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INTERPRETATION

This report uses the following abbreviations and acronyms.

TERM

AECO
AEE
Airways
AMP
ANB
ASAN
CMA
Council
EMAS
FANC
JWS
MCA
MHWS
NAL
NAEMP
NANAC
NGC
NMMP
NoR
NRMP
NZS 6805

NPS-FM
NPS-UD
NZCPS
OoLS
PC29
PPC30
PWA
RESA

MEANS

Airport Effects Control Overlay

The assessment of environmental effects

Airways Corporation of New Zealand Limited

Acoustic Mitigation Programme

Air noise boundary

Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise

Coastal Marine Area

Nelson City Council

Engineered Material Arresting System

Future Aircraft Noise Corridors

Joint (expert) Witness Statement

Multi Criteria Analysis

Mean High Water Springs

Nelson Airport Limited

Nelson Airport Environmental Management Plan 1996
Nelson Airport Noise Advisory Committee

Nelson Golf Course

Airport Noise Management and Monitoring Plan

Notice of Requirement

Operative Nelson Resource Management Plan

New Zealand Standard 6805: Airport Noise Management and Land Use
Planning (1992)

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

Obstacle Limitation Surface(s)

Plan Change 29 Housing and Hazards

Private Plan Change 30

Public Works Act 1981

Runway End Safety Areas
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TERM MEANS

RMA Resource Management Act 1991

RPS Nelson Regional Policy Statement 1997
TBC Tahunanui Beach Camp

NOTES ABOUT THE STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT

Please note that this report is divided into parts as it covers both the NoR and PPC30. For
that reason, each part is separately contained so when referencing paragraph numbers, it
is important to identify which part of this report is being referred to. The contents page of
the report is clear.

This report includes a number of footnotes, and these documents can be found at this
website under the same name that has been given them in the footnote:

https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nelson-

airport-runway-extension-hearing
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Nelson City Council

Recommendation Report of Independent Hearings Panel

NoOR relating to the extension of the Nelson Airport runway

and

PPC30 relating to Nelson Airport

INTRODUCTION

2.1

2.2

2.3

Independent Hearings Panel

The Independent Hearings Panel have been delegated the task of
recommending to the Council our decision in relation to the NoR and PPC30.
The members of the Panel are: Commissioners HA Atkins (chair), LJ Daysh,
DJ McMahon.

Overall Recommendations

Notice of Requirement

Amendments to DAAL (Airport and Aerodrome Purposes — Nelson Airport) -
Having considered all relevant matters under the RMA, and based on the
evidence and submissions presented, we find, that the requested amendments
to DAAL will:

(a) result in positive effects, and any actual and potential adverse
environmental effects of the proposed requirement will be sufficiently
managed by the proposed conditions such that the effects are
acceptable;

(b) the amendments to DAA1 are reasonably necessary to achieve NAL'’s
stated objectives; and

(©) the effects of the amendments to DAA1 are aligned with the sustainable
management purpose of the RMA.

Accordingly, we recommend that the requirement relating to amendments to
DAAl be confirmed, subject to the conditions set out in the Appendices
document.

Amendments to DAA2 (Airnoise Boundary Controls) - Having considered all
relevant matters under the RMA, and based on the evidence and submissions
presented, we find, that the requested amendments to DAA2 will:
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

(a) result in positive effects, and any actual and potential adverse
environmental effects of the proposed requirement will be sufficiently
managed by the proposed conditions such that the effects are
acceptable

(b) the amendments to DAA2 are reasonably necessary to achieve NAL’s
stated objectives; and

(© the effects of the amendments to DAA2 are aligned with the sustainable
management purpose of the RMA.

Accordingly, we recommend that the requirement relating to amendments to
DAA2 be confirmed with, subject to the conditions set out in the Appendices
document.

Amendments to DAA3 (Airport Height Restrictions) - Having considered all
relevant matters under the RMA, and based on the evidence and submissions
presented, we find, that the requested amendments to DAA3 will:

@ result in positive effects, and any actual and potential adverse
environmental effects of the proposed requirement will be sufficiently
managed by the proposed conditions such that the effects are
acceptable

(b) the amendments to DAA3 are reasonably necessary to achieve NAL’s
stated objectives; and

(© the effects of the amendments to DAA3 are aligned with the sustainable
management purpose of the RMA.

Accordingly, we recommend that the requirement relating to amendments to
DAAS3 be confirmed with, subject to the conditions set out in the Appendices
document.

Private Plan Change 30

We have recommended the approval of the PPC30. The reasons for this are
fully addressed in the substantive part of this report. Overall, we have found
that PPC30:

@) meets the purpose and principles of the RMA (Part 2) (Part F of this
Report) having evaluated it under sections 32 and 32AA of the RMA
(Part D of this Report.

(b) gives effect to the relevant national policy statements as set out in Part
D of this Report.

(©) gives effect to the Regional Policy Statements as set out in Part D of
this Report.

(d) is consistent with the NRMP as set out in Part D of this Report.

