airport Effects Advisory Area into the new 
AECO. 

iv. The proposal for ASAN to no longer be permitted activities but to be non-complying in the 
proposed AECO. 

f. The proposal to Designate Land (and existing dwellings) within the ANB is contrary to NZS 6805 
and the approach taken at other airports. 
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g. Compass Swing Testing. 

h. Engine Testing. 

i. Construction noise. 

4.3 Effects Assessment 

The application by NAL is to provide for anticipated increases in aircraft noise up to 2050, 
including that arising from extension of the existing runway to the north. 

In the executive summary and conclusions to his evidence, Mr Lloyd states:   

14. Aircraft currently fly directly over the residential area of Tāhunanui and residents are 
aware of the current noise impacts.  The noise impacts are proposed to worsen 
significantly beyond those experienced at the busiest times before the pandemic (2019). 

15.  To mitigate these noise levels the Airport Company proposes to noise insulate and 
ventilate Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise (ASAN) in Residential Zones once certain 
noise triggers are met (as the noise levels increase).  The noise insulation will be designed 
to reduce the maximum future anticipated noise (based on the Future Aircraft Noise 
Contours (FANC)) to an acceptable internal noise level of 40 dB Ldn. 

16.  This approach is generally in accordance with the provisions of NZS 6805:1992 Airport 
Noise Management and Land Use Planning and with the best practice application of 
that Standard.  The Standard is 32 years old and is in need of updating. 

In relation to his peer review Mr Lloyd raises, in paragraph 19 of his evidence, the main points as 
being:  

a. A detailed assessment is needed for night-time (10pm to 7am) sleep impacts including 
how many night-time flights are predicted to occur and the production of Sound 
Exposure Level contours to allow submitters to identify their impacts. 

b. The NAR uses the WHO dose response which underestimates the numbers of people who 
will be highly annoyed by the noise compared to the U.S. FAA analysis. 

c. The Noise Mitigation and Monitoring Plan should include future predictions of aircraft 
noise to allow noise mitigation to be installed proactively. 

d. The noise mitigation proposed does not protect outdoor areas. 

e. It is unusual for ASAN to have a non-complying status in the AECO. 

f. The current AECO and Airports Effects Overlay in the operative NRMP provide an 
appropriate response to aircraft noise and should not be amalgamated as a single 
AECO in the manner proposed. 

g. The NAR does not consider the noise impacts on the Tāhuna Beach Holiday Park. 

h. Noise mitigation measures for compass swing testing should be identified with some 
certainty and noise control measures (limits) ratified. 

A detailed list of the matters that Mr Lloyd recommends are addressed by the applicant to 
enable a full assessment of noise effects is included in paragraph 20 of his evidence, and these 
are not repeated here. 

As confirmed by Mr Lloyd, the additional noise effects associated with the proposed NoR and 
PPC, relative to the existing environment, will be significant.  Whilst Mr Lloyd points out that 
mitigation is proposed to address internal noise levels within dwellings, there are shortcomings to 
this mitigation, in addition to shortcomings in the assessment undertaken.  Furthermore, no 
mitigation is provided for any lawfully established dwellings located outside of the Residential 
zone, for any lawfully established short-term or visitor accommodation in any zone, nor is any 
provided(or possible) for effects experienced outdoors within residential properties and in other 
areas such as the Tāhunanui Beach Camp.  

While Marshall Day Acoustics have determined that the effects of noise from operation of aircraft 
on the runway extension will be ‘reasonable’ to ‘more than minor but not significant’, given the 
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further assessment that he has recommended of NAL, Mr Lloyd is unable make an overall 
conclusion regarding adverse effects and the adequacy of mitigation measures in addressing 
the impact of noise.  

We conclude that further clarification is required from the Applicant in relation to the extent to 
which the significant adverse effects from noise on the local community, as a result of the runway 
extension and other enabled activities, will be mitigated. 

5 EFFECTS ON RECREATIONAL VALUES 

5.1 Background and Context 

 The northern runway extends into land currently owned by Nelson Golf Club (NGC) and will 
occupy at least 4 holes of their 18-links golf course.  The northern runway extension also crosses 
the Airport perimeter walkway at the northern end, and the Tasman Great Taste Trail (GTT) is 
currently being constructed through the eastern part of the Golf Club land, within the proposed 
DAA1 boundary.  The proposed DAA2 boundary extends over the Tāhunanui Beach Camp (TBC), 
and the proposed DAA3 area and AECO extend over TBC and recreational land at Tāhunanui 
Beach and Reserve. 

Effects on recreational values were not specifically addressed in the AEE, however, comments 
are provided at various points in the AEE which are relevant to recreational effects, such as: 

‘It is acknowledged that the functional attributes of the Nelson Golf Club will be 
diminished by the runway as facilitated by the NoR, but that the Nelson Golf Club layout 
should be able to be reconfigured such that the open space attributes and recreational 
activity itself as undertaken on the balance area is not eliminated’80. 

The Applicant has provided some additional assessment via letter in answer to our questions for 
further explanation of these.  This includes the following statement regarding effects on the Golf 
Club: 

‘The proposed extension of the runway will adversely affect the existing Golf Club's 
layout and functionality. As noted previously, NAL has discussed these issues with the 
Club for the last few years. We also note that, Nelson has a distributed network of golf 
course facilities available in the wider area to cater for golfing activities. We also 
consider that the course could be reconfigured which, as set out above, has already 
occurred within its history. To assist with the Golf Club's future planning, NAL has supplied 
the Golf Club with a range of information relating to the proposed runway extension 
and continues to seek to engage constructively with the Golf Club in this regard.’81 

The further information response also addresses effects on other recreational facilities and 
activities, concluding that effects on recreational users within the CMA or adjoining, including 
along the Tāhunanui Beach foreshore, would be minimal. This is in part due to the reduction in 
area of the 55dB noise contour in these areas, and the fact that there are no additional planning 
restraints proposed within these areas. The response notes that there are opportunities to 
maintain public access through the airport site but notes that such access is currently at the 
discretion of NAL.  Temporary construction effects are also considered. 

Effects of the proposal on TBC in relation to recreational values is not specifically addressed in 
the Application. 

NAL has also advised that it will be calling evidence on recreational values. 

In relation to the legality of long term or permanent residents at TBC, we are aware that this is a 
point of contention between NAL and TBC and any noise mitigation that is to be extended to 
their residential units.  In July 2023 TBC lodged a Certificate of Compliance (RM235161) with 
Council to confirm that these have been legally established, however we understand that the 
applicant has since put that on hold in reverting to its earlier land use consent application 
(RM215237) for retrospective consent to these long-term residential activities. We expect Legal 

 

80 AEE (Planz) Section 11.4. 
81 Supplementary Matters Response – Planz Consultants, 1 June 2023 
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Counsel for both NAL and TBC will address this, to assist the Commissioners’ understanding of the 
scope of effects on the existing environment and extent to which any noise mitigation and other 
conditions may reasonably apply to that community. 

5.2 Submissions 

Many submissions received in relation to recreational values relate to the Nelson Golf Course 
(NGC), many of which are from members who would prefer a runway extension to the south and 
who have submitted for the following reasons, excluding economic, traffic, ecological and noise 
effects as addressed earlier: 

 failure to consider the impacts on NGC and its facilities as an important recreational resource 
that contributes to the mental and physical health and social well-being of the community 
(submissions refer to a membership of 700+), as the region’s only 18-hole links course and for 
events held) and community asset (70+ community organisations use its Clubhouse); 

 isolation of the clubhouse from the remainder of the golf course; 

 inadequate recognition and protection of the historic heritage of NGC from inappropriate 
use and development; 

 insufficient consideration to extending the runway south or across the airport peninsula where 
it will not impact the golf course land, or partially south allowing it to have less impact on the 
golf course land; 

 the MCA does not provide a fair and balanced assessment of the golf course elements; 

 loss of a large area of open space and its waterways, and destruction of natural habitat and 
landscape values, within the golf course site. 

Some submitters also raise the impact on the use and amenity of Tāhunanui Beach Reserve, the 
airport perimeter fence and other recreational resources; 

Most other recreation-related submissions relate to the TBC - Broadly, their reasons for opposing 
the extension of the runway to the north, excluding economic and noise effects as addressed 
earlier, are:  

 impacts on the recreational use and enjoyment of TBC by users; 

 impacts on the amenity and well-being of TBC’s permanent residents and their investment in 
their homes; 

 restrictions on the ability for TBC to renovate, develop and landscape the camp, and the 
impact of this on the future viability of TBC; 

 inadequate recognition and protection of the historic heritage of TBC from inappropriate use 
and development; and 

 the effects of building and landscape height on the development, use and enjoyment of 
TBC; 

Several submitters have incorrectly assumed that the runway extension is over TBC land and will 
therefore impact the future of the holiday park and its available accommodation options and 
value to the economy. 

5.3 Effects Assessment 

As acknowledged in the Application there is the potential for the NoR and PPC to have effects 
on the Nelson Golf Club and its users that are substantial in that it will likely result in the loss of 
several existing holes and the severance of the clubhouse from the remainder of the course.  The 
extent to which the adverse effects are acceptable relies heavily on the extent that these effects 
can be mitigated or compensated for.  Little information has been provided in the application 
in respect of this. It is expected that the compensation process will give consideration to the loss 
of and need for relocation of the recreational assets of the NGC, including the need for a new 
club house linked to the course. 

It is expected that NGC and NAL will provide evidence in support of the alternative configuration 
of the golf course so that it can remain on this site and continue to provide a recreational asset 
for the Nelson and visiting golfing communities. Until such evidence has been given and 
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considered, it is not possible to form a view on the appropriateness of the NoR and PPC in 
addressing adverse effects on the gold club and its users. 

Reinstatement, relocation, and extension of the airport perimeter walkway is a matter for NAL as 
the walkway is on private land. Whilst it is acknowledged that there may be some disruption 
associated with this, it is relevant that the existing perimeter walkway is not lawfully protected by 
easement or required to be maintained through any planning provisions.  Any impacts on its use 
must be considered in the context of the existing environment, under which changes to or 
discontinuation of public access to this walkway could occur at any time if considered necessary 
to NAL in relation to airport operations.  Any legal protection of the proposed GTT route through 
the golf course land and the ability or intention of NAL to retain this is a matter that may be 
clarified through the evidence of the Applicant.  Any construction effects on users of either the 
GTT or perimeter walkway would be temporary and would be able to be managed through 
conditions attached to any regional consents authorising the necessary earthworks for a runway 
extension.  

In terms of effects on the TBC, it is noted that some submitters have not fully understood the NOR 
application in assuming that NAL are proposing to extend the runway through the camp.  While 
this is not the case, the NoR brings the runway closer to the camp, with associated noise-related 
effects and effects on building and tree height under Designations DAA2 and DAA3 respectively. 
These effects, and the impact of the proposed OLS changes on the ability of TBC to meet the 
recreational needs of their visitors are relevant considerations. Economic impacts of the NoR and 
PPC on the operation of TBC are addressed under Economic Effects, above. This includes 
consideration of the economic effects of constraints on further development of the site. We note 
that there is an area of TBC within the ANB within which camping and short term living will 
become prohibited once the runway extension is operational, however this is sufficiently small 
that it is unlikely to have an impact on the overall recreational values of the holiday park.  

With regard to the above, the existing environment is highly relevant. The camp is already 
located within the flight path of the airport and is within close proximity to it, and these form part 
of the existing recreational amenity of this locality. The effects of increased noise levels are 
relevant and are addressed in the preceding noise effects section. 

With regard to the changes to the OLS, as explained earlier there will be an approximate 2m-4m 
height reduction in the OLS at the northern end of TBC, from between RL18m-RL22m under the 
existing designation to RL14m-RL20m under the proposed provisions, but this will still be 4m-10m 
higher than the height limit for the Open Space and Recreation Zone in the NRMP. This change 
to the OLS is not considered to provide any further constraint on the ability of the TBC to provide 
for the recreational needs of its users or provide an appreciably greater maintenance burden 
on them (in relation to vegetation). 

In summary, the adverse recreational effects on the Nelson Golf Club and its users will be 
significant due principally to the physical disruption to the golf course and associated facilities, 
and further clarification is required to assess the extent to which these effects are mitigated or 
offset/ compensated for.  Adverse recreational effects on the users of the TBC for the most part 
will be minor, other than for noise (as identified earlier, requiring further clarification).   

6 LANDSCAPE AND NATURAL CHARACTER EFFECTS 

6.1 Background and Context 

In terms of the physical alteration of the land and subsurface material required in forming the 
northern runway extension and other physical development works under the NoR and 
Designation DAA1, and in development of the airport land under the provisions of the Airport 
Zone under PPC30, there is potential for effects on landscape values and natural character to 
occur. 

The effects of the runway extension aspect of the NoR on landscape and natural character are 
assessed in the Landscape Effects Assessment in Attachment J2 to the application, prepared by 
Boffa Miskell Ltd (BML). As discussed in to the introduction to this assessment of effects, further 
clarification is required in respect of the effects of activities provided for under PPC30, or activities 
other than runway extension undertaken under Designation DAA1. 
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Part 4 of the Landscape Effects Assessment details the existing environment of the northern 
runway extension area.  This draws on an earlier landscape and coastal natural character study 
undertaken by BML on behalf of NCC to inform the preparation of the draft Nelson Plan82.  This 
characterised Nelson into landscape character areas, of which the northern runway extension 
area fell into Coastal Terrestrial Area 10: Tāhunanui. Based on this assessment, BML conclude that: 

‘At a local level, the northern extension area is considered to have an overall ‘moderate-
low’ level of natural character, due to its highly modified abiotic systems, land use as an 
Airport/Golf Club, dominance of human structures and modification (channelisation) of the 
Maire Stream tributary.’ 

This assessment of the existing landscape and natural character values of the site is relevant to 
the assessment of the environmental effects of the NoR and PPC, as this defines the existing 
environment. 

6.2 Submission Issues  

There are submissions that identify the loss of a larger area of open space and its waterways, 
and destruction of natural habitat and landscape values, within the golf course site. Some 
criticism was raised with the methodology used in assessing landscape values in the application. 

6.3 Effects Assessment 

Landscape and natural character effects associated with the NoR are addressed in the AEE at 
Section 10.5 of the application.  The conclusions reached, at 10.5.3, are: 

 ‘Anticipated effects on Landscape and (Natural) Character as associated with the 
amended designated extent of DAA1 will, at a wider community level be similar in 
nature, scale and extent to those anticipated and represented by the existing Airport. 

 Effects on natural character are low and largely relate to the management and 
treatment of Maire Stream tributary. These effects will be appropriately managed 
though subsequent regional consenting processes associated with earthworks, 
realignment and / or culverting. 

 For residents immediately to the north of the Airport, the ‘open space’ of a grassed 
airfield (RESA area) is likely to provide a similar outlook that is currently available to 
nearby residents. The visual effects range from low (adverse) to high (adverse), with the 
level and nature of visual effects vary on the nature of the view, proximity to the RESA 
and proximity to the runway extension.  

 For users of public open space, with the exception of users of the reconfigured golf 
course (moderate, but not significant), adverse effects will be less than minor, albeit the 
Airport Operator will need to consider realignments to walkways on Airport land that are 
impacted by the NoR.’ 

These conclusions rely largely on the conclusions of BML in their Landscape Effects Assessment.  
We generally concur with these conclusions insofar as they relate to runway extension works.  The 
existing environment detailed by BML is clearly dominated by the highly modified nature of the 
airport and its surrounds, including the golf course and industrial areas, which themselves are 
highly modified with little natural character value. The golf course currently has an intimate 
relationship with the airport, and this will not fundamentally change as a result of the NoR, rather 
the parts of the golf course from which this relationship will be experienced will be altered.   

With the NoR proposing future runway extensions to the north, these extensions will not 
significantly impact on the appearance of the site from the coast and from public and 
recreational viewpoints around the coast, other than from the golf course. 

It is accepted that the impact on residential properties immediately to the north and east of the 
runway extension will be impacted to a greater degree than other stakeholders.  The far northern 
extent of the NoR area will remain dominated by open space, albeit comprised by the RESA, 
rather than by the golf course as is currently the case.  Those properties located in the vicinity of 

 

82 Nelson Coastal Study: Natural Character of the Nelson Coastal Environment – BML (2016) 
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Golf Haven Way and Chandler Street will undoubtedly have a closer relationship with the runway 
and aircraft that use it compared to the existing situation.  However, BML’s conclusion that 
adverse effects can be appropriately managed through conditions volunteered as part of 
Designation DAA183 that require a Landscape and Design Plan to be prepared and 
implemented, are accepted.  There appears to be an approximately 100m buffer distance 
between the nearest residential property and the proposed runway extension, within which to 
implement such mitigation.   

We note that there are no conditions proposed under the NoR, and few controls imposed 
through the PPC30 rules, that would preclude buildings located within the Designation DAA1 
area and Airport Zone between the northern runway with RESA and neighbouring residential 
properties. The landscape plan requirements under the Designation DAA1 conditions relate only 
to mitigation of the landscape effects of the runway extension, not to other activities such as 
buildings. This will be discussed further in relation to residential amenity values, below. Greater 
certainty regarding the efficacy of the Landscape and Design Plan in mitigating effects, 
including from built form, would be provided through specifying a minimum landscape buffer 
width to be provided adjacent to the most sensitive receivers, being adjacent land zoned 
Residential and Open Space and Recreation, and in applying this to a wider range of proposed 
activities provided for under that. 

In terms of the landscape and natural character effects that would result from modification of 
Maire Stream, there is clearly a range in the magnitude of effects that could result, depending 
on the management option pursued.  From a landscape and natural character perspective 
there is clearly a preferable option available in diverting, rather than piping and reclaiming the 
stream.  Given that there appears to be sufficient land area to make this option technically 
viable, and taking into account the conclusion of BML that even piping would only result in 
moderate adverse effects84, the impacts associated with this aspect of the proposal are 
considered acceptable.  It is considered that the regulatory framework provided by the NRMP, 
NES-F and NPS-FM are sufficiently robust to enable the appropriate solution to this aspect of the 
proposal to be determined at a later date. 

It is noted that the Landscape Effects Assessment and effects assessment in the AEE consider 
only the effects of the NoR. Whilst this is the aspect of the proposal that will likely have the greatest 
impact on landscape, visual and character values, it is also considered that other activities 
enabled by the NoR and PPC will have the potential to result in effects on these values.  These 
proposed provisions will enable activities, including buildings, earthworks, signs and lighting to be 
carried out either as a permitted activity, or without the benefit of a resource consent.  These 
activities would not be subject to the requirements for a Landscape and Design Plan as required 
under the proposed conditions in Designation DAA1. 

The key similarities and differences between the existing and proposed NRMP provisions, as 
relevant to landscape and character effects, are: 

1. The current airport site is zoned Industrial and Open Space Recreation under the operative 
plan, with the Industrial zone applying to the main runway and the majority of the 
‘developed’ parts of the site including buildings and parking areas. The Open Space and 
Recreation zoning applies to the remainder of the site, including areas adjacent to the 
coast and Jenkins Creek.  Under PPC30 these are all Airport Zone, with precincts applying 
to various parts.  These are Precinct 1 (Core) – essentially runway areas and surrounds, and 
the terminal buildings; Precinct 2 (Environs) – containing all remaining ‘developed’ areas 
currently zoned Industrial, and; Precinct 3 (Coastal), including areas adjacent to Jenkins 
Creek, Monaco and an area adjacent to the Waimea Estuary – all currently zoned Open 
Space and Recreation. The part of the plan change area that is currently occupied by the 
golf course is zoned Open Space Recreation under the Operative NRMP and is proposed 
to be zoned Airport Zone under the PPC, with Precinct 1 (Airport Core) applying. 

 

83 BML LEA, Attachment J2, Section 7.0 
84 BML LEA, attachment J2, Sections 6.2.1,6.2.2 
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2. The part of the site that is currently developed with built form, parking and ancillary activities 
is largely within the operative Industrial zone, and the proposed provisions for the Airport 
Zone and Precinct 2 are in many ways similar, with the following noted: 

a. Permitted buildings heights are the same under operative and proposed provisions.  
However, the operative rules include a daylighting control where development adjoins 
the Residential zone, which is absent from the proposed provisions.  This is most relevant 
to the interface of the site with residential properties on Cohen Place. This is more 
permissive under the proposed provisions and may result in increased adverse effects. 

b. Building setback requirements to road frontages and Residential zone boundaries are 
similar under operative and proposed provisions.  The exception being that exclusions 
apply to setback requirements in relation to navigational and meteorological facilities 
and aids, airport light structures and security fences under the proposed rules.  These 
exclusions do not apply under the operative rules. This is more permissive under the 
proposed provisions and may result in increased adverse effects. 

c. As no changes to Appendix 20 are proposed, signage requirements are generally more 
restrictive under the proposed provisions than the operative provisions. 

d. Outdoor storage controls are similar, with an additional requirement to meet setback 
requirements detailed above.  This is less permissive under the proposed provisions. 

e. Light spill controls are similar, however the proposed provisions enable light spill from 
navigation and safety aids to exceed stated levels, where the operative rules require 
them to meet the same levels. This is more permissive under the proposed provisions and 
may result in increased adverse effects. 

f. Network utility provisions (including above ground structures) are the same under 
operative and proposed provisions. 

g. Earthworks provisions are similar, however, additional provisions have been included to 
permit a certain amount of earthworks and vegetation removal within riparian margins 
of streams and coastal margins, and within natural wetlands, under certain 
circumstances.  In relation to these activities, the proposed provisions are more 
permissive under the proposed provisions and may result in increased adverse effects. 

3. The part of the plan change area that is occupied by the golf course is currently zoned 
Open Space and Recreation and is proposed to become Airport Zone subject to Precinct 
1 (Core Airport).  This change is relevant to landscape effects for the following reasons: 

a. The proposed provisions permit a range of activities, including Aviation Activity, Airport 
Related Activity, educational activities, office activities, recreational activities and 
farming.  The opportunity exists, subject to resource consent, for a wider scope of such 
activities than is permitted such as for office activities that are not ancillary to airport 
activities, as a restricted discretionary activity.  These are not activities that are currently 
provided for under the Open Space and Recreation zone. 

b. Buildings are proposed to be permitted in association with these activities, to a height of 
12m, with small building setback requirements to residential zone boundaries and the 
street, but with no other controls such as daylighting/ recession planes, setbacks to the 
Open Space and Recreation zone boundary (which includes dwellings on Golf Haven 
Way) or building coverage.  This is a notable change from the current provisions that 
apply to this land under the operative zoning, which provides for only very limited built 
form (clubrooms, halls, places of assembly, caretaker accommodation, small services 
buildings) and to a maximum height of 7.5m.  The proposed provisions are much more 
permissive than the operative provisions in this respect, and this has the potential to result 
in adverse landscape effects, particularly as observed from Residential and Open Space 
and Recreation – zoned land adjoining the plan change area. 

4. The part of the plan change area that is adjacent to the coast and Jenkins Creek, currently 
zoned Open Space Recreation, is proposed to become Airport Zone subject to Precinct 3 
(Airport Coastal).  The Precinct 3 provisions provide for a significantly reduced range of 
activities and built form to that enabled within Precincts 1 and 2, although more permissive 
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than under the Open Space and Recreation zone.  On this basis, the potential for adverse 
visual, landscape and character effects within this area, as a result of the proposed plan 
change, would be more limited. 

In summary, we consider that the designation conditions will enable adverse landscape and 
natural character effects associated with runway extension works to be mitigated to an 
appropriate degree, although some minor changes could be made to provide greater certainty 
to the most sensitive neighbouring properties in relation to buildings. 

The proposed plan change provisions are in some ways notably more permissive in relation to 
the activities and associated built form that is permitted on the site.  There do not appear to be 
sufficient controls in place through rules and conditions to avoid or mitigate visual, landscape 
and character effects, particularly in respect of neighbouring residential properties and retained 
Open Space and Recreation land (such as the remaining Golf Club land).  In particular, the built 
form that could be constructed as of right in association with permitted activities within Precinct 
1 on the existing golf course land could impact on the open character of this part of the site (as 
viewed from neighbouring residential properties, the golf club buildings or golf course) with 
minimal setback and landscaping requirements. Additionally, works other than runway extension 
works that would be enabled under Designation DAA1 are subject to few controls in terms of 
bulk and location of buildings, and mitigation for this. 

In summary, we consider that the proposed NoR adequately addresses landscape and natural 
character effects in relation to runway extension works, however further clarification is required 
from the Applicant to confirm that effects are addressed from other activities enabled through 
the NOR and PPC provisions. 

7 EFFECTS ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 

7.1 Background and Context 

There are a variety of aspects of the proposed NoR and PPC that have the potential to result in 
effects on residential amenity.  These include: 

 Noise effects, both within dwellings and outside of dwellings within private properties (ie 
outdoor living space); 

 Visual effects, including outlook; 
 Shading and building dominance effects; 
 Pollution effects; 
 Restrictions on the use and future development of private residential properties; 
 Impacts on on-street parking within residential areas; 

Residential activities relevant to these considerations include lawfully established dwellings within 
residential and other zones, as well as sites that may currently have unrealised residential 
potential without the need for resource consent, such as vacant residential sections.  It is relevant 
to note that our assessment has not included permanent residents at TBC, as it is still unresolved 
as to lawfulness of the established permanent dwellings on that site. Effects on residents/ visitors 
to TBC are addressed principally under ‘Effects on Recreational Values’ above, although it is 
acknowledged that there is significant overlap with the residential amenity matters discussed 
below. 

7.2 Submissions 

The reasons raised in submissions relating to residential amenity (excluding health effects, for the 
reasons detailed earlier) can be summarised as follows: 

 effects of increased noise on amenity values and quality of life; 

 visual effects of the runway extension; 

 effects associated with pollution/ fumes from aircraft; 

 nuisance effects of increased parking on streets surrounding the airport; 

 restriction on use and development of private residential properties, TBC and investment land 
in limiting building (including chimneys and aerials) and tree height below current standards, 
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ie nearest buildings limited to 5m and at TBC to 10m, and its potential impact on Nelson’s 
intensification plans; 

 the effects of restricting mature tree height on landscape amenity of the residential area 
north of the airport; 

 restrictions on residents’ ability to undertake works on their properties without resource 
consent. 

7.3 Effects Assessment 

Noise 

As detailed above, further clarification is required from the Applicant before conclusions can be 
drawn on noise effects on residential amenity values. 

Visual effects, including outlook and building dominance, and shading 

Most residential properties within the immediately surrounding area will have limited visibility of 
any proposed runway extension works carried out on the site, other than those immediately 
adjoining or very close to the Airport Zone Boundary.  As discussed above under landscape 
effects, any visual effects associated with the extension of the runway are able to be adequately 
mitigated through appropriate landscape design and implementation in accordance with the 
requirements of DAA1.  This applies equally to visual effects and outlook from surrounding 
residential properties.  However, as detailed earlier, the landscape conditions do not apply to 
any other activities within the Designation, including buildings.   

Similarly, there are no recession plane/ daylighting controls that apply to buildings under the PPC, 
and minimal building setback and landscaping requirements. Whilst this is not a significant 
change from the existing situation for residential properties that currently interface with that part 
of the airport site zoned Industrial (other than the removal of daylighting controls), it is a notable 
change for those residential properties that currently interface with the Open Space and 
Recreation zone (the golf course).   This applies both to dwellings located in the Residential Zone, 
and those within the Open Space and Recreation zone at Golf Haven Way. 

As discussed above, further clarification is required from the Applicant to demonstrate that visual 
and shading/ dominance effects on residential amenity values are addressed for activities other 
than runway extension works, in particular for residential properties immediately adjoining the 
Designation boundary. There appears to be ample opportunity to address these matters through 
amendments to the Designation conditions and PPC rules to address these matters satisfactorily. 

Visual effects associated with aircraft passing overhead is considered to be, fundamentally, a 
feature of the existing environment.  It is unlikely that the change to the OLS would make a 
significant difference to the visual effects of the airport operations relative to this existing 
environment. 

Pollution effects 

Pollution effects are not addressed in the AEE or expert reports supporting it but have been raised 
in submissions. It is noted that under existing designation DAA1 there is a requirement for the 
designating authority to adhere to the NAEMP addressing a range of potential environmental 
effects including those associated with pollution.   

It is acknowledged that a key driver for the NoR is to enable next generation aircraft including 
electric aircraft.  It is expected that this would enable a reduction in pollution effects (associated 
with aviation fuel use and associated emissions) over the long term.  These positive effects 
relative to the existing environment, in addition to any adverse effects associated with the 
runway extension (and associated reduced separation distance from residential receivers) in 
addition to the removal of any pollution mitigation measures currently covered in the NAEMP 
would benefit from further clarification by the Applicant to enable these effects to be 
considered. 

Restrictions on the use and future development of private residential properties 

The proposed change to the Obstacle Limitation Surface (OLS) has the potential to restrict the 
use of residential properties through preventing construction of buildings or growing/ retention 
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of trees that would penetrate the OLS, relative to existing designation. The proposed OLS 
changes were summarised in the preceding NoR report as follows: 

 ‘the proposed OLS is lower than the existing OLS until a point within the Tāhunanui Beach 
Recreation Area at approximately RL29m; 

 there will be an approximate 2m-4m height reduction in the OLS at the northern end of 
Tāhunanui Beach Holiday Park, from between RL18m-RL22m under the existing 
designation to RL14m-RL20m under the proposed provisions, but this will still be 4m-10m 
higher than the height limit for the Open Space and Recreation Zone in the NRMP; 

 at the Parker Road and Golf Road intersection, the proposed OLS is approximately 5m 
lower than the existing OLS and, on the southern side of the Parkers Road it penetrates 
the 7.5m height limit for the Residential Zone. 

The proposed OLS is higher than the existing OLS off the southern end of the runway, meaning 
less restriction on obstacle height.  It also appears to be more permissive in cross-section 
other than where within land already occupied by NAL, or the Nelson Golf Course to the 
sides of the northern runway extension.’ 

Whilst there will clearly be an area north of the airport, including residentially zoned land, that 
will have a reduced OLS apply to the airspace above, in most cases the revised OLS is above 
the permitted building height limit specified in the NRMP.  For properties within this area, the 
change in OLS will not create an additional restriction upon the ability to construct buildings and 
would also be unlikely to restrict the growing or retention of trees typical of a residential setting.  
Effects on the reasonable residential enjoyment of these properties would be, in our opinion, 
acceptable in relation to this matter. 

However, there may be some residential properties near to the airport site that would be 
impacted by a revised OLS that is less than 7.5m above ground level.  It is suggested that the 
Applicant provides further clarification regarding which, if any, properties would fall into this 
category, to what extent, and any proposed mitigation for effects of constrained use and 
development of these properties, to enable the effects of this to be further considered. The few 
properties which contain existing structures that will penetrate the new OLS have been identified 
in the applicant and it appears that the impact of these penetrations are able to be adequately 
managed. 

Submissions raised in relation to the effects of the proposal on property value and development 
potential are essentially economic effects, not effects on amenity values, so have been 
considered as part of the Economic Effects section above. 

Impacts on on-street parking within residential areas 

There is little information to support claims in submissions that the NoR and PPC would result in 
increased pressure for on-street parking in residential areas near the airport.  It is expected that 
any growth of the airport will be accompanied by an increase in parking capacity to 
accommodate additional demand from passengers and staff.  Ultimately, on-street parking 
provision is a public resource, and there are no obvious means of limiting its use by airport users 
through plan provisions or designation conditions.  Council has at its disposal other means, such 
as time-limited parking restrictions, which could be used if adverse effects on residential amenity 
values were identified in future.  

Summary 

In summary, we consider that the NoR adequately identifies and addresses potential adverse 
effects on residential amenity values in respect of the proposed runway extension activities 
(other than in respect of noise, as detailed earlier).  As discussed in the introduction to this effects 
assessment, further clarification is required from the Applicant to demonstrate that effects on 
residential amenity values are similarly addressed for activities other than runway extension work.  
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8 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HERITAGE EFFECTS 

8.1 Background and Context 

In terms of the physical alteration of the land and subsurface material required in forming the 
northern runway extension under the NoR and Designation DAA1, there is potential for 
archaeological features to be disturbed. 

The effects of the NoR on archaeology and heritage are assessed in Attachment G2 to the 
application. 

While large areas of the existing airport are on land reclaimed from the Waimea Inlet’s tidal flats, 
the northern extension is onto an area of old sand dunes. Although there are no recorded 
archaeological sites on or in close proximity to the northern runway extension, the coastal area 
of the Waimea Inlet, its islands and Tāhunanui were of great importance to local Māori for both 
transport, mahinga kai and settlement85. On the basis of previous archaeological work and 
recorded sites in the area, there is potential for unrecorded archaeological sites and features 
associated with pre-European Māori to be present.  Land to the north of the current airport and 
generally east of the proposed northern runway was used extensively during WWII as a RNZAF 
station and camp, however due to its temporary nature and extensive land use development 
since the base closed there is limited potential for archaeological features to remain86.  

Additionally, the existing airport site contains several scheduled heritage buildings under the 
existing NRMP provisions. 

8.2 Submission Issues 

Submissions have sought recognition and protection of the historic heritage of the Nelson Golf 
Course and Tāhunanui Beach Camp from inappropriate use or development. 

8.3 Effects Assessment 

The AEE assesses the archaeological and heritage effects of the proposed NoR at Section 10.3.1.  
This relies on the assessment of Archaeological values undertaken by Underground Overground 
Archaeology Ltd, included at Attachment G2 to the application.  The assessment concludes that 
there is potential for the discovery of pre-European archaeological items as well as WWII historic 
heritage items. The effects assessment in the AEE and the Archaeological Assessment this relies 
on do not consider the effects of the PPC on historic heritage or archaeological values.  

Mitigation is proposed through designation conditions to address archaeological and cultural 
effects associated with runway extension works, and plan provisions to address works involving 
existing listed heritage buildings.  However, the conditions in Designation DAA1 for heritage and 
archaeological values relate only to runway extension works, not any other works within the 
extended Designation DAA1 area. They do not include any provisions relevant to the existing 
scheduled heritage buildings on the site, however the AEE does note that 87:  

‘…the remaining scheduled building within the broader NAL site will not be affected by the 
increased designation.’ 

This is accepted, and it is noted that the existing designation conditions also do not address 
historic heritage values on the site. 

Section 44 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Tāonga Act 2014 – Archaeological Authorities is 
relevant in mitigating effects on these archaeological and cultural values.  Taking these 
mitigations into account, the AEE concludes that the effects on archaeological and historic 
heritage values would be less than minor and more than minor, respectively. 

 

85 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment G1, Options Assessment (Archaeology) (Underground Overground 
Archaeology), Section 6, pg 24 
86 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment G1, Options Assessment (Archaeology) (Underground Overground 
Archaeology), Executive Summary, pg ii 
87 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Planz report, Section 10.3 AEE, pg 66 
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It is accepted that it is not possible to fully assess the potential for discovery of items of 
archaeological, cultural and historic heritage value without extensive and intrusive investigation.  
Whilst the possibility of finding items of value exists, the proposed designation conditions and plan 
provisions (both existing and proposed), in addition to requirements under the HNZPTA, generally 
provide an appropriate framework for mitigating adverse effects associated with the runway 
extension works.   