Purpose of this report and approach adopted

The purpose of this Report is to outline our separate recommendations on both
the NoR and PPC30 from NAL. The proposals have been heard concurrently,
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

and we have found it be effective and efficient to consider the proposals in a
single consolidated report for the sake of economy. There are two separate
recommendations each drawing on the relevant parts of this Report as the
basis for those recommendations.

As noted, the proposal to extend the runway is also subject to an application
for a private plan change relating to the proposed establishment of an Airport
Zone within the NRMP. PPC30 seeks to facilitate more than just an extension
of the runway; it seeks to establish a comprehensive planning framework for
the development of the airport and the management of effects arising from its
operation.

NAL lodged applications relating to both the NoR and PPC30. The applications
were publicly notified together and have drawn a total of 471 submissions.
Some submissions have been made to the NoR or PPC30 alone, but the
majority do not distinguish between the NoR or PPC30 and can be considered
to have been made to both. The NoR and PPC30 are the subject to a single
s42A Report and have been heard concurrently.

Many of the issues raised by submitters such as aircraft noise and its effects
on sensitive activities are proposed to be managed via the conditions imposed
under the amended designations as well as via the Airport Zone and other
amended NRMP provisions introduced via PPC30. Such effects are therefore
relevant to our consideration of both requests. The potential inclusion of the
NGC into the area covered by DAAL1 is relevant to the discussion of means to
mitigate recreational effects and is covered in Part B of this Report, whereas,
the discussion around alternatives for extension is specific to the NoR and will
be covered in Part C of this Report.

For the sake of economy, the single Section 42A Report prepared by Council
experts contains two distinct sections outlining the details of each request and
evaluating them against the relevant statutory tests!, but a common
assessment of effects and consideration against high order policy documents
and Part 2 of the RMA, upon which the distinct evaluations draw?.

The approach the authors have taken makes for a relatively focused and
succinct report notwithstanding the complexities of the topic. While we are
obliged to clearly identify our recommendations separately in relation to the
NoR and PPC30, as noted above we have taken the same approach in this
Report as the Section 42A Report.

Based on the above, and similar to the approach taken in the Section 42A
Report, this recommendation report (Report) considers the processes
associated with the NoRs and PPC30 as a whole but separates out the
assessment based on the differences between the bespoke statutory
framework for the NoRs and PPC30, as follows:

1 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) - Parts B and C
2 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) - Parts D, E and F, respectively
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3.7.1

3.7.2

3.7.3

3.7.4

3.7.5

3.7.6

3.7.7

Part A Introduction and Overview of the Process — The Part sets out
the general background to both processes, including: a brief
explanation of the NoR and PPC30; the site description and context; an
explanation of the notification and submission process; an overview of
the hearing process; a summary of the adjournment process; and
confirmation of the close of the hearing.

Part B Evaluation of Effects — This Part 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 our evaluation of the different potential or
actual effects.

Part C - NoR — This Part considers the NoR in accordance with the
statutory framework for NoR’s including a consideration of the
alternatives and the necessity for the NoR;

Part D - PPC30 — This Part considers the application for PPC30 in
accordance with the statutory requirements of the RMA including a
consideration of section 32;

Part E - Higher Order Policy Documents — The Part individually
addresses the different higher order planning documents relevant to
both the NoR and PPC30;

Part F - Part 2 of the RMA — This Part considers Part 2, the purpose
and principles of the RMA, in relation to the NoR and PPC30; and

Part G — Recommendation including commentary on the conditions
recommended for the NoR and the provisions recommended for
PPC30.
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PART A —INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE PROCESS

1. Overview

11 The Council received a NoR from NAL under Section 181 of the RMA to alter
existing Designations DAAL1l, DAA2 and DAA3 in the operative 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 ANB and responsibilities for aircraft noise and to the Airport height
restrictions - OLS.®

1.2 NAL also submitted a private plan change request to the NRMP, PPC30,
pursuant to Schedule 1 of the RMA, with the purpose of:

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

(b) ensuring the contemporary role and function of the Airport, in terms of
its strategic importance to the Nelson-Tasman region and the 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.*

2 Site and surrounding environment

2.1 The site is located at Trent Drive, Nelson. The zoning on the site is: Industrial
Zone, Open Space and Recreation Zone, Residential Zone (operative NRMP
provisions). The overlay and map notations are: Airport Effects Control Overlay;
Airport Effects Advisory Overlay; Coastal Environment Overlay; Riparian
Overlay Coastline; Inundation Overlay, Services Overlay; Group B heritage
item.

2.2 The area that is subject to the existing DAAL, relates to that area presently
occupied by Nelson Airport, including Airport Peninsula, land along Bolt Road,
and 15 smaller titles owned by NAL along Point Road under the southern
approach to the runway.

2.3 DAA2, which applies the ANB, relates to Nelson Airport, residential properties
on the south-western end of the main runway, part of the NGC and part of Point
and Grace Roads.

2.4 DAA3 imposes a series of air height contours that collectively create an
Obstacle Limitation Surface (OLS) which extends well beyond the environs of
the airport over Nelson suburbs, the CMA and into Tasman District.