As outlined earlier, further clarification from the Applicant in relation to management of effects 
of activities other than runway extension works would assist in forming conclusions of overall 
archaeological/ heritage effects  

It is not suggested that these effects need to be addressed in relation to the existing Designation 
DAA1 area.  This is not a matter covered within the existing designation conditions so forms part 
of the existing environment in terms of effects. 

No additional adverse effects will result on existing identified built heritage items on the site, for 
which there are rules for demolition, removal and alteration in the Airport Zone. 

The Nelson Golf Course and Tāhunanui Beach Camp are part of the character of the area and 
community, and their long-term presence is acknowledged, however they are not given any 
heritage recognition in the NRMP or other legislation.  We note that Underground Overground 
acknowledge the potential for archaeological material associated with the former RNZAF station 
and camp in use during WWII, however both the golf course and camp are in existence and do 
not have any buildings or other features of apparent heritage value any more so than parts of 
Nelson city which are of a similar age.  The runway extension will not render the camp unusable, 
however we would expect the Nelson Golf Club Inc (S304) to comment further on the historic 
heritage of the golf course and the need for its protection as a matter under Section 6 of the 
RMA.  

9 CULTURAL EFFECTS 

9.1 Background and Context 

The AEE identifies that NAL have engaged with iwi on the airport extension proposal in an 
ongoing manner since April 2022.  Particular consultation exercises undertaken are detailed at 
Section 12 of the AEE, although the outcomes of this consultation/ feedback received has not 
been detailed.  The AEE acknowledges the importance of understanding the cultural values of 
the area and potential effects of the NoR and PPC on those values, and considers it is most 
appropriate that those values are identified, and effects articulated by iwi. As such, the 
assessment of cultural effects in the AEE is limited to archaeological and cultural values as they 
are identified in planning documents.  In this regard, the AEE notes that the New Zealand 
Archaeological Association’s Site Recording Scheme does not identify any archaeological sites 
or other items of historic heritage or cultural value across the runway extension area and that, in 
terms of the NRMP, neither existing Designation DAA1 nor the proposed runway extension area 
is the subject of the Archaeological Overlay (Policy DO4.1.5) which denotes a high density of 
sites of significance to Iwi.  The AEE also notes that: 

‘Heritage (Attachment G1) there has been substantial reclamation and reformation 
associated with the existing operative Designation DAA1.   

For the proposal which would extend Designation DAA1 over the Nelson Golf Club land, 
whilst that area has been the subject of some disturbance it has not been levelled to 
the same extent. Accordingly, their remains some (low) probability of archaeological 
sites being found in that area, including but not limited to midden, ovens, cultural layers, 
stone and bone tool manufacturing floors and isolated artefacts. Without mitigation any 
effects on those sites would be negative, likely significant (depending on whether or not 
the site has been previously disturbed), and permanent.’ 

The application site is not located within a Statutory Application area (SAA), however it does 
adjoin the coastal marine area, which is an SAA which relates to all Te Tau Ihu iwi.  Consideration 
is given to the Coastal SAA in the assessment to follow. 
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9.2 Submissions 

Two submissions queried why no Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) had been prepared and 
submitted with the application. No submissions were received from Te Tau Ihu iwi organisations.   

9.3 Effects Assessment 

The conclusion drawn in the AEE relating to cultural effects is: 

‘As noted, only iwi can appropriately identify and attribute values important to mana 
whenua as associated with the Proposal and identify appropriate mitigation if required. 
NAL will continue to engage and be led by iwi in this regard.’ 

No submissions have been made by Te Tau Ihu iwi, therefore there is no information available to 
suggest that there are significant concerns regarding cultural effects of the NoR and PPC.  In 
relation to queries raised in relation to the lack of a CIA, we consider that the need or otherwise 
for a CIA should be determined by tangata whenua iwi. In the absence of any additional 
information on this matter, it is considered that the conditions included in the NoR relating to 
accidental discovery protocols are useful in mitigating any potential effects on cultural values 
associated with accidental discoveries.  It is noted that these requirements only apply to 
earthworks associated with the northern runway extension.  As with archaeological and heritage 
effects discussed above, it would be useful for the Applicant to comment further on whether 
these should apply to all earthworks in the extended designation areas.  It is acknowledged that 
any cultural effects associated with regional consenting matters, such as the diversion or piping 
of Maire Stream, can be addressed through regional consenting processes. 

With regard to the Te Tau Ihu Coastal Statutory Acknowledgements, the operative NRMP and 
proposed PPC30 provisions will ensure that tangata whenua interests will be appropriately 
considered through resource consent and outline plan approval processes. 

Overall, we consider that the approach to managing cultural effects for runway extension works 
is adequate to ensure adverse effects are no more than minor. However, changes would be 
required to the NoR to satisfy us that effects of other activities carried out under the DAA1 would 
be similarly managed. 

10 EFFECTS ON ECOLOGY 

10.1 Background and Context 

In terms of the physical alteration of the land and subsurface material required in forming the 
northern runway extension and other works enabled under the NoR and Designation DAA1, in 
utilisation of the altered flight paths enabled through the extension, and in development of the 
airport land under the provisions of the Airport Zone under PPC30, there is potential for effects on 
ecological values to occur.  These relate to effects on terrestrial vegetation and habitats, 
freshwater and marine habitats, and avifauna assemblages88. 

The effects of the NoR on ecological values are assessed, and mitigation recommendations 
made, in the Ecological Assessment in Attachment H2 to the application. This was prepared by 
Boffa Miskell Ltd (BML).  The Ecological Assessment does not give consideration to works other 
than runway extension works under DAA1, or the effects of activities provided for under PPC30.  
It is also noted that the removal of reference to the NAEMP removes a layer of control from the 
existing designation in relation to ecological effects. 

The existing environment and ecological values of the site are detailed from pg 3 of the 
Ecological Assessment.  As with landscape effects, the highly modified nature of the terrestrial 
and freshwater environments within the proposed NoR area is of relevance. This assessment of 
the existing ecological values of the site is relevant to the assessment of the environmental effects 
of the NoR and PPC, as this defines the existing environment. 

 

88 BML , Attachment H2 to application, pg 3 
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10.2 Submission Issues 

There are few submissions on this matter, generally questioning the adequacy and review of the 
information in the application, and engineering solutions that would not impact on the ecology 
of the area.  

10.3 Effects Assessment 

Ecological effects associated with the NoR are addressed in the AEE at Section 10.6, based on 
the conclusions of the Ecological Report.  The conclusions reached, at 10.6.3, are: 

‘… it is concluded that most of the proposed extension area (altered Designation DAA1) 
comprise exotic grassland with a small area of high ecological habitat and freshwater values 
associated with Maire Stream tributary being the primary focus for subsequent works and 
implementation of the effects management hierarchy (with a preference for relocation).    

Residual effects will be addressed through additional surveys undertaken prior to earthworks 
commencing on the proposed runway extension and through subsequent regional resource 
consenting processes. Effects are considered to be able to be mitigated to a low level of 
effect (Maire Stream tributary only and at a Waimea Inlet scale).’ 

Based on the specialist advice of BML, the conditions proposed for Designation DAA1 appear to 
provide for comprehensive assessment and management of ecological effects associated with 
runway extension works.  These conditions are considered to appropriately mitigate ecological 
effects for such works through the Outline Plan process.  As noted in the preceding NoR Report, 
the exclusion of ‘ecological values’ from the matters listed at DAA1.4i(b), as effects to be 
considered in the preparation of an outline plan, requires further comment. 

There are however activities provided for under Designation DAA1 that are not directly 
associated with the runway extension, which may result in adverse ecological effects without 
mitigation.  It is suggested that the applicant consider addressing this matter further in their 
evidence.  This applies not only to activities within the extended Designation DAA1 area, but also 
to activities across the entire designation area, in the absence of the Environmental 
Management Plan that currently addresses ecological effects. 

Additionally, proposed rule AIRPz.46.1 permits a range of earthworks, including for certain 
earthworks within 10m of streams and the coastal marine area, and within natural wetlands, 
where required for the purpose of Aviation Activities, and subject to conditions.  The type of works 
envisaged to be enabled by these provisions, and the scope of works that they would permit is 
unclear.  The application indicates that these provisions are a roll-over of existing NRMP 
earthworks provisions (under which circumstances any effects would form part of the permitted 
baseline) however this does not appear to be the case for condition (d)89.  The ecological effects 
associated with these permitted activities have not been addressed by BML.  Furthermore, the 
provisions appear to provide for activities that are more lenient than the provisions of the NES-F 
in relation to permitting earthworks within natural wetlands.  The Applicant is asked to confirm 
whether or not this conflicts with Regulation 6(2) of the NES-F. 

In terms of the effects of modification of Maire Stream, there is clearly a range in the magnitude 
of ecological effects that could result, depending on the management option pursued.  From 

 

89 Proposed NRMP Rule AIRPz.46.1 (d) The Earthworks do not take place within 10m of the banks of any river 
identified in Appendix 6 (riparian and coastal margin overlays), or within 10m of the Coastal Marine Area, 
except for where required for the purpose of Aviation Activities where the following conditions are met:  
i) the activity must not be for the purpose of increasing the size of the Aviation Activity and associated 
infrastructure; and  
ii) the activity must not result in the formation of new pathways, boardwalks, or other accessways; and  
iii) if the activity is vegetation clearance, Earthworks, or land disturbance, the activity, excluding any planting, 
must not occur over more than 500 m2 or 10% of the area of the natural wetland, whichever is smaller; and  
iv) if the activity is Earthworks or land disturbance, trenches dug (for example, to maintain pipes) must be 
backfilled and compacted no later than 48 hours after being dug; and the activity must not result in drains 
being deeper, relative to the natural wetland’s water level, than they were before the activity; and  
v) The Airport Operator at least 10 working days prior to the works provides the Nelson City Council with formal 
information as to the nature and location of the activity, commencement and completion dates, and 
contact details. 
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an ecological perspective there is clearly a preferable option available in diverting, rather than 
piping and reclaiming the stream based on the BML report.  This has been put forward as a viable 
option in the application (in other words the NoR and PPC do not necessitate piping of the 
stream).  It is considered that the regulatory framework provided by the NRMP, NES-F and NPS-
FM are sufficiently robust to enable the appropriate solution to this aspect of the proposal to be 
determined at a later date.   

In summary, we consider that ecological effects associated with runway extension works are 
adequately addressed in relation to runway extension works provided for under the NoR.  Further 
clarification is sought from the Applicant in relation to the management of ecological effects 
associated with other activities enabled under the NoR and PPC. 

11 EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH GEO HAZARDS AND GEO COASTAL MATTERS 

11.1 Background and Context 

In terms of the physical alteration of the land and subsurface material required in forming the 
northern runway extension under the NoR and Designation DAA1, and in development of the 
airport land under the provisions of the Airport Zone under PPC30, there is potential for effects 
associated with geotechnical, flooding and coastal hazards to occur.   

The effects of the NOR on geotechnical, flooding and coastal hazards are assessed, and 
mitigation recommendations made, in the Geotechnical Effects Assessment at Attachment I2 to 
the application. This was prepared by Stantec and followed an earlier Geotechnical and 
Coastal Assessment prepared as part of the options assessment, included in the application as 
Attachment I1.  As discussed in greater detail below, the Hazards Assessment does not give 
specific consideration to the effects of activities provided for under PPC30.   

The existing environment and geotechnical  qualities of the site are detailed at Section 2 of the 
Geotechnical and Coastal Assessment, and the coastal and hydrological aspects of the existing 
site at Section 4.  This assessment of the existing geotechnical, hydrological and coastal context 
of the site is relevant to the assessment of the environmental effects of the NOR and PPC, as this 
defines the lawfully established existing environment. At a very high level, the existing site, 
including the NoR area, is proximate to (but not crossed by) and known faults, in within an area 
identified as being potentially exposed to liquefaction risks, is subject to some freshwater flooding 
risk and, being relatively low-lying coastal land, is potentially at risk from coastal inundation and 
coastal processes. 

11.2 Submissions 

Submissions raise that the airport is at risk from climate change and increase in extreme weather 
events, and is subject of land subsidence and liquefaction, which will compromise the resilience 
of the airport – managed retreat rather than growth at this site should be planned for given the 
significance of the infrastructure to the region. 

A submission was also received in relation to the Airport zone rules for the Coastal Environment 
Overlay and Inundation Overlays seeking that the implications of coastal hazards and inundation 
are appropriately applied in these rules in accordance with best planning practice. In addition 
a further submission was received on this matter identifying that Plan Change 29 makes changes 
to the rules that apply to the Industrial Zone that were intended to also apply to the Airport. Any 
change of zoning for the Airport should carry over the Plan Change 29 provisions.  

In the context of NAL’s application, Plan Change 29 introduces provisions that apply to the 
objectives, policies and rules for the natural hazards provisions, including those relating to 
liquefaction, inundation and flooding, in the Airport Zone.   
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11.3 Effects Assessment 

The Geotechnical Effects Assessment summarises the effects of the proposed runway extension 
as follows90:  

‘The most significant geotechnical effects of Option A are related to earthworks 
activities required to construct the extension to the northern runway (including importing 
of fill and pavement materials).  The details related to these earthworks activities will be 
determined during detailed design and will be subject to subsequent regional resource 
consent and outline plan of works processes.  

Option A has no effects on coastal risk or coastal processes.   

Drainage from additional impervious areas as a result of the construction of the 
extended runway will be subject to treatment via wetland swales or similar, which will be 
progressed through detailed design.  The effects will be managed through subsequent 
regional resource consent and outline of plan works processes.   The Maire stream 
tributary intersects with the proposed northern Runway End Safety Area ("RESA") will 
need to be realigned around the outside of the RESA (or potentially culverted), to allow 
for conveyance of water, sediment and fish/eels where applicable, with the same 
efficiency as the existing stream. If realignment occurs, Option A will have no net effect 
on stormwater after mitigation.  

In the event that a culvert solution was implemented, this would present a potential risk 
of blockage that does not currently exist and would need to be carefully managed.  As 
a result, culverting the stream has the potential to result in greater adverse effects from 
an engineering perspective than realignment but this is a matter that will need to be 
considered and managed through detailed design and the subsequent regional 
consenting process.’ 

A number of recommendations are made to mitigate effects associated with geotechnical and 
other hazards, with the expectation that these will be addressed as part of a future regional 
resource consent application for earthworks.  These are: 

‘1) A geotechnical ground investigation is undertaken to support detailed design of the 
northern runway option and associated infrastructure.   

2) The investigation under (1) should, as a minimum, assess geotechnical, pavement and 
earthworks project design requirements.   

3) Following the ground investigation under (1), a factual geotechnical report shall be 
produced summarising investigations undertaken together with geotechnical and 
pavement design reports.   

4) Where practicable, fill materials used in earthworks should be sourced from within the 
Option A site area, in order to reduce material haulage, associated emissions and 
environmental outcomes.   

5) All geotechnical and pavement related work shall be undertaken by suitably qualified 
and experienced persons. 

6) Any future stream realignment design must not exacerbate existing flood risk.91’ 

Following from this, the AEE draws the following conclusions in relation to effects of the NoR in 
relation to geotechnical and coastal hazards: 

‘Based on the above, it is concluded that the Geo Hazard and Geo Coastal processes 
associated with the NoR (and the proposed runway extension) do not provide any 

 

90 Stantec report: Nelson Airport notice of requirement analysis – Geotech and Flood Hazard MCA Review 
and Conditions for NoR.  Page 2:’ Summary of the potential effects of Option A” 
91 Stantec report: Nelson Airport notice of requirement analysis – Geotech and Flood Hazard MCA Review 
and Conditions for NoR.  Page 2:’ Recommended mitigation measures to manage adverse effects of the 
preferred option” 
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material technical challenges or effects associated with construction or operation. 
Specific design elements will be addressed through the subsequent detailed design and 
planning permission (s176A Outline Plan, regional consents, building consents) phase.   

There are no geotechnical issues that would make the site unsuitable for development 
in extending infrastructure associated with Nelson Airport. The earthworks and 
geotechnical effects of the proposal are considered to be less than minor.92’ 

I concur with the overall conclusions reached in the AEE.  As identified by Stantec, the most 
significant geotechnical effects of the proposal relate to earthworks for the runway extension.  
Stantec advise that these will need to be managed through detailed design.  It seems that any 
risks are to the development itself, there is no suggestion that there are geotechnical conditions 
that could result in adverse effects on the environment or to neighbouring land.  Whilst it is noted 
that none of the geotechnical recommendations made by Stantec (items 1-3 and 5 above) 
have been incorporated in the NoR or PPC provisions, for this reason we do not consider that 
they need be.  It will be solely in the interest of the requiring authority to address this through 
detailed design.  Any geotechnical risks associated with earthworks are also addressed under 
regional earthworks conditions, including restrictions on the depth of excavations relative to site 
boundaries. 

The conclusions reached by Stantec that the proposed NoR has no effect on coastal risk or 
coastal processes are accepted, given that the proposed extension is located further from the 
coast than the existing parts of the airport site.  Although it is acknowledged that the site is 
identified as being at risk of coastal inundation under all sea level rise scenarios (from 0.5m SLR 
upward), it is accepted that the NoR and any other works enabled by the PPC would not 
exacerbate any such risks, either for the site or surrounding land.   

The Geotechnical and Coastal Assessment identifies that the proposed northern runway 
extension does not pose any risk in relation to freshwater flooding due to the location of this within 
the site relative to areas of potential flooding.  Further, proposed designation conditions require 
consideration of existing flood risk and stormwater management as part of an Outline Plan for 
runway extension works.  It is unclear why this is proposed only for runway extension works, and 
not other works within the extended DAA1 area that may be carried out under the designation, 
and this is a matter that would benefit from further comment from the Applicant.   