3 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/notice-requirement
4 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/private-plan-change-30
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2.5

4

The environment surrounding the designations comprises a mix of coastal,
residential, industrial and recreational areas. It, and the subject site (inclusive
of the extended area over which the altered designations would apply), are well
described in the AEE accompanying the application and in the s42A Report
prepared by the Council’'s independent planning consultants, Ms Jane Hilson
and Ms Natasha Wilson®>. We adopt those descriptions.

Notice of Requirement

The requiring authority is NAL which has issued a notice of requirement relating
to the alteration of three designations to facilitate the extension of the Nelson
airport runway, as follows:

(@)

(b)

(€)

To amend DAAL: Aerodrome (Nelson Airport) which protects the
operational capability of the airport and provides for associated
development of aviation and ancillary activities, to alter the spatial
extent of DAA1 to enable extension of the existing main runway to the
north, and to land that NAL owns east of Jenkins Creek. DAA1 would
also be amended to update its purpose, to confirm the nature of works,
activities and facilities authorised and associated with the airport, and
to clarify the conditions associated with the designation, in particular,
those required in establishing the northern runway extension.

To amend DAA2: Air Noise Boundary Controls (ANB) which imposes
limits on the level of aircraft noise that the airport can generate, to alter
the spatial limit of the ANB based on contemporary modelling, fleet mix,
growth projections and a composite of future activity on the main
existing runway and its northern extension. DAA2 would also be
amended to confirm the Airport Operator’s responsibilities in terms of
noise exposure management, monitoring and compliance, to confirm
the conditions of the designation in its restrictions on aircraft operations,
to establish requirements in terms of monitoring and mitigation, and to
provide for the role of the Nelson Airport Noise and Environmental
Advisory Committee.

To amend DAAS: Airport Height Restrictions which imposes height
limits on activities and structures in order to protect aircraft
manoeuvring in and out of the airport, to meet Civil Aviation
requirements, to alter the spatial extent of the Obstacle Limitation
Surfaces that are a set of spatially defined surfaces associated with
operation of the airport’s runway system and above which airspace
should be kept free of obstacles.®

Private Plan Change 30

5> Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) - Part A, Section 3 and Part B, Section 2. Noting that Ms Hilson prepared the s42A
Report section relating to the NoR.

SLocated

here:

https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nelson-airport-runway-

extension-supporting-documents
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

5.2

5.3

In conjunction with the NoR, NAL has submitted a private plan change request
— PPC30 - 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 DAAL, 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 DAAL is
zoned Open Space Recreation and Residential. The National Planning
Standards recommend an ‘Airport Zone’ be adopted for airport facilities and
associated land.

The application states that PPC30 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; and clarify the role
and function of the Airport as nationally and regionally significant infrastructure.
The suite of planning provisions in the proposed Airport Zone are intended to
be integrated with a cohesive and contemporary suite of designation conditions
for Airport land use set out in Designation DAAL.’

The Section 42A Report summarises the relationship between the provisions
for airport specific activities under both the NoR and PPC308. For ease of
reference and to avoid repetition, we have adopted that summary in
accordance with section 113(3)(b) of the RMA.

Submissions®

The NoR and PPC30 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 PPC30 and approximately 445 submissions on
Designation DAAL1 and 76 and 39 submissions were received on DAA2 and
DAA3, respectively. Nine further submissions were lodged on original
submissions to PPC30.

The number of submissions relating to DAAL is approximate because it was
not clear to the authors of the Section 42A Report in every instance whether a
submission was being made to DAAL, or PPC30, or both, although it is
apparent that most fell into the latter category. The s42A Report authors note
that, in summarising the submissions, the Council has taken the approach of
co-assigning submission points that challenge the runway extension, and that
have nominally been made to PPC30, to the designations as well*.

Three different types of ‘pro forma’ submissions were received, being identical
submissions from different submitters. The pro forma submissions accounted
for 30 of the submissions received. No late submissions were received.

7Locate here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nelson-airport-runway-extension-
supporting-documents

8 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part A, [section 2.5, Table A.1]
9 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/submissions
10 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part A, [section 4.5]
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54 As summarised in the s42A Report!?, the majority of submissions received are
opposed to the designations. Likewise, the majority of submissions opposed
PPC30.

5.5 In broad terms, across the ambit of both the NoR and PPC30, the reporting
topics and issues in contention arising from submissions are appropriately
summarised in the s42A Report!2. The s42A Report also provides an outline of
submissions received on the three altered designations and PPC303. We
adopt the approach taken in the s42A Report in the way in which the
submissions are summarised and characterised. Using this as our reference
the nature and focus of these submissions are summarised here.

5.6 The submissions on DAA1 were as follows:

@) Those from the aviation industry and business and economic interests
supportive of the runway extension via DAAL given the importance of
Nelson Airport to the local economy, the operational flexibility the
extension would cater to, and the proposed means of effects mitigation.

(b) Those from the NGC and its members opposed to the runway extension
given the prospective loss of much of the golf course and the perceived
failure to acknowledge the golf course’s status as a recreational
resource. Many of these submitters prefer an extension of the runway
to the south over the CMA.