The Stantec reports identify the need for stormwater quality management as part of any future 
development of the site.  These matters would be addressed through adherence to Nelson 
Tasman Land Development Manual (NTLDM) standards as part of a resource consent 
application or building consent application.  The applicability of the NTLDM to any works carried 
out under DAA1 is unclear, and in the absence of an Environmental Management Plan as 
currently applies to the designation, it is unclear how effects on the quality and quantity of 
stormwater runoff associated with new development on the site (other than the runway 
extension) will be managed. 

We agree that any effects on flooding associated with diversion or piping of Maire Stream are 
able to be appropriately managed through a regional consenting process.  Recommended 
mitigation item (6) identified by Stantec does not need to be included in Designation conditions 
or rules.  

In relation to the further submission on Plan Change 29, we acknowledge that there will need to 
be some further alignment to the natural hazard rules contained in the proposed PPC30 
provisions to ensure they address natural hazard in the same manner as sought through PC29. 
We invite the applicant to give consideration to PC29 in this regard in their evidence.   

Overall, subject to receiving clarification on the points raised above, we consider that any effects 
associated with geotechnical and natural hazard matters are adequately addressed in the NoR 
and PPC. 

 

92 Planz Consultants AEE, Section 10.7.3 Conclusion 
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12 TRANSPORT AND TRAFFIC EFFECTS 

12.1 Background and Context 

The application is supported by a Transportation Assessment prepared by Stantec and included 
at Appendix N to the application.  This details the existing transport environment, road safety, 
and existing and forecast traffic demand.  It also details future network improvements that are 
relevant to the assessment of traffic effects.   

As noted earlier, this assessment of effects appears to be predicated on the assumption that the 
NoR does not enable airport growth – in other words that the growth and associated 
transportation effects will occur irrespective of whether the runway is extended.  This requires 
further clarification from the Applicant. 

The Transportation Assessment does not consider the transportation effects associated with the 
PPC, or those associated with additional development of land outside the existing DAA1 
boundary undertaken in accordance with the designation. 

12.2 Submissions 

Submissions relation to transportation matters raise increased use and congestion of roads, 
impacts on cyclists, and parking pressure on Otterson Street. 

12.3 Effects Assessment 

The conclusion reached in the AEE is as follows: 

‘The assessment demonstrates that significant planning for the future transport system 
has occurred that will support travel demand growth at the Airport and therefore no 
additional constraints or requirements are sought to be imposed as Proposed Conditions 
to the NoR or PPC provisions.93’ 

If it is confirmed that the NoR and PPC does not enable increased capacity (in other words the 
runway extension will not enable an increase in the number/ frequency of flights and/ or size of 
aircraft) it is accepted that the runway extension will not result in increased traffic effects beyond 
that of the status quo/ existing environment.   

The other activities provided for under the designation are ancillary to aviation activities, and it 
may be that these would also not increase traffic generation or associated effects in that they 
are supporting or ancillary activities that would not result in additional visitors to the site.  However, 
this relies on the assumption that the range of activities provided for under the Designation, and 
the areal extent of these activities is not increasing.  It is acknowledged that the Airport Master 
Plan documentation identifies a ‘development area’ that is not appreciably larger than the 
current airport industrial zone.  However, this distinction is not reflected in the PPC or NoR 
documents, and it appears possible that development undertaken in accordance with DAA1 
and under the Airport Zone could conceivably extend over a much larger land area (that which 
is currently zone Recreation and Open Space). Under this scenario there would potentially be 
additional transportation effects not addressed in the current assessment.  This is a matter that 
would benefit from further clarification from the Applicant in their evidence. 

In terms of non-Aviation and non-Airport Related Activities permitted under the PPC, these too 
are generally ancillary to airport activities.  It is noted that visitor accommodation is also 
permitted (where it currently is not within the Industrial zone), however this is arguably also 
ancillary to the airport activity in that guests would likely be those who are travelling via the 
airport.  Further comment from the Applicant on the traffic effects of activities permitted under 
the PPC (where not currently permitted in the Industrial zone, such as visitor accommodation), in 
addition to those associated with an increased areal extent of land covered by the proposed 
Airport zone relative to the existing Industrial zoned land within the airport site would be 
welcomed in order for a more complete assessment of traffic effects to be undertaken. 

 

93 Planz Consultants AEE, Section 10.8.3 Conclusion 
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It is acknowledged that the airport site is very well connected to key transportation routes which 
may well be able to accommodate additional traffic associated with airport growth. There have 
also been changes to public transport availability (regular bus services to the airport) since the 
report was prepared, that are relevant to this assessment.   

In summary, on the basis that the proposed NoR and PPC do not enable airport growth, it is 
accepted that no adverse transportation related effects will occur.  Subject to clarification on 
that point, and acknowledging the very good connection of the site to the higher order road 
network and alternative transport options, we agree that transportation effects will be 
acceptable. 

13 INFRASTRUCTURE  

13.1 Background and Context 

The application does not specifically address effects on infrastructure.  Transpower have 
submitted in opposition to DAA3 on the basis of impacts of the designation on the operation of 
the national grid.  Also of relevance is whether provisions proposed under PPC30 adequately 
address provision and protection of existing infrastructure within or near the proposed Airport 
zone. 

13.2 Submissions 

Transpower have submitted in opposition to the proposed changes to designation DAA3, on the 
basis of: 

 impacts of the OLS and its height limits on the operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of the National Grid, to meet increasing demand and security of supply, and 
to contribute to New Zealand’s economic and social aspirations, with reference to 
Transpower’s existing National Grid assets in the vicinity of Designation DAA3; 

 the lack of clarity around the spatial extent of Designation DAA3; 

 insufficient consideration has been given of the effects on the National Grid; 

 the NoR fails to acknowledge the relationship between Designation DAA3 and other 
designations such as that held by Transpower for its Stoke substation; 

13.3 Effects Assessment 

It is not entirely clear from Transpower’s submission whether they consider the amended OLS 
detailed in proposed DAA3 will result in adverse effects on their ability to maintain existing 
national grid infrastructure, or whether they have insufficient information to determine whether 
there may be adverse effects.  We consider this to be a matter addressed by the Applicant in its 
evidence, including whether existing DAA3 would have the potential impacts on the national 
grid infrastructure, and whether there is potential for increased effects as a result of the changes. 

The proposed Airport Zone provisions include rules relating to building near drains and pipes, 
disposal of trade waste to sewer, radiofrequency exposure levels, network utilities, and the 
services overlay.  These provisions are consistent with existing NRMP provisions in other zones, 
including the Industrial Zone which currently applies to much of the airport site.  These are 
considered appropriate to manage the provision and protection of appropriate infrastructure 
assets in a manner consistent with the remainder of the District.  Additionally, the Nelson Tasman 
Land Development Manual (NTLDM) is applicable to the assessment of resource and building 
consent applications and addresses detailed design of infrastructure. Adequate provision and 
protection of infrastructure in relation to NTLDM standards would also be a relevant other matter 
in consideration of an Outline Plan of Works. 

We consider that adverse effects on Transpower need to be further defined through the 
evidence of Transpower and the Applicant.  We consider that other effects on infrastructure are 
adequately addressed through the NoR and PPC. 
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14 CLIMATE CHANGE  

14.1 Background and Context 

The application gives consideration to the effects of climate change on the proposed NoR and 
PPC, primarily in relation to the effects of coastal hazards as a result of sea level rise.  These have 
been addressed above. 

With regard to climate change effects associated with aviation emissions, there are various 
legislative requirements, industry and Council initiatives that are relevant in managing aviation 
emissions and their associated effects on climate change.  These have been addressed in some 
detail in Section 10.2 of the preceding NoR report.   

The AEE does not include an assessment of the effects of the NoR and PPC on climate change.  
Consideration is given, however, to climate change in various places in the AEE.  These are in 
relation to provisions of the NPSUD, NZCPS, National Adaptation Plan (2002), and Emissions 
Reduction Plan (2022). 

We acknowledge that the applicant itself is not the emitter in respect of aviation fuel emissions. 
Rather, it is the airlines that are the emitters and there are various technological and economic 
factors influencing aircraft and fuel types that are outside of the control of the Applicant.   

Within this context, we do not consider that the matter of climate change effects from emissions 
is a matter to be resolved through the NoR and PPC process.  However, it is a matter raised in a 
number of submissions, and we consider that further comment from the Applicant in evidence 
would be beneficial in considering these submissions. Relevant considerations are the extent to 
which the proposed NoR enables growth in aviation activity under a ‘business as usual’ situation 
in relation to aviation technology and fuels, versus the extent to which it will enable the use of 
alternative fuel technology in the future. 

14.2 Submissions 

Submission points relating to the effects of/ on climate change include: 

 the airport is at risk from climate change and increase in extreme weather events, and is 
subject of land subsidence and liquefaction, which will compromise the resilience of the 
airport – managed retreat rather than growth at this site should be planned for given the 
significance of the infrastructure to the region; 

 the runway extension is predicated on questionable assumptions, including continuous 
growth in passenger and freight, the ability to be Net Zero by 2050, and that zero emission 
flights will be available in the new future;  

 the runway extension and associated increase in air travel is not supported in an era of rapid 
climate change, fossil fuel divestment and rising sea levels, and is not responsive to the urgent 
need for climate action and reduced greenhouse gas emissions to comply with IPCC advice; 

 the embedded carbon emissions for the new pavement works are not quantified in 
determining the impact of construction on Nelson Tasman’s carbon budget. 

14.3 Effects Assessment 

As identified above, the application addresses the effects of climate change in terms of the 
resilience of the proposed runway extension to climate change-related effects on coastal 
hazards.  This has been discussed under the geo-hazards and coastal hazards section above.  
Essentially, the AEE (and Stantec report on which the effects assessment is based) conclude that 
the northern runway extension is not vulnerable to coastal hazards (particularly in comparison to 
the southern extension option) and is a matter that is able to be addressed via detailed design.  
This is accepted.  Ultimately, these are matters for consideration of NAL in terms of feasibility and 
do not influence the external effects of the proposal.   

With regard to effects of the proposal on climate change, we look forward to further clarification 
from the Applicant on the matters raised in submissions.  As a preliminary comment, we think it is 
relevant to consider the extent to which the NoR enables the opportunity for a broader range of 
aircraft (and fuel) types to be utilised by airlines, and the potential adverse and positive effects 
associated with this.  Based on the ZeAero report at Attachment F4 to the AEE it would appear 
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that continuation of the status quo in terms of airport operations would not provide any potential 
for alternative fuel aircraft (and associated emissions reductions) into the future in order to meet 
the aspirations of the national adaptation and emissions reduction plans detailed in the 
application. To the extent that growth in airport activity is enabled under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario in terms of aircraft and fuel types, a potential effect of not accepting the NoR for 
runway extension may well be growth in CO2 emissions over time.  

It is acknowledged that the Airport Master Plan document mentions various emissions targets 
and sustainability initiatives relevant to NAL’s own operations (as well as supporting reductions in 
aircraft fuel emissions) that would be relevant to elaborate on in the Applicant’s evidence, 
including whether it is appropriate to embody any of the relevant initiatives into the designation 
conditions. 

15 POSITIVE EFFECTS  

15.1 Background and Context 

The Application does not include a separate assessment of positive effects associated with the 
NoR and PPC. Positive effects are, however, addressed in the AEE in relation to other effects 
topics, such as, and in particular, economic effects and potential to create positive effects in 
relation to emissions.  Wider public benefits in relation to air travel and freight services are also 
explained in the AEE in justifying the need for the proposed NoR and PPC. These include 
providing increased operational resilience and reliability and enabling forecast demand and 
accommodate future aircraft types – essentially, improving the air services available to the 
residents and businesses of the Nelson region.  The positive effects of introducing an acoustic 
mitigation package for residences that are currently affected by airport noise, are noted in the 
application. 

15.2 Submissions 

The reasons for support that have been raised in submissions, other than those addressed earlier 
in relation to economic or climate change effects include: 

 the importance of the airport sector to New Zealand, Nelson and its communities in terms of 
connectivity, tourism, and as a lifeline utility during natural hazard events; 

 Nelson’s relative isolation to other parts of New Zealand and its reliance on air transport and 
Nelson Airport; and  

 that the changes are necessary to ensure Nelson Airport is efficient, reliable and safe, can 
adapt to changing energy sources and potential future aircraft technology (including as Air 
New Zealand is committed in its climate crisis response), and meets Nelson’s long-term needs. 

15.3 Effects Assessment 

We agree that the proposed NoR and PPC will enable potential positive effects on the region as 
a whole in terms of improved air services.  There will be positive effects for members of the 
community that surround the airport and that are currently affected by aircraft noise, but which 
are currently not mitigated.  This is a positive effect of the proposal, separate to being mitigation 
for new/ additional adverse effects associated with the NoR.  Furthermore, it is noted that the 
revised OLS will result in a relaxation of constraints for some properties close to the airport, relative 
to the current OLS.  This is acknowledged as a positive effect for these properties and their 
owners. 
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PART E: HIGHER ORDER PLANNING DOCUMENTS  
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Purpose of this Section 

The purpose of this part of the s42A Report is to address the higher order planning documents 
relevant to the NoR and PPC30.  It has been referenced in Parts B and C of our Report as relevant 
to the separate applications and their respective statutory context. 

1.2 Statutory Framework 

In relation to a NoR, s171(1)(a) of the RMA states that the territorial authority shall have particular 
regard to any relevant provisions of a national policy statement, a New Zealand coastal policy 
statement, a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement, and a plan or 
proposed plan. 

In relation to the NoR, we have had regard to the following planning documents in consideration 
of this application: 

 The National Policy Statement on Urban Development; 

 The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management; 

 The National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission; 

 The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; 

 The Nelson Regional Policy Statement; and 

 The Nelson Resource Management Plan. 

Attachment Q to the application sets out the relevant objectives and policies from these 
planning documents, except for the NPSET.  We are of the opinion that this generally summarises 
the relevant framework in these higher order planning documents but provide additional 
comment as necessary. 

The following assessment of these higher order planning documents is limited to the designations 
as put forward in the NoR.  We acknowledge, but do not provide further commentary, on the 
fact that the alternative southern runway option, in its potential need to reclaim or undertake 
works in the CMA, is likely to find support challenging under the NZCPS in particular.  

In relation to PCC30, s75(3) of the RMA states that a district plan must give effect to any national 
policy statement, any New Zealand coastal policy statement, a national planning standard and 
any regional policy statement. 

s74(2) of the RMA states that, in addition to those matters in s75(3), when changing its district plan 
the territorial authority shall have particular regard to management plans and strategies 
prepared under other Acts; the extent to which the district plan needs to be consistent with the 
plans or proposed plans of adjacent territorial authorities; any emissions reduction plan made in 
accordance with section 5ZI of the Climate Change Response Act 2002; any national 
adaptation plan made in accordance with section 5ZS of the Climate Change Response Act 
2002.  S74(2A) requires that the territorial authority, must take into account any relevant planning 
document recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with the territorial authority to the extent 
that its content has a bearing on the resource management issues of the district. 

In relation to PPC30, and in addition to the higher order planning documents that s171(1)(a) 
directs consideration of for the NoR, we have had regard to the following planning documents 
in consideration of this application: 

 The National Planning Standards; 

 The National Adaption Plan;  

 The Emissions Reduction Plan;  

 Rautaki Hangaga o Aoteraroa New Zealand Infrastructure Strategy 2022-2052;  

 Other local authority resource management plans; 

 The Te Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgements 2014; and   

 Iwi Management Plans. 
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2 NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT (NPS-UD) 

The National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD) came into effect on 20 August 
2020 and was updated in May 2022.  The NPS-UD sets out the objectives and policies for planning 
for well-functioning urban environments under the RMA. It recognises the national significance 
of urban environments and enabling such environments to develop and change, and providing 
sufficient development capacity to meet the needs of people and communities and future 
generations in urban environments.  

The NPS-UD is relevant to planning decisions which include: 

(e)  designations; 

(h) a change to a plan requested under Part 2 of Schedule 1 of the Act. 

Nationally significant infrastructure is defined within the NPS-UD to include: 

(h) any airport (but not its ancillary commercial activities) used for regular air transport 
services by aeroplanes capable of carrying more than 30 passengers. 

Nelson Airport and its runway is nationally significant infrastructure under the NPS-UD. 

Nelson and Tasman are Tier 2 Urban Environments under the NPS-UD. The application draws 
support from Clause 3.32(c) – the safe and efficient operation of nationally significant 
infrastructure – as a qualifying matter for managing urban intensification subject to Policies 3 and 
4 in the NPS-UD, however these only apply to Tier 1 urban environments and is therefore of no 
greater importance than the broader objectives of the NPS-UD. 

While focussed on the capacity of land to be developed for housing or business use, the NPS-UD 
is also concerned with urban development as a whole.  Objective 1 states that “New Zealand 
has well-functioning urban environments that enable all people and communities to provide for 
their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health and safety, now and into the 
future” and reference to well-functioning urban environments also appears in Policy 1. In the 
context of the extension of the airport runway towards the Tahunanui residential and business 
community, we believe that this requires that consideration is given also to the effects of the NoR 
on the function and potential intensification of adjoining urban environments within the purpose 
of the NPS-UD.  

We agree with the applicant that the NoR will contribute to the outcome of a well-functioning 
urban environment by providing a safer and more resilient airport for the Nelson community, and 
that the airport plays an important role in the socio-economic well-being of communities through 
its role in tourism and trade.94 

In implementing its objectives and policies, the NPS-UD directs planning decisions to contribute 
to well-functioning urban environments. There are several principles that are to be had regard 
to, some such as enabling a variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors in terms 
of location and size, and good accessibility for all transport modes, are more relevant to PPC30, 
however the following are relevant to this NoR: 

 Urban environments, including their amenity values, may develop and change over time, 
with potential for significant changes for areas where RMA planning documents give 
effect to the NPS-UD (refer Objective 4 and Policy 6).  Those changes may detract from 
amenity values appreciated by some, but improve amenity values appreciated by others, 
and are not, in of themselves, an adverse effect.  

 Reduction in greenhouse gas emissions (refer Objective 8 and Policy 1). 

 Resilience to current and future effects of climate change (Objective 8 and Policies 1 and 
6). 

 Te Tiriti o Waitangi, and provision of opportunity for Māori involvement in decision-making 
on designations taking into account sites of significance to Māori and issues of cultural 
significance (Objective 5 and Policy 9). 

 

94  NAL, NOR and PPC application, para 11.2.1, pg 91 
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Nelson Airport is part of the existing urban environment and its amenity, and the NoR will facilitate 
change to that as a result of the runway extension.  The NoR includes conditions over the design 
and construction of the runway extension and amends the air noise contours and obstacle 
surface limitations within the altered designations in order to manage reverse sensitivity effects 
and conflicting land use and put in place noise mitigation through acoustic insulation of the most 
affected residences.  NAL has consulted Iwi in the course of preparing their application and 
Designation DAA1 contains conditions in relation to cultural effects and continuing engagement 
with Iwi during the runway design and construction. The runway extension will provide for next-
generation aircraft, facilitating a reduction in greenhouse emissions from aircraft use.   

Objective 1 expects that well-functioning urban environment enable all people and 
communities to provide for their health and safety, now and into the future. If the mitigation in 
Designation DAA2 is inadequate in addressing the significant increase in noise impact on the 
Tahunanui community, with associated impacts on the health of residents, then the application 
is at odds with Objective 1.  

Objective 3 in the NPS-UD requires that “district plans enable more people to live in, and more 
businesses and community services to be located in, areas of an urban environment in which 
one or more of the following apply: 

a) the area is in or near a centre zone or other area with many employment opportunities; 

b) the area is well-serviced by existing or planned public transport; 

c) there is high demand for housing or for business land in the area, relative to other areas 
within the urban environment.”  

A number of submissions have raised concern about the NoR preventing the Tahunanui area 
from realising this potential, particularly given that it meets the above attributes. 

In making planning decisions that affect urban environments, Policy 6(a) requires decision-
makers to have particular regard to the planned urban built form anticipated by those RMA 
planning documents that have given effect to the NPS-UD. Although without legal effect at the 
current time, and notified after the NoR application, Plan Change 29 (PC29) to the NRMP, 
generally referred to as the ‘Housing Plan Change’, was notified on 11 August 2023 and 
submissions closed on 31 October 2023.  PC29 was introduced in response to population growth 
and demand for housing in the region, to fulfil Council’s obligations to provide for well-functioning 
urban environments under the NPS-UD, and to assist in implementing the intensification scenario 
identified in the 2022 Nelson Tasman Future Development Strategy (FDS) and the Te Ara ō 
Whakatū - City Centre Spatial Plan.  

The purpose of PC29 lies in enabling more housing options within the existing urban areas of 
Nelson, providing for a significant proportion of the city’s urban growth through intensification 
and development on existing zoned residential land. It also updates hazard overlays relating to 
flood, liquefaction, earthquake fault rupture, and slope instability, ensuring that natural hazards 
risks are appropriately managed while supporting housing delivery. 

PC29 does not provide for intensification within zoned residential areas potentially affected by 
significant natural hazards, which accords with Objective 8 and Policies 1 and 6 in the NPS-UD.  
Despite being within the area of PC29, the Tahunanui residential area east of Tahunanui Drive 
and Bolt Road through to the beach, and Monaco, being land that is subject to liquefaction 
and future sea level rise (potential coastal inundation risk), are not proposed intensification areas 
under PC29 (refer Fig 1, shown as pale yellow).  These areas retain their existing zone (Residential 
Zone Standard) and associated development standards in the NRMP. 

Residential intensification will be enabled primarily through the introduction of three new 
residential zone areas: General Residential zone, Medium Density Residential zone and High 
Density Residential zone which enable density at varying levels depending on the area. Land on 
the lower Tahunanui Hills, south of Stansell Avenue through to Maire Street, and around Stoke, is 
proposed to be rezoned Medium Density Residential or Higher Density Residential (refer Fig X).  
The runway extension under Designation DAA1 moves the airport closer to the High and Medium 
Density Residential Zones at Tahunanui but with sufficient separation that, should decisions to 
PC29 eventually provide for intensification, the development of that land will not be 
unreasonably affected by Designations DAA2 or DAA3. 
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Fig E.1: PC29 Zone Map (pale yellow = areas retaining current Residential Zone Standard; yellow = 

General Residential Zone; orange = Medium Density Residential Zone; deep orange = High Density Residential 
Zone) 

Nelson Golf Course is private, not public open space or community infrastructure under the Local 
Government Act, and being zoned Open Space Recreation in the NRMP it is not what would 
typically be considered “business land”.  We are not sure that it couldn’t however be considered 
a community service in that the clubhouse functions as a community facility and the wider golf 
course is a commercial activity that serves the needs of the community.  Community services 
are referenced in Objective 3, and in Policy 1(c) with expectation that well-functioning urban 
environments have good accessibility for all people between housing and community services.  
NAL has advised that it will be providing evidence on the impacts on recreational values, as we 
would expect of the Nelson Golf Club in relation to the future of its course and clubhouse. If the 
function of these facilities will be reasonably retained as a result of the NoR, albeit on a reduced 
scale to the golf course, then the proposal will achieve Objective 1 of the NPS-UD in balancing 
the needs of the community for sustainable airport infrastructure with the social well-being and 
health of those users of the Nelson Golf Course and its facilities. 

3 NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR FRESHWATER MANAGEMENT (NPS-FM) 

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FM) came into effect on 3 
September 2020 and was amended in January 2023.  The NPS-FM sets out the objectives and 
policies for freshwater management under the RMA. 

The objective of the NPS-FM is to ensure that natural and physical resources are managed in a 
way that prioritises:  

(a)  first, the health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems  

(b)  second, the health needs of people (such as drinking water) 

(c)  third, the ability of people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and 
cultural well-being, now and in the future. 
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In the context of the site subject of the NoR, freshwater resources to which the NPS-FM will apply 
include: 

 the Maire Stream tributary, within the RESA to the proposed northern runway extension; 

 the saltmarsh vegetation in Maire Stream, which Boffa Miskell have identified as a wetland; 

 Jenkins Creek along the eastern and southern side of Designation DAA1; and 

 the pond west of Trent Drive and south of Dakota Street. 

The western and southern margins of Jenkins Creek and the pond are within the existing 
designations held by NAL. 

In terms of Policy 1 (freshwater is managed in a way that gives effect to Te Mana o te Wai), all 
existing and future airport buildings and businesses within Designation DAA1 have or will have 
connection to the urban wastewater system, and the application identifies the existing 
stormwater discharge permit RM095045 (expiry April 2044) as a generic consent for stormwater 
discharged from Nelson Airport. In the event the NoR and amended Designation DAA1 includes 
land that may not be covered by RM095045, new stormwater discharges will be required under 
the NRMP in conjunction with development of those areas.  The NRMP also contains control within 
its rules for earthworks close to waterbodies that effects on freshwater values and the NPS-FM 
would need to be considered within resource consents necessary to facilitate works 
contemplated under the NoR. 

In relation to construction impacts on Maire Stream and associated loss of habitat for indigenous 
freshwater species (Policy 9), Policy 6 seeks that “there is no further loss of extent of natural inland 
wetlands, their values are protected and their restoration is promoted”, and Policy 7 “that the 
loss of river extent and values is avoided to the extent practicable”. 

3.22 and 3.24 in the NPS-FM set out policies that regional councils must include in their plan (or 
words to the same effect) to give effect to Policies 6 and 7 above. The loss of extent of natural 
inland wetlands and extent of rivers is to be avoided, except or unless the Council is satisfied that: 

 In respect of wetlands: 

- The loss of extent or values is from (a)(vi) the maintenance of specified infrastructure, 
which is defined in the NPS-FM as infrastructure that delivers a service operated by a lifeline 
utility under the CDEM Act 2002) or is a regionally significant infrastructure identified in a 
regional policy statement or regional plan. 

NAL, as an entity under the Airport Authorities Act 1966 that operates the primary airport 
at Nelson, is a lifeline utility identified in Part A, Schedule 1 of the CDEM Act 2002, and the 
Nelson Regional Policy Statement identifies Nelson Airport as regionally significant. 

- In respect of specified infrastructure, the regional council is satisfied that (b)(i) the activity 
is necessary for the purpose of the construction or upgrade of that specified infrastructure; 
and (b)(ii) it will provide significant regional benefit; and (b)(iii) there is a functional need 
for it in that location; and (b)(iv) the effects of the activity are managed through applying 
the effects management hierarchy  

If the NoR is accepted as being reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives of the 
requiring authority to provide for extension of the runway in this location, there follows that 
there is a functional need for the works.  

 In respect of rivers:  

- (a) there is a functional need for the activity in that location; and (b)the effects of the 
activity are managed through applying the effects management hierarchy. 

Boffa Miskell has acknowledged the existing modification (channelisation) of the Maire Stream 
and its further loss of natural character (a moderate (adverse) effect on the values of the 
tributary at a local level95) associated with piping under the runway extension RESA.  Boffa Miskell 
state that the preferred mitigation option would be to realign and naturalise the tributary by 
forming a new open stream channel with low level indigenous vegetation to restore natural 

 

95  NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.3, pg 98 
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character.  We find support for consideration of such options in the application where it 
comments: 

“The effects management hierarchy will be considered at the time of application for regional 
consents. Therefore, the provisions discussed above should not form impediments to 
achieving the provisions of the NPS-FM and the NoR Objectives ….”96. 

4 THE NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION (NPSET) 

The efficient transmission of electricity on the national grid plays a vital role in the well-being of 
New Zealand, its people and the environment. The National Policy Statement for Electricity 
Transmission (NPSET) 2008 sets out the objective and policies to enable management of the 
effects of the electricity transmission network. 

The NPSET relates specifically to the submission of Transpower NZ Ltd, who is concerned that the 
amended Designation DAA3 may compromise the operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of the National Grid in a manner that is contrary to the NPSET.  Transpower’s Stoke 
Substation at the start to Marsden Valley is designated in the NRMP, but not its Blenheim to Stoke 
and Kikawa to Stoke 110kv and 220kv lines on steel towers and/or pi poles that connect to the 
substation. 

The objective of the NPSET is: 

To recognise the national significance of the electricity transmission network by facilitating 
the operation, maintenance and upgrade of the existing transmission network and the 
establishment of new transmission resources to meet the needs of present and future 
generations, while:  

• managing the adverse environmental effects of the network; and  

• managing the adverse effects of other activities on the network. 

As relevant both to Transpower and decision-makers under the RMA, the policy framework in the 
NPSET has an emphasis on providing for the security and efficiency of the National Grid through 
its operation, maintenance, upgrading and development, and managing the environmental 
effects of transmission. In relation to the NoR for Designation DAA3, the relevant policy is that for 
8. Managing the Adverse Effects of Third Parties on the Transmission Network: 

 POLICY 10: In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must to the extent 
reasonably possible manage activities to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the electricity 
transmission network and to ensure that operation, maintenance, upgrading, and 
development of the electricity transmission network is not compromised. 

Acknowledging also that OSL are reflected in the existing Designation DAA3, we believe that 
conditions can be imposed to ensure that the existing transmission network is not affected and 
therefore the objective and policies of the NPSET are achieved. 

5 NEW ZEALAND COASTAL POLICY STATEMENT (NZCPS) 

The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) 2010 guides Councils in their day-to-day 
management of the coastal environment.  It sets out policies to achieve the purpose of the RMA 
in relation to the coastal environment. The NZCPS explicitly acknowledges s 171(1)(a)(ii) of the 
Act and the need to have particular regard to any relevant provisions of the NZCPS when 
considering a requirement for a designation and any submissions received. 

Where within the Open Space Recreation Zone (including the golf course land subject of the 
runway extension) and for land alongside Jenkins Creek the existing and proposed airport 
designations DAA1 are within the Coastal Environment Overlay under the NRMP. Jenkins Creek 
this is also tidal within the wider airport site, but by definition under the RMA is not within the 

 

96 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment J2, Boffa Miskell, 5.2 pg 16 
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Coastal Marine Area (CMA) beyond that point upstream of mean high water springs at a 
distance of 5x the width of the river mouth. 

In pursuing the northern runway extension rather than extending south towards the Waimea 
estuary and Jenkins Creek, the NoR does not propose or require any works within the CMA. To 
the extent that Jenkins Creek will need to be bridged to provide for vehicular access to that 
additional land included within Designation DAA1, this can occur from Trent Drive above the 
CMA boundary shown in APP25 of the NRMP.  

The city’s coastline is identified in APP9 of the NRMP as included in the Landscape Overlay and 
recognised for its value to Nelson’s landscape setting. The land-based areas of Nelson Airport 
adjoin the coastline referred to in that Landscape Overlay, APP9.10 and its accompanying 
diagram, the edge between the sea and land which is high in visual sensitivity. 

The NZCPS is relevant to the proposed alterations to Designation DAA1 in a spatial context and 
in determining whether its conditions are responsive to the values of the coastal environment.  

The NoR application summarises those objectives and policies in the NZCPS relevant to this 
proposal.   

The NZCPS acknowledges that the coastal environment is not just defined by its natural character 
values but that its extent and characteristics, and issues and effects that arise, may vary from 
locality to locality.  Policy 1 recognises that the coastal environment includes: 

(i) physical resources and built facilities, including infrastructure, that have modified the 
coastal environment 

Objective 6 states that people and communities are to be enabled to provide for their social, 
economic and cultural well-being, health and safety in the coastal environment, recognising 
(amongst other things) that: 

 the protection of the values of the coastal environment does not preclude use and 
development in appropriate places and forms, and within appropriate limits;  

 some uses and developments which depend upon the use of natural and physical 
resources in the coastal environment are important to the social, economic and cultural 
wellbeing of people and communities;  

 functionally some uses and developments can only be located on the coast or in the 
coastal marine area. 

Nelson Airport is part of the existing coastal environment and consideration of its development 
and growth under the NoR must take this into account in assessing the proposal against the 
NZCPS.  The airport and its wider environs contained within altered Designation DAA1 is an 
appropriate place and form of use and development within this part of the coastal environment, 
and any dependence on use of resources and consideration of the airport’s ”functional” need 
to be located in the coastal environment (although not a use that can only be located on the 
coast) is related to the presence of the existing airport. 

In terms of natural processes, natural character and natural hazards, the key principles are: 

 Safeguarding the integrity, form and function of the coastal environment and sustaining its 
ecosystems, with regard to natural biological and physical processes, the biological 
importance and diversity of indigenous coastal flora and fauna, and maintenance of water 
quality (Objective 1 and Policy 11); 

 Preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment and its natural features and 
landscape values, and its protection from inappropriate use and development (Objective 2 
and Policies 13 and 15); and 

 Climate change being taken in account in coastal hazard risk assessment and response 
(Objective 5). 

The NoR is accompanied by detailed assessments by Boffa Miskell in relation to effects on 
indigenous taxa, natural character and landscape values, and by Stantec in relation to coastal 
hazard risk, associated with the northern runway extension. Boffa Miskell has stated that the 
northern extension does not include land, water or areas that are of outstanding value in terms 
of Policies 13(1)(a) and 15(a), and notes that the northern extension is within a highly modified 



 

165 
 

terrestrial area97.  We agree with the applicant’s summary98 in relation to the matters covered by 
the forementioned objectives and policies in the NZCPS and in respect of historic heritage.  

I note several additional objectives and policy in the NZCPS not noted in Attachment Q of the 
application, and comment on these also in response to submissions. 

The NoR has addressed matters under Objective 3 and Policy 2 in the NZCPS in relation to the 
Treaty of Waitangi and tangata whenua involvement in the application and conditions. 

Objective 4 seeks to maintain and enable the public open space qualities and recreation 
opportunities of the coastal environment.  In relation to the airport perimeter fence and Nelson 
Golf Course, which are on private land, the NoR does not prevent the respective owners of that 
land maintaining the public’s use and enjoyment of these coastal areas, albeit requiring a 
modified golf course layout and providing it does not compromise the operational requirements 
of the airport.  Given the current influence of the airport, we do not consider the NoR to 
compromise the public’s use and appreciation of Tahunanui Beach and its adjoining 
recreational reserve to the extent that it is may be considered contrary to Objective 4. We 
reserve our comments in relation to the recreational opportunities at the camp ground until the 
applicant has addressed the impact of noise on TBC as requested by Mr Lloyd. 