(© Those from the TBC and camp residents and visitors opposed to the
runway extension on the grounds that the effects on its use would be
significant and/or have not been adequately addressed.

(d) Those from Tahunanui residents and property owners opposed to the
runway extension on the grounds of amenity effects and inadequate
mitigation of same.

(e) Those from non-governmental organisations and individuals opposed
to the runway extension concerned about effects arising from and
contributing to climate change.

) Those opposed to the runway extension for other reasons including the
assumptions and methodology underlying future aircraft use and
technology, economic modelling and the consideration of alternatives,
among other matters.

5.7 The submissions on DAA2 were:

(a) Those from the aviation industry supportive of the altered designation
for the same reasons as outlined in paragraph 5.6.1 above.

(b) From the National Public Health Service — Nelson Marlborough
requesting the withdrawal of the NoR but also its amendment to further
address the adverse effects of airport noise on public health.

11 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part A, [section 4.3]

12 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part A, [sections 4.6 and 4.7]
13 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part A, [sections 5.1 — 5.3]
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5.8

5.9

5.10

(c)

Those from the TBC and camp residents and visitors and Tahunanui
residents and property owners not benefitting from the proposed noise
mitigation package furthered via the DAA2 conditions.

The following submissions were made on DAA3:

(@)

(b)

(c)

Those from the aviation industry supportive of the altered designation
for the same reasons as outlined in paragraph 5.6.1 above.

Those from submitters opposed to the designations as whole and
tending not to address the OLS provisions within DAAS.

Where opposing submissions do address the OLS provisions, they are
concerned about the impact of the proposed constraints on the
redevelopment of residential properties and the TBC (inclusive of the
Council’s intensification plans) and on the National Grid.

The submissions on PPC30 raise similar issues to those raised for the NoR,
specifically:

(@)

(b)

(€)

There were criticisms regarding the adequacy of the information
provided, and the proposed objectives, policies and rules.

We agree with the s42A authors that a number of submissions on
PPC30 sought relief that was outside scope of the objective and
purpose of the NoR or PPC30 or are contrary to the scope of
considerations set out in the relevant statutory framework. We therefore
agree that these matters not relevant considerations for us to consider
in making/recommending a decision on PPC30 or the NoR.

In relation to PPC30 we adopt the list of the ‘out of scope matters’ set
out it the s42A report as those submissions asking for relief that seeks:

i. consideration of alternative options for the proposed runway
extension,

ii. consultation be undertaken,

iii. further investigation be carried out,

iv. extension of the submission period,
V. change to the decision-making process, and
Vi. provision of compensation through the NRMP.

We further note that, in addition to these matters of relief, issues that 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, were not considered relevant matters to consider under a
NoR or PPC30 in the s42A Report. We agree with this conclusion, and we do
not consider those matters in this Report.
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6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

Pre-hearing matters

Following our formal engagement, we issued a minute* to the parties to set
out some preliminary matters in preparation for the hearing. Specifically, the
minute:

(a) set out directions for parties to indicate whether they would be calling
expert evidence, and whether those experts would be available for
conferencing;

(b) encouraged parties to familiarise themselves with the hearing process;
(© described the sequence for expert evidence exchange; and
(d) set out our expectations for site visits.

We note that the purpose of conferencing is for the parties’ experts to identify,
discuss and potentially resolve (or not) the issues in contention between them
in their respective fields, with a view to potentially narrowing the issues and
enable the hearing to focus on those matters that remain in contention between
the experts.

After receiving responses to Minute 1, we issued Minute 2'° to address
additional procedural matters, relating to:

(a) an amended hearing date;

(b) an extension to the date by which we requested that parties advise as
to their calling of expert evidence;

(© an encouragement to those experts to take the initiative in terms of
initiating conferencing;

(d) signalling our intention to encourage non-expert discussions on
identified matters ahead of the hearing; and

(e) confirmed dates regarding the pre-circulation of expert evidence.

We then issued Minute 3¢ granting a request from the Counsel for NAL'' to
amend the timetable for the exchange of expert evidence. This was shortly
followed by Minute 48 responding to a memorandum from the counsel for
TBC?° seeking our confirmation and direction that the matters identified in the
— by then released — s42A Report would be attended to in the context of the
applicant’s expert evidence, which we were happy to provide.

Minute 5 focused on providing the parties with some initial direction regarding
expert conferencing?. We alerted parties to the appointment of an independent
facilitator for the conferencing?® and set out the nature of her role. In broad

14 Minute 1 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement - 27 September 2023.
15 Minute 2 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement - 20 October 2023

16 Minute 3 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement - 5 March 2024

17 Memo from the Airport Legal Team —4 March 2024

18 Minute 4 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement - 13 March 2024

1% Memo from the Tahuna Beach Camp Inc Legal Team — 11 March 2024

20 Minute 5 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement - 25 March 2024

21 Ms Marlene Oliver

10
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6.6

6.7

terms, we identified noise, economics, planning and any other topics identified
by the facilitator as candidates for conferencing.