Policy 6 addresses activities in the coastal environment:  

(1) In relation to the coastal environment: 

(a)  recognise that the provision of infrastructure, the supply and transport of energy 
including the generation and transmission of electricity, and the extraction of 
minerals are activities important to the social, economic and cultural well-being of 
people and communities;  

(b)  consider the rate at which built development and the associated public 
infrastructure should be enabled to provide for the reasonably foreseeable needs of 
population growth without compromising the other values of the coastal 
environment;  

(c)  encourage the consolidation of existing coastal settlements and urban areas where 
this will contribute to the avoidance or mitigation of sprawling or sporadic patterns of 
settlement and urban growth;  

(d) recognise tangata whenua needs for papakāinga, marae and associated 
developments and make appropriate provision for them; 

(e)  consider where and how built development on land should be controlled so that it 
does not compromise activities of national or regional importance that have a 
functional need to locate and operate in the coastal marine area;  

(f)  consider where development that maintains the character of the existing built 
environment should be encouraged, and where development resulting in a change 
in character would be acceptable;  

(g)  take into account the potential of renewable resources in the coastal environment, 
such as energy from wind, waves, currents and tides, to meet the reasonably 
foreseeable needs of future generations;  

(h)  consider how adverse visual impacts of development can be avoided in areas 
sensitive to such effects, such as headlands and prominent ridgelines, and as far as 
practicable and reasonable apply controls or conditions to avoid those effects;  

(i)  set back development from the coastal marine area and other water bodies, where 
practicable and reasonable, to protect the natural character, open space, public 
access and amenity values of the coastal environment; and  

 

97 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment J2, Boffa Miskell, section 5.2, pg 15 
98 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.2.3, pg 95 
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(j)  where appropriate, buffer areas and sites of significant indigenous biological 
diversity, or historic heritage value 

The NoR recognises the airport as infrastructure important to the well-being of the regional 
community, while enabling its development to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of 
population growth.  It will consolidate the built form of the existing airport and its main runway 
without compromising other values of the coastal environment, including those specified in 
Policy 6(1)(f) and (h)-(j). 

If having heard the evidence of the applicant and submitters it is determined that Designation 
DAA1 can be supported, the NoR is consistent with the strategic planning outcomes in Policy 7 
of the NSCPS as the designations mean that the NRMP includes updated provisions that 
recognise and provide for airport development in an appropriate location. 

6 NATIONAL PLANNING STANDARDS 

The National Planning Standards (2019) seek to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of NZ’s 
planning system by providing nationally consistent format, content, electronic accessibility etc 
to, in this case, the NRMP or its replacement as a unitary plan under the RMA.  

While the National Planning Standards are most relevant to PC30 and its provision for an Airport 
Zone (AIRPZ) and associated precincts, Chapter 9 of the National Planning Standards require 
that the plans have a chapter for Designations. 

The NoR modifies Appendix 24 in the NRMP in respect of the amended designations.  It uses 
terms/headings and groups content, such as Designation Purpose and Conditions, consistent 
with the National Planning Standards, and in that regard any modifications to Designations 
DAA1-DAA3 subject of the NOR can be more easily rolled over into the Whakamahere Whakatu 
Nelson Plan (or its replacement) once review of the NRMP re-commences. 

7 NELSON REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT (NRPS) 

The Nelson Regional Policy Statement (NRPS), operative March 1997, is a strategic planning 
document that sets out how Council will ensure the sustainable management of the use, 
development and protection of natural and physical resources and the integrated 
management of the significant resource management issues of the area, including 
general principles by which Council will be guided in making decisions on these issues.  

Subject to further evidence in relation to amenity values, we consider that the NoR is overall 
generally consistent with, and gives effect to, the following relevant provisions of the NRPS. 

7.1 Council as a Resource User 

In relation to Council’s interest as a resource user as well as the consent authority, Issue UP3.1 
acknowledges that the Council acts in a fair, impartial and accountable manner in processes 
applications for the Nelson Airport. Policy UP3.3.1 requires that any conflict of interest, as 
identified by a number of submitters, is resolved and this has been recognised in the 
engagement of independent experts and a Commissioner Panel to hear and make a 
recommendation on the NOR. 

7.2 Air Transport 

Chapter 14 in the NRPS relates to transportation infrastructure, and acknowledges that 
transportation infrastructure can affect the economic, social and cultural well-being of 
communities and their health safety and welfare, such as through generation of noise, emissions 
and constraints on future options, while the use and development of land can impact on the 
efficient and effective use of transportation infrastructure. 

IN4 in the NRPS deals specifically with air transport.  IN4.1 identifies the conflict between the need 
for airport facilities, particularly given the location of the region and its constraints to land 
transport linkages and the ability for aircraft to provide convenient and fast passenger and high 
value freight linkage to other parts of New Zealand, and the potential to exacerbate the impacts 
of aircraft noise on residential amenity with further growth of air traffic. It acknowledges that NAL 
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as a requiring authority may require designations in order to achieve the safe and efficient 
functioning and operation of its works and projects. 

Objective IN4.2.1 states: 

“The air transport needs of Nelson City and surrounding areas being met whilst avoiding, 
remedying or mitigating adverse effects on amenity values and the environment in general.” 

This is to be achieved through policies that: 

 ensure the adverse effects of airports are avoided, remedied or mitigated (Council can 
control noise emitted from airports and aircraft landing and taking off from airport, but not 
overflying aircraft) – Policy IN4.3.1; 

 recognise the importance of air transport to the present and future well-being of the 
region’s community – Policy IN4.3.2; 

 provide for the most appropriate form of expansion of airport infrastructure where this is 
considered to have a greater net benefit than intensification, assessing the costs and 
benefits of the options – Policy IN4.3.3; 

 minimise the adverse effects of airport-related noise on adjoining sensitive uses (including 
residential uses) by maintaining physical separation between the airport and such uses 
and through limiting the intensity, duration, level and frequency of airport related noise – 
Policy IN4.3.4. 

In order to meet the region’s need for air transport both present and in the future (Objective 
IN4.2.1 and Policy IN4.3.2), the efficient use and development of the Airport must not be 
unreasonably constrained by land use around the Airport.  Designations DAA2 and DAA3 are 
responsive to this issue.  

The NRPS acknowledges the need to expand Nelson Airport’s infrastructure.  NAL has engaged 
Airbiz in support of this.  The NoR recognises that, other than on the eastern side of Jenkins Creek, 
the current spatial constraints and configuration of runways does not allow intensification within 
NAL’s present ownership of land. In giving effect to Policy IN4.3.3, the costs and benefits of the 
options must be assessed according to the criteria in Policy DH1.3.3. The energy efficiencies in 
terms of location of the airport (i), infrastructure costs including opportunity costs of existing 
infrastructure (ii), existence of sensitive uses such as airports (vi) and proximity of existing facilities 
(vi) must, in terms of the interests of many of the submitters in opposition of the NoR, be 
considered against the effects on recreation resources of national or regional significance (xv), 
urban form (xvi) and effects on availability of land for future generations (xvii).  

The NoR and its amended designations recognise the importance of and will meet the air 
transport needs of the region (Objective IN4.2.1 and Policy IN4.3.2) and that, given the location 
of and investment in the existing airport, expansion of the runway and area for landside facilities 
and business activities is appropriate in principle (Policy IN4.3.3), however Designation DAA1 
challenges Policy IN4.3.4 in that the northern runway extension will reduce its physical separation 
to the Tahunanui residential area.  The NoR and the conditions within the amended designations 
rather seek to mitigate or minimise the adverse effects of airport related noise and on the 
environment generally. The NoR provides certainty for long-term planning and investment in the 
Airport in order to respond to change in aircraft types, improved safety infrastructure and 
projected growth of aviation services while managing its environmental effects.  With regards to 
aircraft noise, the NoR provides NAL and the community with greater direction and clarity around 
the responsibility for aircraft noise management and compliance, however there remain 
questions over the ability to reasonably mitigate the significant increase in noise impacts that 
community will be exposed to as a result of the northern runway extension.  

7.3 Natural Hazards 

Chapter 6 deals with development and hazards. In respect of development, Objective DH1.2.1 
is directed at managing the effects of urban expansion. Nelson Airport and the land subject of 
the proposed northern runway extension is to one side but within the urban area of Nelson City, 
and the NoR seeks to intensify its development within this location.   

The key policy framework in respect of Chapter 6 is that for natural hazards. DH2 deals with the 
threat to human health and safety and to natural and physical resources as a result of 
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development of hazard prone land.  Its objectives seek to protect property and human health 
and safety from the effects of natural hazards and to minimise the adverse effects from hazard 
events (Objectives DH2.2.1 and DH2.2.2). 

Nelson Airport and its proposed runway extension and additional land included in Designation 
DAA1 is in close proximity to the coast, adjoins Jenkins Creek and Maire Stream, and is recognised 
in Council’s hazards mapping for its inundation and liquefaction risk.  

The policy framework in DH2.3 gives priority to avoiding or mitigating hazards which threaten 
human life (Policies DH2.3.1 and DH2.3.4). In respect of the airport infrastructure, natural hazards 
such as inundation or liquefaction could result in damage to physical resources and disruption 
to air transport systems and services, which is of secondary priority under the NRPS. 

Policy DH2.3.2 seeks to avoid inappropriate development in hazard prone areas where possible.  
The future development supported by the NoR is not inappropriate in the context of this site as it 
relates to the existing airport.   

Policy DH2.3.3 allows for development in hazard prone areas where it is demonstrated that the 
hazard will be avoided or adequately mitigated, taking into account such matters as the type, 
level of risk and likely increase in the risk potential if development proceeds, the measures that 
can be taken to mitigate the adverse effects of such risk, and any significant cumulative effects.  
Stantec have in the NoR application confirmed that Designation DAA1 creates no effect on 
coastal risk or coastal processes. Management of the effects of geotechnical conditions of the 
site and flooding are addressed within the conditions to Designation DAA1 for the runway 
construction and the Outline Plan for earthworks, the Outline Plan process that applies to future 
buildings (and may result in building floor level considerations), and the regional consenting 
requirements for earthworks, stormwater discharges etc. We consider the proposed designation 
to be consistent with the objectives and policies in Chapter DH2 for natural hazards. 

7.4 Natural and Amenity Values 

Chapter 7 in the NRPS contains objectives and policies relating to: 

 amenity values 

 landscape values and natural features 

 significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna 

 management of riparian and coastal margins. 

NA1 Amenity Values 

Amenity values are defined under section 3 of the RMA to mean natural or physical qualities of 
an area which contribute to people's appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and 
cultural and recreational attributes. 

Objective NA1.2.1 seeks: 

“preservation or enhancement of amenity and conservation values” 

NA1.1 (issue) and its policies refer to areas of significant amenity value at risk of degradation 
(including sites or areas of historic or cultural significance), and Policy NA1.3.3. seeks: 

“to avoid or as far as possible remedy or mitigate the conflicts between adjoining land use 
including the provision of services and/or facilities”. 

The existing airport and its operations are already part of the character and influence the 
amenity values of the local environment. 

The NRPS contains policy direction that recognises that airport noise cannot be avoided, but 
rather should be minimised or as far as practical mitigated (Policies NA1.3.3 and Policy IN4.3.4).  

The application for the NoR99  outlines those conditions in the Designations to manage the noise 
environment to maintain community health and welfare as a function of the amenity value of 
the residential environment close to or under influence from the northern runway extension, such 

 

99 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.3, pg 98 
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as requirements on NAL to monitor and manage compliance with the ANB under Designation 
DAA2, to prepare a Noise Monitoring and Management Plan, and to provide insulation and/or 
ventilation to existing affected residential units when aircraft noise reaches certain levels. Further 
measures to mitigate the potential conflict between airport activities and airport sensitive 
activities are provided for within PC30. 

NZS 6805:1992 identifies areas inside the 55 dB Ldn contour as moderately adversely affected by 
aircraft noise and where new residential activity should be avoided or acoustically insulated.  
Areas inside the 65 dB Ldn contour are significantly affected and NZS 6805 recommends new 
residential activity is prohibited and existing dwellings are acoustically insulated.    

Notwithstanding that Mr Lloyd recommends application of the Neighbourhood Environmental 
Survey Report (NESR) data as a more conservative approach to identifying the number of people 
highly annoyed by higher aircraft noise exposure, Marshall Day have still determined that the 
proposed boundaries would result in an increase in overall community annoyance compared 
with current levels (refer to Table 6 below) although less annoyance than the operative 
boundaries permit100. For departures, Table 7 shows the number of houses impacted by an 
appreciable, significant or substantial increase in single event noise due to the northern runway 
end moving closer to existing dwellings, although only 9 additional houses are impacted by ‘noisy 
aircraft events’ (LAE ≥ 95 dB) for the current and extended runway configurations101. 

 

 

Table E.1 – Table 6 of the Marshall Day Acoustics Noise Assessment102  

 

 

Table E.2 – Table 7 of the Marshall Day Acoustics Noise Assessment103 

 

 

100 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment K2, Noise Assessment (Marshall Day), Section 8.3, pg 20-22 
101 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment K2, Noise Assessment (Marshall Day), Section 8.4, pg 22-23 
102 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment K2, Noise Assessment (Marshall Day), Section 8.3, pg 21 
103 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Attachment K2, Noise Assessment (Marshall Day), 
Section 8.4, pg 23 
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Taking into account issues raised by submitters, including the health impacts raised by the 
National Public Health Service – Nelson Marlborough 104, and the concerns retained by Mr Lloyd, 
it is for the applicant to demonstrate that the increased effects of aircraft noise as a result of the 
runway extension will as far as practical be mitigated with implementation of the conditions in 
Designation DAA2, and therefore whether the proposal is consistent with these policies. 

For its open space and recreational attributes, Nelson Golf Course contributes to the amenity 
values of the airport surrounds and adjoining neighbourhood.  The Tahunanui Beach Reserve and 
Tahunanui Holiday Park are also recreational assets that contribute to people’s appreciation of 
the area.  Designation DAA1 will have a direct impact on the amenity values of the golf course 
in that the runway extension will reduce its size and sever assets.  

NAL has indicated that it will be calling evidence on the effects on recreational values of the 
designation subject of the NoR, and we expect these major recreational providers will do the 
same in respect of their own interests. National Public Health Service – Nelson Marlborough is also 
a submitter to the NoR on matters of public health, which we and Mr Lloyd have not commented 
on as it is beyond our areas of expertise. This evidence will enable any positive and negative 
outcomes on health and amenity values to be fully taken into account, including any potential 
to adapt recreational opportunities within the golf course, before they can be considered 
consistent (or not) with the objective and policies in NA1. 

NA2 Landscape Values and Natural Features and NA3 Protection of Significant Indigenous 
Vegetation and Significant Habitats of Indigenous Fauna 

Objective NA2.2.1 and its supporting policies are concerned with preservation and 
enhancement Nelson’s natural landscape setting and significant natural features, and Objective 
NA3.2.1 and its supporting policies with the protection of areas of significant indigenous flora and 
significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

The NoR relates to land that is within the urban boundary of Nelson, and within a coastal 
environment and close to a waterways where existing development has modified their natural 
character values, including by the airport itself and the presence of aircraft within this setting.  
The proposed runway extension will not be visible from the coastal marine area and opportunities 
for physical expansion of landside facilities and businesses on land owned by NAL east of Jenkins 
Creek is inland of the existing built infrastructure and buildings of Nelson Airport. 

Boffa Miskell have determined that the level of natural character is considered ‘moderate-low’ 
for both the Tahunanui Coastal Territorial Area, principally due to the high degree of modification 
associated with urban settlement patterns, and at a local level due to there being minimal intact 
abiotic and biotic systems present. Both the runway extension and growth east of Jenkins Creek 
provided for under Designation DAA1 will be onto relatively flat land where exotic grassland is 
the predominant vegetation cover. 

We agree with the following statement in the NoR application:105 

“Boffa Miskell has identified that whilst existing recreational opportunities will need to be 
adapted to a runway extension, the ‘open space’ of a grassed airfield (RESA area) is likely to 
provide a similar amenity that is currently available to nearby residents with reduced 
recreational open space. Based on the above, it is considered the proposal will have an 
overall low-moderate (adverse) effect on the physical landscape and existing landscape 
character, for proximate residential properties visual effects will range from low (adverse) to 
high (adverse), but are able to be managed through the proposed conditions on the NoR 
including the requirement for a Landscape and Design Plan to be prepared.” 

The conditions for Designation DAA1 include ecological surveys for avifauna, and survey of lizard 
habitat if affected by construction works on the runway extension, and response to their findings 
and management of their effects within the Outline Plan for the project and any authorisations 
under sec53 of the Wildlife Act 1953. 

 

104 Submission S146 
105 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.3, pg 98 
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We consider proposed Designation DAA1 to be consistent with the objectives and policies in 
Chapter NA2 for landscape values and natural features and Chapter NA3 for the protection of 
significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

NA5 Management of Riparian and Coastal Margins 

Although promulgated prior to the NZCPS, the objectives in NRPS for coastal margins align closely 
to the NZCPS in the management of natural character values (including natural features, natural 
functions, landscape, water quality and significant habitats), provision for public access and 
recreational opportunity, and natural hazard management. 

We refer the Commissioners to our earlier comments in respect of the NPS-FM and NZCPS. 

We are of the opinion that there is sufficient control within the conditions for Designation DAA1 
and the Outline Plan process, and the regional resource consents and potentially consents under 
the National Environmental Standards for Freshwater that will be necessary for such matters as 
diversion of Maire Stream, earthworks near waterways and stormwater discharges (including as 
these will need to have regard to any relevant NPS), that the NoR will achieve the outcomes 
sought within the NRPS for riparian and coastal margins. 

8 NELSON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (NRMP) 

The NoR application and PPC30 both seek amendment to the provisions of the NRMP to 
recognise and provide for Nelson Airport as nationally and regionally significant infrastructure.  
The following assessment is in context of the NoR, for the purpose of section 171(1)(a) of the RMA.   

The applicant has provided coverage of the NRMP in section 11.4 of the application report106, 
which for PPC30 we consider does not need to be repeated. I have reviewed the objectives, 
policies set out in section 11.4 and agree that they are relevant to PPC30. Further assessment of 
the Airport Zone and its provisions in relation to the district-wide objectives and policies of the 
NRMP are addressed through our assessment and consideration of the PCC30 application as set 
out in Part C of this report. 

8.1 Māori and Resources 

Objective DO1.1 and its supporting policies require that natural and physical resources are 
managed in a way that recognises the needs of and provides for the well-being of Māori 
communities and takes into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. 