Minutes 622 to 10%® pre-dated the hearing and were concerned with specific
hearing related directions such as confirming changes to the evidence
exchange timetable, the hearing venue and requests to excuse certain
witnesses from attending the hearing.

Minutes 112 to 152° relate to post hearing matters and are addressed in section
12 below.

Section 42A Report

Ms Hilson and Ms Wilson’s Section 42A Report was circulated on Wednesday
1 March 2024 in accordance with the required deadline set out in Minute 2.2¢ It
comprises:

@) An introductory section providing a background to both the NoR and
PPC30, a site description and context relating to both and an overview
of the notification process and submission received (Part A).

(b) A section (Part B) focused on the NoR:
i. outlining the existing designations applying to the airport;
ii. outlining the purpose of the amended designations;

iii. describing the proposed designations and the statutory
framework applying to NoR;

iv. summarising submissions to the NoR;

V. setting out considerations relating to effects and higher order
planning documents;

Vi. setting out considerations relating to alternatives and the
necessity for the designations;

Vii. setting out other conditions;

viii. describing and assessing conditions applying to the
designations;

iX. providing a Part 2 RMA assessment;

X. listing information sought from NAL ahead of the hearing; and

Xi. setting out an overall recommendation.

(c) A section focused on PPC30 (Part C);

i. outlining the NRMP provisions for Nelson Airport;

22 Minute 6 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 28 March 2023

2 Minute 10 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 3 May 2023

24 Minute 11 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 4 June 2023

25 Minute 15 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement - 3 September 2023

26 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30); Section 42A Report — Appendix 1 (Officers Report); Section 42A Report —
Appendix 2 (Submission tables); Section 42A Report — Appendix 3 (Application Plan Set); Section 42A Report — Appendix 4
(Economics Evidence); Section 42A Report — Appendix 5 (Noise Evidence)
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7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

ii. providing an overview of the plan change proposal, including a
summary of the changes proposed to the NRMP;

iil. setting out the statutory framework for a plan change, including
reference to two relevant amendments to the RMA,;

iv. the higher order policy framework;

V. summarising the submissions on PPC30, including an
assessment on whether the relief sought was recommended for
granting or rejecting;

Vi. a section 32 evaluation;

Vii. the amendments recommended to the NRMP;

Viil. providing a Part 2 RMA assessment;

iX. listing information sought from NAL ahead of the hearing; and
X. setting out an overall recommendation.

(d) An effects report relating to both the NoR and PPC30 (Part D).

(e) A section addressing all relevant higher order planning documents as
they relate to both the NoR and PPC30 (Part E).

() A section providing an overall assessment of the proposals represented
by both the NoR and PPC30 relating to Part 2 of the RMA (Part F).

(9) The s42A Report authors also attached a series of appendices to their
report:

i. The original NCC report on the request for a private plan change
relating to the Nelson Airport (Appendix 1).

ii. A table representing all submission points including in each case
a summary of the decision requested (Appendix 2).

iii. The plan set accompanying the application (Appendix 3).

iv. A statement of evidence from Ms Natalie Hampson, for the
Council, on economic matters (Appendix 4).

V. A statement of evidence from Mr Nigel Lloyd, for the Council, on
acoustic matters (Appendix 5).

The statements of evidence referred to in iv and v constitute a peer review of
the relevant material on the acoustics and economics topics contained in the
application (both the NoR and PPC30) documentation.

The authors of the Section 42A divided their focus as follows:
i. Ms Natasha Wilson primarily focussed on PPC30;
ii. Ms Jane Hilson focused on the NoR.

As discussed later due to Ms Hilson’s unavailability at the hearing Ms Wilson
stepped in the role of addressing matters relevant to both PPC30 and NOR.

With regards to the recommendation on PPC30 Ms Wilson noted:

12
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7.6

7.7

“As | have identified in my above consideration of PPC30, 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 | have
requested clarification from the applicant and submitters, | 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 PPC30 request and subsequent
NRMP changes.

I note however that | 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 | believe seeks
relief outside the scope of what can be considered under PPC30. 27

The recommendation with regards to the NoR was similar, Ms Hilson noted:

“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 | have
requested clarification from the applicant and submitters, | 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.”28

Ms Hilson also noted a list of matters that would assist in in her deliberations,
as follows:

‘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 DAAL 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).

e 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).

e 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 DAAL, now that it no longer has the
purpose of controlling ASAN within the ANB (3.4.4).

27 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part B, [section 14]

28 |bid
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e Whether the noise mitigation package in Desighation 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).

e Confirmation that Attachment B7 correctly identifies all properties subject

of Designation DAA3 (3.5.5).

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

e 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).

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

e 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).

e Any other information requested via the technical reports of Ms Hampson
and Mr Lloyd in Appendices 4 and 5 to this report”.2°

7.8 Due to the recommendations in both Parts of the Section 42A Report further
assessments were provided by the authors (and the peer reviewers) throughout
the process. This is discussed in other sections of this Report.

8 NAL’s evidence

8.1 NAL provided its expert evidence on 28 March 2024 as follows®’:

Vi.
Vii.

Viil.

Xi.