Only manawhenua iwi can comment on whether the NOR responds appropriately to their needs 
and interests, however we refer the Commissioners to our comments in 7.1 above in relation to 
Objective 5 and Policy 9 in the NPS-UD and NAL’s consultation with Iwi and on-going 
commitment to engagement on development of the northern runway extension through the 
Kaitiaki Forum. 

8.2 Natural Hazards  

Objective DO2.1 seeks an environment within which the adverse effects of natural hazards on 
people, properties and the environment are avoided or mitigated (underlining is our emphasis). 

The NoR is not contrary to Policy DO2.1.1 as the development and intensification of airport 
activities in this location will not endanger human health and safety due to natural hazards. 

Policy DO2.1.2 refers to the endangerment to property and, consistent with Objective DO2.1, 
opposes development of intensification in natural hazard prone areas unless the hazard can be 
adequately mitigated.  We refer the Commissioners to our comments in 7.5.3 above in relation 
to the objectives in the NPS for Natural Hazards. 

 

106 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.4, pg 98 - 102 
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8.3 Natural Values, Riparian and Coastal Margins, Coastal Environment and 
Landscape 

Objectives DO5.1 (Natural values), DO6.1 (Riparian and coastal margins), DO7.1 (Natural 
character) and DO9.1 (Landscape) variously seek preservation, protection and enhancement 
of those values as an integral part of the natural and landscape setting of the City.  The 
accompanying policies distinguish areas of high natural value (Policy DO5.1.1), significant 
indigenous vegetation or habitat for indigenous fauna and outstanding natural features (Policy 
DO7.1.4) and significant landscape features (Policy DO9.1.1), and where adverse effects on the 
coastal environment cannot practicably be avoided, those effects shall be mitigated (Policy 
DO7.1.2). We are satisfied that these values and effects have been appropriately canvassed in 
the Expert reports accompanying the NoR and that at least in respect of the construction of the 
northern runway extension there are conditions within Designation DAA1 to adequately mitigate 
those effects. 

8.4 Air Transport 

We concur with the NoR application where it states: 107   

“Nelson Airport is recognised as an important community resource (Policy DO11.1.1) and that 
its long-term continuation at its present location is to be provided for (Objective DO11.1), 
subject to managing the effects of noise to reasonable levels (Policy DO11.1.2) to ensure a 
reasonable balance between the operational needs of the Airport over time and the 
amenities and wellbeing of the community (Policy DO11.1.3).” 

PCC30 seeks to amend the Air Transport objectives and policies and supporting reasons and 
methods to, amongst other things, more clearly articulate the role and significance of Nelson 
Airport, to reflect the objectives of the NoR, to recognise the Airport Zone, to update or remove 
policies that reference the Nelson Airport Environmental Management Plans, and to reflect the 
mitigation measures incorporated within both.  These reference the designation powers of NAL 
under Policy DO11.1.1 recognition of airport resource (Method DO11.1.1.iv) and the requirements 
on the Airport Operator under Policy DO11.1.3 management of noise from Aircraft Operations 
and the receiving environment (Methods DO11.1.3.iv - vii).   

Bearing in mind the concerns retained by Mr Lloyd, it is for the applicant to demonstrate that the 
increased effects of aircraft noise as a result of the runway extension will as far as practical be 
mitigated, and therefore whether the proposal will achieve these outcomes. 

All three Designations have a function in achieving Objective DO11.1 (including that it provides 
for controlled growth in aircraft movements) and its supporting policies, providing certainty both 
to the Airport Operator and the wider community as to the future configuration and operation 
of the airport based on modelling through to 2050, while enabling surrounding land to be used 
and developed in a manner that does not result in reverse sensitivity effects on the efficient 
operation, use and development of the airport. 

Subject to the further clarity requested in relation to managing any potential adverse effects of 
airport operations beyond those for the northern runway and RESA construction, to confirm that 
other potential adverse effects on the community (other than noise) will be managed to 
appropriate levels within Designation DAA1 (proposed Objective DO11.1(a)), the NoR is 
generally consistent with the objectives and policies in DO11.1 both existing and proposed. 

8.5 Open Space Recreation Zone 

In relation to its impact on the Nelson Golf Course as open space and recreation land, 
Designation DAA1 is contrary to Objective OS1 (present uses) in that it will not enhance the 
opportunity for use of that land, however there is potential that the remaining land not required 
for the runway extension may be reconfigured so that golfing and community facilities are still 
available within the wider site in a manner that continues to contribute to the social well-being 
and health of its users, and is of benefit to the community (Policy OS1.2). We expect that both 

 

107 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.4, pg 99 
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NAL and the Nelson Golf Club Inc will provide evidence at the hearing as to the attainment of 
this. 

In relation to other recreational resources on land currently zoned Open Space Recreation: 

 taking into account their current location near Nelson Airport, Tahunanui Beach Camp and 
Tahunanui Beach Reserve are already subject to airport noise; 

 given Mr Lloyd’s request for an assessment of the noise impacts on the TBC, we are currently 
unable to determine whether the camp will be unreasonably impacted by aircraft noise as 
a result of the NoR and whether the mitigation proposed by Nal is reasonable and sufficient 
in respect of that site (Policy OS1.1); 

 we do not believe that the restriction on obstacle height under Designation DAA3 will 
unreasonably impact on TBC or the beach reserve (Policy OS1.1); 

 the Tasman Great Taste Trail link through Nelson Golf Course, between Awatea Place and 
Bolt Road, is sited within Designation DAA1 but in a location that does not impact or can be 
relocated so that it does not impact the runway extension. 

Objective OS2 future uses retains the opportunity to provide for changing community needs and 
aspirations on open space and recreation land, and its supporting policies support review of the 
use of such land in the Zone to ensure changing community needs are met (Policy OS2.1) and, 
if change is appropriate then this will be considered by way of a Plan Change (Policy OS2.2).  
While the NoR and PCC30 may on face value find support in Objective OS2 and its policies 
(particularly for that land within existing Designation DAA1 and/or owned by NCC and NAL, and 
in relation to the future of the Airport perimeter walkway), we note that Nelson Golf Course is one 
of very few sites of private (not Council owned) land within the Open Space Recreation Zone 
that is a scheduled site (Scheduled Site SF9, Sports Field).  Change in use of this land, while 
meeting community need in relation to its access to safe and resilience airport infrastructure, 
does not come with the support of the Nelson Golf Club and its members who have submitted 
on this application.  

8.6 Airport Zone 

Support for the designations is found in the objectives and policies for the Airport Zone in Chapter 
15 of the NRMP under PPC30, understandably drafted to closely align with NAL’s objectives under 
the NoR application to provide for the efficient use and development of Nelson Airport’s 
resources and operations as nationally and regionally significant infrastructure. These are 
discussed further in Part C of our report in relation to PPC30 and the submissions received. It 
replaces existing provisions in Chapter 10 (Industrial Zone) of the NRMP relating to the Airport 
Industrial Area. 

While those objectives and policies in Chapter 15 are relevant to the use and development of 
land within the Airport Zone and its precincts other than permitted of NAL under its designations, 
the NoR should not be inconsistent with the outcomes promoted through the policy framework 
for its underlying zoning. 

In relation to NAL’s interests and financial responsibility for Nelson Airport, and with the support of 
the new Airport Zone in relation to activities falling outside the scope of the designations, the NoR 
provides for the efficient use and development of Nelson Airport consistent with Objective AIRPZ-
01 recognition of nationally and regionally significant infrastructure and Policies AIRPZ.P1 
enabling airport activities and AIRPZ.P2 aviation and airport related activities.   

Under Objective AIRPZ-02 the Airport Zone identifies three Precinct Areas (Core Airport, Airport 
Environs and Airport Coastal) with distinctive character and uses to facilitate a planned 
approach to the future development of Nelson Airport. Those precincts all provide for aviation 
activities, which would typically fall within the financial responsibility of NAL as requiring authority, 
and for airport-related activities which are by definition reasonably broad in the sense of 
activities that provide support to Nelson Airport or an Aviation Activity. Policies AIRPZ.P3 and 
AIRPZ.P4 provide further direction for the Airport Environs Precinct and the Airport Coastal 
Precinct. 

To the extent that Designation DAA2 relates to operational noise from the airport, it is yet to be 
adequately demonstrated by the Applicant that it is consistent with the overall intent of 
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Objective AIRPZ-03 and its policies on environmental quality and managing the adverse effects 
from noise exposure and operational areas of the airport, including on the amenity values of 
neighbouring zones.  However in the absence of any spatial delineation of appropriate areas 
and related conditions for operational activities and development of airport facilities beyond 
the construction of the northern runway extension within Designation DAA1, there is potential 
discord between the role and function of particular areas of Nelson Airport under Objective 
AIRPZ-02, and attention to such matters as the scale and design of buildings, blank building 
facades, and managing the effects of development at the interface with the Residential and 
Open Space Zones encapsulated in Objective AIRPZ-03 and its supporting policies.  The 
amended Designation DAA1 places reliance on the Outline Plan process for management of 
these potential effects, including on a spatial basis. 

9 THE NATIONAL ADAPTION PLAN 

The RMA was amended in 2022 to include the need to have regard to any emissions reduction 
plan or national adaptation plan made in accordance with the Climate Change Response Act 
2002 when changing a regional policy statement, regional plan or district plan.  

The National Adaptation Plan (2022) ‘Urutau, kataurikura; Kia tū pakari a Aotearoa I ngā huringa 
āhuaranga; Adapt and thrive: Building a climate-resilient New Zealand - as New Zealand’s first 
national adaption plan’ (NAP) sets out the Governments long-term approach to adaptation. In 
particular, it states the climate change scenarios that should be taken into consideration and 
references the government guidance on new sea-level rise projections. 

We acknowledge that NAL have had regard to the NAP in their assessment of the relevant higher 
order planning provisions108, in particular relevant objectives, and we concur with their analysis 
provided in relation to PPC30, and, for the purpose of considering of the proposed changes as 
a whole, the NoR proposal.  

10 THE EMISSIONS REDUCTION PLAN 

As stated above, the Council is to have regard to any emissions reduction plan when changing 
a regional policy statement, regional plan or district plan.  

The National Emissions Reduction Plan (2022) ‘Te hamārohi ki anamata Towards a productive, 
sustainable and inclusive economy - is New Zealand’s First Emissions Reduction Plan’ sets out how 
the government intends to reduce New Zealand’s impact on the climate. This includes providing 
strategies, policies and actions, with a key focus being on reducing targeted emissions.  

NAL have assessed the PPC30 and NoR proposal against the relevant objectives and actions of 
the National Emissions Reduction Plan109. We consider that appropriate regard has been given 
to this Plan in NAL’s preparation of PCC30.  

11 RAUTAKI HANGAGA O AOTERAROA NEW ZEALAND INFRASTRUCTURE STRATEGY 
2022-2052 

When changing a district plan, the Council is to have regard to management plans and 
strategies prepared under other Acts (s74(2)(b)(i) of the RMA). NAL’s application identifies that 
the New Zealand Infrastructure Strategy (Strategy) 2022-2052110, released by Te Waihanga – New 
Zealand Infrastructure Commission under the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission / Te 
Waihanga Act 2019 is of relevance to the airport runway extension proposal. The strategy sets a 
pathway to transform New Zealand’s infrastructure over the next 30 years. The vision for the 
Strategy is for infrastructure to lay a foundation for the people, places and businesses of New 
Zealand to thrive for generations.  

 

108 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.5, pg 102 
109 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.6, pg 103 
110 Strategy | Overview | Te Waihanga 
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As identified in the NAL application document111, the Strategy is focused on five key objectives 
to achieve the vision, including: building attractive and inclusive cities; strengthening resilience 
to shocks and stresses; moving to a circular economy; enabling net-zero emissions; and 
supporting towns and regions to flourish. 

We concur with the analysis of this strategy, and its relevance to PPC30, as set out in the NAL 
application document prepared by Planz Consultants (section 11.7).  

12 OTHER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS 

In relation to PPC30 consideration is to be given by the Council to the extent to which the NRMP, 
including any changes to it, is consistent with plans of adjacent territorial authorities ((s74(2)(c) 
of the RMA).   

To the extent possible and relevant to a private plan change seeking amendments to the zone 
framework of a regional infrastructure provider, we have considered the resource management 
plans of adjacent territorial authorities, being Tasman District Council and Marlborough District 
Council. Due to locality in relation to the Nelson Airport, we consider the resource management 
plans of Tasman District Council have more relevance to the PPC30. 

We acknowledge that NAL has considered the Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP) in 
their assessment of the relevant higher order planning provisions and documents112. While the 
only matter raised by NAL in this consideration relates to the NoR (being the OLS under DAA3), 
we concur with this analysis and do not consider any other matter of the TRMP requires 
consideration in terms of consistency with the proposed changes to the NRMP.  

In our assessment of PPC30 and the NoR we have also given consideration to resource 
management plans which have been subject to similar private plan changes. As with the experts 
who have provided us with relevant inputs, we have been particularly mindful of contemporary 
best practice, particularly in relation to managing effects associated with aircraft noise. These 
observations have informed our evaluation set out in this section 42A report. 

13 THE TE TAU IHU STATUTORY ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 2014 

The Te Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgements 2014 are an attachment to the RPS, NRMP and the 
NAQP. The eight iwi to the Statutory Acknowledgements are:  

 Ngāti Kuia  

 Rangitāne o Wairau  

 Ngāti Koata  

 Ngāti Rārua  

 Ngāti Tama ki Te Tau Ihu  

 Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui  

 Ngāti Toa Rangatira  

 Ngāti Apa ki te Rā Tō. 

Statutory acknowledgements recognise the cultural, spiritual, historical, and traditional 
association of an iwi with an identified site or area. They also require specific consideration within 
RMA processes, in respect of determining affected parties under s95E and the provision of 
summaries of any resource consent applications within, adjacent to, or directly affecting a 
statutory area. 

The Te Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgements 2014 include statements of Association for the eight 
Iwi within Te Tau Ihu. A Te Tau Ihu Map website has been established, showing the statutory 
acknowledgement areas and the relevant Iwi interests.  

While there is no statutory acknowledgement area identified over the land affected by the NoR 
or PPC30, all eight Iwi within Te Tau Ihu have Statutory Acknowledgement over the adjoining 

 

111 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.7, pg 104 
112 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 11.8, pg 104 
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Coastal Marine Area and have an association with the coastal marine area, such as for its 
coastal fisheries and kaimoana, passage and access to pā, kainga, fishing stations and areas of 
cultivation along the coastal margin and to inland settlements and mahinga kai areas, and 
spiritual association. 

As Ngāti Rarua have Statutory Acknowledgement over the CMA, the relevant provisions of Nga 
Taonga tuku iho ki Whakatu Management Plan have been considered in the Planz Consultants 
assessment of cultural effects113. It however does not appear that the other remaining Te Tau Ihu 
iwi with Statutory Acknowledgement over the adjoining CMA have been given any 
consideration in the NoR or PPC30 application material and assessments. 

As part of our assessment of the NoR and PPC30 applications we have considered these relevant 
statutory acknowledgments, in particular in our assessment of cultural effects of the proposal. 
Refer to the AEE in Chapter 12 of Part D of our report for further consideration of the relevant Te 
Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgements. 

14 IWI MANAGEMENT PLANS 

Under s74(2A) of the RMA, the Council, in considering a plan change, must take into account 
any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with the territorial 
authority, to the extent that its content has a bearing on the resource management issues of the 
district. 

There are six Iwi Management Plans (IMP) that have been lodged with the Council, as set out in 
the following table. These IMPs are all accessible on the Council website114. 

Management Plan  Iwi  

Pakohe Management Plan 2015 Ngāti Kuia 

Ngā Taonga Tuku Iho Ki Whakatū Management 
Plan 2004 

Ngāti Rārua, Ngāti Toa Rangatira, Te 
Ātiawa, Ngāti Koata, Ngāti Tama 

Ngāti Koata No Rangitoto Ki Te Tonga Trust Iwi 
Management Plan 2002 

Ngāti Koata 

Te Tau Ihu Mahi Tuna (Eel Management Plan) 
2000 

All iwi 

Ngāti Tana ki Te Waipounamu Trust Environmental 
Management Plan 2018 

Ngāti Tama 

Poipoia Te Ao Tūroa Ngati Rarua Environmental 
Strategy 2021 

Ngāti Rarua 

Table E3 – Iwi Management Plans received by Nelson City Council  

As noted above under Section 13, we acknowledge that the Nelson Airports assessment of 
cultural effects of the NoR and PPC30 addresses the Nga Taonga tuku iho ki Whakatu 
Management Plan. There are however other IMP’s that we consider are relevant and required 
to be taken in account. We invite the applicant to provide comment on these in their evidence.  

  

 

113 NAL, NOR and PPC application, Chapter 10 AEE, pg 86. 
114 Iwi Management Plans - Nelson City Council 



 

177 
 

PART F: PART 2 OF THE RMA  
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Purpose of this Section 

The purpose of this part of the s42A Report is to consider Part 2 – the purpose and principles – of 
the RMA. It has been referenced in Parts B and C of our Report as relevant to the separate 
applications and their respective statutory context. 

1.2 Statutory Framework 

In relation to a NoR, when considering a requirement and any submissions received under s171 
of the RMA, a territorial authority must, subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the environment 
of allowing the requirement, having particular regard to those matters in S171(1)(a)-(d). 

In relation to a request for change a plan, s74(1)(b) of the RMA states that any change to a 
District Plan must be in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA. 

1.3 Part 2 Assessment in the Application 

An assessment of Part 2 of the RMA is included under section 16 of the application.  It is the 
applicant’s position that115: 

Overall, it is considered that there are no aspects of Part 2 that weigh against the decision to 
confirm the NoR and PPC.  