Mark Thompson, Chief Executive Officer (Corporate);
Simon Barr, Commercial Manager (Corporate);
lain Munroe, Airbiz Aviation Strategies Limited (Aviation Planning);

Dr Matthew Orchard, Zero Emissions Aerospace (Zero Emission
Aircraft);

Dr Jayant Mukhopadhaya, International Council on Clean
Transportation (Zero Emission Aircraft);

James (Jamie) Whitaker, Stantec NZ (Transport);

Andrew Mott, Stantec NZ (Geotechnical);

Kirsa Webb, Underground Overground Archaeology (Archaeology);
Amanda Anthony, Boffa Miskell Limited (Landscape);

Andrew Craig, Stantec NZ (Coastal Processes and Flooding);

Jennifer Benden, Xyst (Recreation);

2% Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30), Part B
30 | ocated here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/airports-expert-evidence
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Xii.
Xiii.
Xiv.
XV.
XVi.
XVii.
XViii.

XiX.

Dr Tanya Blakely, Boffa Miskell Limited (Freshwater Ecology);
Dr Leigh Bull, Boffa Miskell Limited (Avifauna);

Scott Hoosen, Boffa Miskell Limited (Terrestrial Ecology);

Dr Tommaso Alestra, Boffa Miskell Limited (Marine Ecology);
Laurel Smith, Marshall Day Acoustics (Noise);

Nick Carlaw, Martin Jenkins (Economics);

Phil Osborne, Property Economics Limited (Economics);

Matthew Bonis and Samuel Flewellen Planz Consultants Limited
(Planning).

8.2 A number of withesses were excused from attending the hearing at the request
of NAL. This is recorded in Minute 9 and for ease of reference the withesses

were:

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.
Vi.

Vii.

James (Jamie) Whitaker, Stantec NZ (Transport);
Andrew Mott (geotechnical);

Kirsa Webb (archaeology);

Dr Tanya Blakely (freshwater ecology);
Dr Leigh Bull (avifauna);

Scott Hooson (terrestrial ecology); and

Dr Tommaso Alestra (marine ecology).

8.3 In addition, Minute 9 recorded that Dr Matthew Orchard and Dr Jayant
Mukhopadhaya were granted leave to appear virtually. As it happened Dr
Mukhopadhaya was unavailable to attend, and his evidence was considered

on this basis.
9 Submitter evidence
9.1 In addition to the filed submissions, evidence and written material were

provided before the hearing or at the hearing from the following submitters:3!

GP Investments Limited®?, Mark Lile (Planning);

Alexander Simpson (Acoustics and Health and Habits and Health
research reports);

Christa Inglis (resident at Parkers Road, Tahunanui) noise reading
information and a video (presented at the hearing);

31 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-

runway-extension-submitters-expert-evidence

32 Note that GP Investments notified us prior to its presentation slot at the hearing that it did not wish to be heard at the hearing
— Email from GP Investments Limited — Hearing Update and Attendance — 14 May 2024
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iv. Colin Simmons (retired airline pilot and instructor);

V. John G Hambleton (resident, golf club member and former senior
executive of Eagle Airways Limited and Air Nelson Limited, summary
statement and questions and answers document);

Vi. Stephen Cross (PowerPoint and supporting documentation)

Vil. Darryl Ware (noise and health effects information);

viii. Noeline Inglis (email exchange with NAL);

iX. Kainga Ora (statement of evidence of Brendon Scott Liggett);

X. Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association (PowerPoint and notes
of verbal submission points);

Xi. Glenda Robinson (summary statement);

Xii. Nelson Airport Noise Action Council Inc (PowerPoint and Appendix 19
from the planning evidence presented by Louis Solomon);

Xiii. Louise McDougall (summary statement);

xiv.  Jacobus (Co) Ham (summary statement);

XV. Golf Haven Way Body Corporate (summary statement presented by
Peter Hay).

9.2 In addition, the Nelson Golf Club and the Tahunanui Beach Camp Incorporated

presented both expert evidence and corporate evidence as follows:
9.3  Nelson Golf Club®

i
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

Derek Drysdale (President);

David Farnsworth (member);

Matthew Grimes (PGA Trainee Professional);
Pru Bell (member);

Geoffrey Moffett (member);

Tracee Neilson (Programme Director for Big Brothers Big Sisters of
Nelson Tasman);

Glynn Delancy (member and former professional golfer and golf
teaching professional);

Doug Paulin (member);
Grant Lewis (Golf New Zealand);
Mark Sheehan (member);

Greg Carlyon (The Catalyst Group Planning and Environment Ltd,
Planner);

Tony Watkins (General Manager, Nelson Golf Club).

33 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-
runway-extension-submitters-expert-evidence
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9.4

9.5

10
10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5

Tahunanui Beach Camp®*

i. Jon Styles (Styles Group Acoustics and Vibration Consultants —
Acoustics);

il. Andrew Curtis (Pattle Delamore Partners — Air Quality);

iii. David Race (Airport Planning & Operational Specialist);

iv. Patrick Duignan (Economic Consultant);

V. Mark Lile (Landmark Lile Limited — Planning);

Vi. Rebecca Foy (Formative — Social Impacts);

Vil. Barry Rowe (Duke and Cooker — Valuation);

viii. David Pattinson (Chief Executive, Tahuna Beach Camp).