The proposed NoR and PPC will ensure that Nelson Airport is able to meet the needs of current 
and future generations through providing an ability to respond quickly to changes in the 
aviation sector towards future sustainable aircraft and improve the safety and resilience of 
Airport infrastructure and operations.   

The health and safety of the community will be enhanced through enabling NAL to remove 
existing operational constraints associated with the current runway length and be able to 
facilitate the provision of RESA to achieve compliance with aviation regulations. The NoR will 
also provide certainty to the surrounding community that aircraft operational noise will be 
managed and monitored appropriately.   

The NoR with the designation is part of an urban environment and has been substantially 
modified through human activity. Proposed Conditions affixed to the designation, in addition 
to requirements for an Outline Plan, will ensure that adverse effects, including those on historic 
heritage, and ecology and landscape values associated with the Maire Stream tributary can 
be appropriate avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

We note that the applicant’s assessment of matters under Part 2 is weighted in favour of the NoR, 
so we have also turned our minds to PPC30 in more detail. 

The application also addresses matters of national importance (s6) and other matters (s7) in terms 
only of the northern runway extension and its effects. To the extent that Nelson Airport is a 
significant feature of the existing environment, and its operative designations and zoning within 
the NRMP provide for its operation and development at the existing site and surrounding land in 
and off Trent Drive, it is in our opinion appropriate therefore that any assessment under Part 2 is 
cognisant of that.   

We have invited the applicant to address the need for conditions within Designation DAA1 to 
manage the effects of development and use of land beyond the runway extension, and this will 
only add support to the proposal in terms of Part 2 of the RMA. 

2 SECTION 5 – PURPOSE 

Section 5 defines the purpose of the RMA is to:  

‘promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources’. 

‘Sustainable management’ under the RMA means:  

 

115 NAL Application, para 16.1.6, pg 43 
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‘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 well-being 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.’ 

Nelson Airport is a significant physical resource that provides for the social, economic and 
cultural well-being of people and communities through its role in facilitating the movement of 
passengers and goods, through direct and indirect employment opportunities (including within 
airport-related businesses), and as a stimulator and contributor to the regional economy.  Given 
it is regionally significant infrastructure, it is appropriate that it is given particular recognition within 
the NRMP, both through its designations, rules relating to ASAN and now, aligned to the National 
Planning Standards, the Airport Zone and its precincts.  In enabling the activities of NAL, as well 
as managing surrounding land use sensitive to airport activity, we agree with the applicant that 
the proposed NoR and PPC30 will ensure that Nelson Airport is able to meet the needs of current 
and future generations under s5(a) through providing an ability to respond quickly to changes in 
the aviation sector towards future sustainable aircraft and improve the safety and resilience of 
airport infrastructure and operations. 

The existing airport, the northern runway extension and land subject of the Airport Zone (although 
less so the Airport Coastal Precinct) is already a modified site, within the Nelson urban boundary.  
The NoR and PPC30 will not affect the life-supporting capacity of air, water or soil ecosystems 
(s5(b)). 

Although part of the existing environment, the presence of the airport however comes with a 
cost to the local community in terms of the noise from aircraft activities and associated health 
impacts (s5(c)). Its extension north of the current runway, as provided for within Designation 
DAA1, will also have a direct and significant impact on the Nelson Golf Club and its membership 
and users in terms of the loss of land and compromise of its facilities, and Designations DAA2 and 
DAA3 and rules for ASAN place restrictions on private property rights and the economic well-
being most significantly for those land owners and residents closest to the extended runway. 

The sustainable management of resources, and Part 2 of the RMA, may in our opinion be 
achieved if the extension of the airport runway and use of the airport occurs in a manner that 
can still reasonably accommodate and provide for the Nelson golf course and its facilities. 
Adverse effects on the health and wellbeing of the Tāhunanui community, including users of the 
Tāhunanui Beach Camp, may be mitigated if appropriate conditions can be developed and 
enforced, giving certainty to the surrounding community that aircraft operations noise will be 
managed and monitored accordingly and effective acoustic and mechanical ventilation will 
be provided to the most affected residences. In relation to the ability for people to reasonably 
use and develop their land, this includes allowing for ASAN within the AECO subject to meeting 
acoustic insultation requirements and providing they and any other structures are not of a height 
that penetrates the OSL in a manner that compromises the safe operation of the airport. 

We are unable to confirm that the NoR and PPC30 will meet the purpose of the RMA by enabling 
the safe and efficient operation, development and growth of Nelson Airport in an efficient and 
sustainable manner. We reserve our overall opinion in relation to s5 of the RMA until conditions 
have been discussed at witness conferencing and after evidence from both the applicant and 
submitters has been presented at the hearing.    

3 SECTION 6 – MATTERS OF NATIONAL IMPORTANCE 

S6 sets out the matters of national importance that shall be recognised and provided for in 
reaching decisions under the RMA. 
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(a) the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the coastal 

marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of them 

from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development: 

Nelson Airport is located within the coastal environment and shares in a coastal margin 
alongside the existing Designation DAA1 area.  This part of the coastal environment is within 
the urban area and is highly modified, and the northern runway extension and additional 
land on the eastern side of Jenkins Creek is a relatively modified terrestrial landscape.  Based 
on the assessment of Boffa Miskell, the site has the ability to absorb development facilitated 
by the NoR without loss of the natural character of the coastal environment.  PCC30 also 
provides for the Airport Coastal Precinct and limits development for airport purposes on that 
land bordering the coast.   

Further development alongside Jenkins Creek, in the extended area of Designation DAA1, 
is already contemplated by the NRMP as industrially zoned land. There is an option to divert 
rather than pipe Maire Stream in construction of the northern runway extension, and this will 
be subject to its own resource consent process. 

The airport and its growth and extension is an appropriate use and development, and will 
not detract from the natural character, of this part of the coastal environment. 

(b) the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate 

subdivision, use, and development: 

Boffa Miskell has identified that the site subject of the NoR and PPC30 does not contain any 
outstanding natural landscapes or features. 

(c) the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna: 

We accept the findings of the applicant in relation to the significance of indigenous flora 
and fauna within the northern runway extension, the magnitude of effects on these values, 
and the mitigation proposed or available within the conditions to Designation DAA1 and 
the regional consenting process that will apply to its construction.   

(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine 

area, lakes, and rivers: 

NAL currently provides for public access alongside the CMA and Jenkins Creek within its 
landholdings.  The Airport Perimeter Walk provides access outside the operational boundary 
of the airport, and the Great Taste Trail extends along the banks and bridges Jenkins Creek 
along the eastern margin of the airport.  We agree with the applicant that there is 
opportunity to maintain public access to and along the CMA and Jenkins Creek not just 
through the design of the northern runway extension but also with the design of access to 
and use on NAL’s land east of Jenkins Creek. 

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, 

sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga: 

NAL has recognised mana whenua Iwi’s association with the area affected by the northern 
runway extension through its consultation and engagement with the Te Waka a Māui Iwi 
Chairs Forum and the eight Te Tau Ihu Iwi, and in commissioning an assessment which has 
established that that there is limited potential for intact archaeological sites related to pre-
European Māori use of land within the extended area affected by Designation DAA1. 

Because of the potential for unrecorded archaeological sites and features within this area, 
the conditions for Designation DAA1 provide for the relationship of Māori to this land through 
DAA1.4.i (management of effects of earthworks on archaeological sites), DAA1.4.ii (Kaitiaki 
Forum) and DAA1.4.iii (Archaeological Investigation and AHMP). 
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(f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development: 

The NoR acknowledges the historic heritage values associated with the WWII Airforce Base 
that occupied land within the extended area of Designation DAA1, and provides for this 
(and any other pre-1900 archaeological sites) in terms of DAA1.4.iii (Archaeological 
Investigation and AHMP). 

Although they have a long history in providing for the recreational needs of the Nelson 
community and visitors, we do not consider that the NGC or TBC have historic heritage 
values that would justify their protection under s6(f) of the RMA, but invite the submitters to 
address this further at the hearing. 

(g) the protection of protected customary rights: 

We are not aware of any protected customary rights that affect this proposal, or any that 
have been raised by Iwi through NAL’s consultation with them. 

(h) the management of significant risks from natural hazards: 

We accept the applicant’s position that the natural hazards associated with the airport site 
are well understood (it is relatively low-lying with potentially risk from coastal inundation and 
coastal processes, in an area of high seismicity, and within the Civil Defence Tsunami 
Evacuation Zone), and the Nelson Airport Master Plan 2050 acknowledges climate resilience 
in managing these hazards.  S6(h) is not an invitation to consider natural hazards in relation 
to the overall appropriateness of this site for the airport as that is already allowed for within 
the operative planning framework. The NoR and PPC30 do not exacerbate the risk of natural 
hazards to the site, people or surrounding communities as a result of the runway extension. 

There are no matters of national importance under s6 of the RMA that would in our opinion 
undermine the NoR or PPC30. 

4 SECTION 7 – OTHER MATTERS 

S7 specifies other matters that the consent authority shall have particular regard to, including: 

(a) Kaitiakitanga: 

The conditions to Designation DAA1 provide for a Kaitiaki Forum (DAA1.4.ii), an 
Archaeological Investigation, and an AHMP which includes protocols and consultation with 
tāngata whenua in the event of the accidental discovery of cultural sites, kōiwi or taonga 
during construction on the runway extension (DAA1.4.iii).  The airport site is not within a Te 
Tau Ihu Statutory Acknowledgement Area, however we are satisfied that the regional 
resource consent process allows for regard to be given to such in relation to earthworks and 
discharges near the coast. 

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources: 

The Airport is a strategic infrastructure and physical resource, and the NoR and PPC30 will 
provide for the efficient use and development of this within its existing and extended 
boundaries.  In terms of the objectives of the NoR, the applicant has determined that a 
runway extension is necessary for the resilience and safety of the airport, and so that it meets 
forecast demand and accommodate future aircraft types and, accompanied by PPC30 
and the Airport Zone, this will enable the efficient, flexible and sustainable development of 
Airport infrastructure, facilities and services. 

In its occupation of land currently owned by the Nelson Golf Club, the NoR for Designation 
DAA1 will impact on the efficient use and development the golf club land.  Whether this 
can be adequately mitigated, to the extent that the golf course can continue to operate 
with a full complement of facilities and greens, should be addressed at the hearing.   

  Submissions have called into question the impact of the application on the efficient use and 
development of urban areas beyond the airport, most noticeably for the Tāhunanui 
community.  This is particularly so in response to rules proposed for ASAN (including as these 
are prohibited within the ANB) and conditions for Designation DAA3.  We have drawn 
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attention to PC29 to the NRMP in relation to the policy intention of the NPS-UD to encourage 
and provide for urban residential intensification in areas close to employment and 
transportation routes, under which Tāhunanui is omitted for reason of natural hazards, but 
note that this plan change is only now proceeding through the public submission phase. We 
anticipate that submitters will address specific concerns in relation to the efficient use and 
development of their own properties or property investigation portfolios.  

Given the reverse sensitivity effects between airport activity and ASAN and structures within 
the OLS beyond the airport, and the need to manage this within the designations and 
planning provisions of the NRMP to an extent that is reasonable, the efficient use and 
development of land and built resources will ultimately need to be considered within the 
broader context of s5 of the RMA. 

(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values: 

Nelson Airport and its operation are part of the existing character and amenity of the local 
environment, including the residential and recreational areas of Tāhunanui which lies within 
its northern flight path.  

The amenity effects associated with construction of the northern runway extension have 
been addressed in the NoR and its conditions for Designation DAA1 however, as assessed 
by Council’s acoustics expert, there will be a significant increase in noise exposure from 
operation of the runway and other airport-related activities.  This will have a significant effect 
on the occupants of nearby properties and potentially TBC (subject to the effect of noise 
being addressed by the applicant as requested by Mr Lloyd).  The conditions in Designation 
DAA2 and rules proposed through PPC30 may mitigate against these noise impacts, 
including as the worse affected residences are acoustically insulated and mechanically 
ventilated, however this will not address outdoor amenity, the amenity of TBC, or those 
residences in the Open Space Recreation Zone.   

“Amenity values” are defined in s2 of the RMA to include “those characteristics of an area 
that contribute to people’s appreciation of its ... recreational attributes”.  For reasons 
outlined in relation to 7(b), the NoR will have a direct impact on the amenity values of the 
Nelson golf course which are currently enjoyed by the large number of members and other 
users of the course and its clubhouse who have submitted on the application by NAL. 

The applicant is to address recreational effects in evidence, including for recreational areas 
and facilities beyond the golf course.  The extent to which increased exposure to noise will 
affect the TBC should form part of that.  For recreational areas and facilities beyond the TBC 
and NGC we believe that the community’s appreciation and amenity of those areas will 
not be unreasonably impacted, and recreational amenity provided via the Airport 
perimeter walkway and Great Taste Trail should be able to be accommodated in some 
found within future development of the land. 

Amenity values will be neither maintained or enhanced by this NoR application, and nor is 
it possible to currently determine that amenity values (and the quality of the environment 
under s7(f)), will be managed to an acceptable degree. 

To the extent that the Airport Zone and its precincts reflect land currently occupied by the 
airport and/or adjoining Industrial Zone in the operative NRMP, PPC30 includes rules which, 
subject to any clarification sought, should be able to address amenity values. 

(f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment: 

On account of our assessment of matters in s7(c) of the RMA, and with loss of recreational 
open space to the airport runway extension, we must conclude that the application will not 
maintain or enhance the quality of the environment.  There will be an overall reduction in 
environmental quality that, by the very nature of an airport, cannot be avoided or 
remedied, but may be mitigated or minimised to an acceptable outcome. 

In relation to NAL’s use and development of the existing airport area within Designation 
DAA1, the applicant should address its expectation, in the absence of conditions, to at least 
maintain the quality of that environment. The application places reliance on the s176A 
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Outline Plan process and regional resource consents to manage matters under s7(c) and 
s7(f) of the RMA. 

(g) any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources: 

The location and availability of suitable land within which to achieve NAL’s objectives under 
the NoR is a relevant matter for consideration under s7(g). 

The application considers Nelson Airport to be a finite physical resource.  We agree with this 
in terms of the availability of land owned and/or occupied by NAL, which is constrained 
also by its margin with the coast, Jenkins Creek and surrounding urban development.  It is 
reasonable that NAL should wish to make efficient use of this, as supported by its 
designations and PPC30, while noting that its ability to extend the runway is constrained by 
the physical extent of land and orientation of the main runway. 

The land owned and occupied by NGC is also a finite resource, and 15ha of open space 
recreational land will be directly removed as a result of the NoR for Designation DAA1.  It is 
the applicant’s estimation that construction of the northern runway extension is 10-15 years 
away, but when constructed there will be a permanent loss of that resources to pavement 
and airport-related use. 

(i) the effects of climate change: 

S7(i) refers to the effects of climate change, not the effects of development on climate 
change.  We therefore find support in the applicant’s assessment of s7(i) being limited to 
Stantec’s report and its assessment of matters such as increased storm events and sea level 
rise.  

The NoR and PCC30, and development they enable, will have no effect on coastal hazards 
and processes, and will not of themselves increase the exposure of people or community to 
the effects of climate change.   

The effects of climate change apply to Nelson Airport as a whole, as recognised in its Master 
Plan 2050, and therefore the application will provide for further investment in built resources 
on a site at risk of the effects of climate change. The significance of this requires 
consideration of the operative provisions of the NRMP, including the existing Nelson Airport 
designations and the enabling provisions for development within the Industrial Zone. 

(j) the benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable energy. 

The Nelson Airport Master Plan 2050 identifies use of on-site solar power generation and 
investigation of further opportunities for solar power generation as environmental 
sustainability initiatives at the airport.  The definition of ‘Airport Related Activity’ under PPC30 
includes ‘renewable energy generation for the purpose of using energy within Designation 
DAA1, and can extend to supplying an immediate community, or connecting into the 
distribution network.’ 

5 SECTION 8 – TREATY OF WAITANGI 

S8  requires all persons exercising functions and powers under the RMA in relation to managing 
the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall take into account 
the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).  

We agree with the applicant’s assessment of s8 in 16.1.5 of the application. 

6 OVERALL ASSESSMENT UNDER PART 2 

In terms of the interests of NAL and future growth and development of Nelson Airport as regional 
significant and strategic infrastructure that provides for the social, economic and cultural well-
being of people, businesses and communities, the NoR and PPC30 find support in Part 2 of the 
Act.  They will enable Nelson Airport to better meet the needs of current and future generations 
in its ability to respond quickly to changes in the aviation sector towards future sustainable aircraft 
and improve the safety and resilience of airport infrastructure and operations. 
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The sustainable management of natural and physical resources under s5 of the RMA requires 
however that the NoR and PPC30 also enable people and communities to provide for their 
health and safety while avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on 
the environment.  In relation to the NGC, TBC and that part of the Tāhunanui residential area 
closest to the airport, this requires consideration also of matters under s7(b), s7(c) and 7(f) of the 
RMA.  

Taking into account the peer review and evidence of Ms Hampson and Mr Lloyd, the scope of 
submissions and matters yet to be discussed and elaborated on at the hearing, and clarification 
of matters that we have requested of the applicant and submitters in our report, we are unable 
to confirm at the time of writing our report that the NoR and PPC30 will, overall, meet the purpose 
of the RMA by enabling the safe and efficient operation, development and growth of Nelson 
Airport in an efficient and sustainable manner that recognises and adequately provides for the 
health and well-being of and mitigates to an acceptable degree any adverse effects on the 
surrounding area and activities within it. 

We reserve our overall opinion in relation to Part 2 of the RMA until conditions have been 
discussed at witness conferencing and after evidence from both the applicant and submitters 
has been presented at the hearing.    

 

 

 