We discuss the substance of the evidence in greater detail primarily in Part B
but it is also mentioned in Parts C and D of this Report.

Expert withess conferencing

Expert witness conferencing was conducted after the circulation of NAL’s
evidence, as directed by us via Minute 5%. Here we briefly summarise the
results of the conferencing by topic area.

Expert witness conferencing was conducted after the circulation of NAL’s
evidence. Here we briefly summarise the results of the conferencing by topic
area.

Acoustic conferencing

Conferencing on Acoustic matters was held on 29 April 2024, attending by the
following acoustic experts:

i. Laurel Smith (NAL)

ii. Jon Styles (TBC)

i Nigel Lloyd (NCC).

The following planning experts also attended this session:
i. Matt Bonis (NAL)

ii. Mark Lile (TBC)

iii. Natasha Wilson and Jane Hilson (NCC).

The key matters of raised in the JWS in relation to the proposed revised noise
contours are set out in the following table noting matters where agreement is
reached and matters that were still in contention:

34 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-
runway-extension-submitters-expert-evidence

35 Minute 5 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 25 March 2023
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Matters of Agreement

Matters still in contention

That the technical methods used to create the
noise models and the subsequent noise contours
and noise boundaries are appropriate.

Experts still dispute what the
appropriate activity status is for

the 60 - 65dBA.

There should be no regulation for the 55 - 60dBA
Advisory Overlay.

Prohibited activity status for the 65dBA Air noise
Boundary.

Noise modelling should include all of the aviation
activity, including operational noise such as engine
testing and compass swing.

10.6 The key matters of raised in the JWS in relation to the assessment of effects

are set out in the following table noting matters where agreement is reached

and matters that were still in contention:

Matters of Agreement

Matters still in contention

Compass swing testing can generate
high levels of noise.

Experts did not agree on the frequency
and duration of controlling compass
swing testing.

The noise experts consider that the noise
effects on short-term visitors to the TBC
could be annoying and result in
disruption and potential dissatisfaction
with their experience at the TBC.

Ms Smith and Mr Lloyd agreed on the
operative rules being rolled over for
engine testing, but Mr Styles sought
additional information.

The noise experts consider that acoustic
and/or ventilation treatment may mitigate
the indoor noise effects for long-
term/permanent residents of TBC.

Experts to engage further on the single
noise level predictions.

The noise experts consider that the noise
effects on the events centre need to be
considered.

Experts disagreed on the nighttime noise
restriction, with Mr Styles considering 8
hours and Ms Smith considering 6 hours
as appropriate.

10.7 The following items included on the agenda were not addressed:

i. Acoustic mitigation for Designation DAA2

ii. PPC30 Provisions (Compass swing noise; managing noise sensitive
activities within the Airport Effects Overlays; and Nighttime noise).
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Planning conferencing

10.8 Planning conferencing was held on the 2nd, 3rd and 8th May 2024 and the 13th
June 2024.% |t was attended by the following planning experts:

I. Mark Bonis (NAL)

ii. Claire McKeever (Air Training Corps) - 2nd May only

iii. Greg Carlyon (NGC)
iv. Mark Lile (TBC)

V. Natasha Wilson and Jane Hilson (NCC).

10.9 The key matters raised through all four JWS'’s, and the final positions of experts
are included in the following table, setting out matters where agreement was
reached and matters that are still in contention:

Matters of Agreement

Matters still in contention

Air Training Corps (ATC)

withdraw this submission point

To amend the definitions of ASAN and
Airport Related Activity to include ATC

Rule AirPz.48.1 should not be amended
as per ATC’s submission and ATC will

affected rules by PC29.

Change 29 is resolved.

Plan Change 29.

PC29 position to Natural Hazards

Rules AirPz.34 Buildings over
alongside drains, AirPz.48 Buildings
low lying sites and AirPz.51 Inundation
Overlays were identified as the relevant

Matt Bonis and Natasha Wilson
consider that the PPC30 provisions are
appropriate as a “stop gap” until Plan

NAL acknowledge the relevant Natural
Hazards provisions but may require
another plan change process
integrate future provisions in relation to

Designation

NA

Designation

The spatial extent of DAAl still to be
determined.

Disagreement between experts of whether the
works and designations are reasonably

36 Note some of this conferencing occurred post hearing
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Matters of Agreement

Matters still in contention

necessary to achieve the objective of the
requiring authority for which the designation is
sort.

Assessment of effects

The following technical evidence and
assessment of effects were
uncontested and agreed by all parties:

e Transport Network effects
e Geotechnical
e Archaeology/Heritage

e Cultural
e Freshwater ecology
e Avifauna

e Terrestrial ecology
e Marine ecology.

Assessment of effects

The following effects were either considered
not adequately addressed level of effects (e.qg.
minor or significant) not agreed on:

e Air Quality

e Noise

e Social Impacts

e Recreational effect

e Effects on residential amenity values and
activities

e Effects of noise on commercial/tourist
activities

e Effects on Nelson Golf Club

e Property valuation effects

e Landscape effects

e Positive effects.

Assessment of alternatives

Assessment of alternatives

Any options involving reclamation of the | All other alternative options were in
CMA at the Southern end of the Airport | contention.

would face a difficult and complex

statutory consenting framework.

Proposed alterations of Designation | Proposed alterations of Designation
DAA1/DAA2/DAA3 DAA1/DAA2/DAA3

DAA1l

The listed nature of works authorised by

the Designation.

The relevant conditions and there is no

scope for additional conditions to be

inserted.

Conditions for the ‘extended area’

should be consistent with the provisions

of PCC30.

DAA2 DAA2

Include cross references relating to
noise compliance.

DAA3

Amendments
included.

by Transpower be

Acoustic mitigation programme and how they
are applied to lawfully established activities.
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Matters of Agreement

Matters still in contention

ASAN — Related Provisions

That the activity status for the following
activities were agreed:

e All zones except industrial/airport:

o Replacement and
Substantial alterations
containing an ASAN in the
AECO or ANB;

o New ASAN within the ANB.

e Schedule CG2:
o Camping and Short-Term
Living Accommodation in
the ANB - when the
runway is commissioned,;
o Non-ASAN activities within
the ANB or AECO.

e Open Space Zone - New
Caretakers Accommodation.

e Residential zone - Residential
Subdivision within the AECO and
ANB @ 600mz2.

e Suburban Commercial Zone - New
Residential Units in the AECO.

e That the definition of ASAN should
not be expanded to include
‘Community Activity’.

ASAN - Related Provisions

e Residential zone - new ASAN in the
AECO (excluding Permanent
Residential).

e Residential zone - the activity status for
new residential units/subdivision.

e Residential, Suburban  Commercial,
Industrial, and Open Space - The
requirement for acoustic attenuation
under the Airport effects control overlay.

e Schedule CG2 - New Short-term living
accommodation (ASAN) in buildings in the
AECO.

e The spatial extent of the 55dBA Ldn noise
contour

e Industrial, Open Space and Conversation
Zones - New Residential Units (excluding
Caretaker / Ancillary Units) (in the AECO)

e Industrial Zones - Residential Units
‘ancillary’ to Industrial Activity (in the
AECO) - New ASAN in the AECO
(excluding Permanent Residential).

e Airport Zone - All ASAN in ANB and
AECO

e Industrial Zones - Industrial Zones -
Residential Units ‘ancillary’ to Industrial
Activity (in the AECO)

PPC30 District Plan Provisions

e Rules - AirPz.29 Aircraft Engine
Testing, AIRPz.30 Compass
Swings and AirPz.40 Airport Noise
Aircraft Management are
appropriate.

¢ Amendments to the General Noise
Rule AIRPz39.1.

e Chapter 2 — Interpretation — no
unresolved matters.

e Objective DO11.1 Air Transport.

PPC30 District Plan Provisions

e Chapter 5 — District Wide objectives and
Policies D0O11.1.2 and DO11.1.3 still
unresolved.

e Chapter 15 — Airport Zone — Rules
AirPz.23 Industrial Activity and AirPz.26
Retail — unresolved matter in relation to
centres hierarchy of the NRMP.

e Policy: DO11.1.3 Management.
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Matters of Agreement Matters still in contention

e Policy: DO11.1.1 Recognition.

e Policy: DO11.1.2 Reverse
Sensitivity.

e Policy: DO11.1.4 Noise
Management and Monitoring Plan.

Tahunanui Beach Camp Tahunanui Beach Camp

Further work to be carried out Permanent residential occupation of the TBC.

Nelson Golf Course

Collaborative process is needed
involving technical experts is needed
to assess the potential for co-location
options.

Economics conferencing

10.10 Expert conferencing on economics matters was originally signalled in Minute 5
as being required. However, the experts then agreed that it was not necessary.
The Panel agreed that such conferencing would not be directed.

11 Hearing proceedings

11.1 The hearing convened at 10.00am on Monday 13" May on 2024 at the
Annesbrook Event Centre, 40 Saxton Road, Stoke, Nelson. The hearing took
place every day from Monday to Friday that week and then the hearing was
adjourned until 2pm on Thursday 23 May where the hearing re-convened
virtually to hear from the experts for NCC.

11.2 All of the submissions and evidence was taken as read. A large number of
submitters did not attend the hearing. In addition, NAL sought leave to have a
number of its witnesses excused from attending the hearing and leave was
granted in Minute 9. Two of the Council experts, Ms Hilson and Mr Lloyd, were
not available to attend the hearing, and their attendance was also excused but
they both provided a summary statement which Ms Wilson included in her
material as part of the Council’s response to the matters raised at the hearing.

11.3 After we set out some procedural matters, NAL opened its case with legal
submissions from Ms Alison Arthur-Young and then called NAL's expert
witnesses whose evidence was pre-circulated as summarised above. NAL’s
experts provided, and spoke to, a brief summary of their evidence and
responded to questions from us. The summaries were all provided in writing
and were made available on the NCC website.3’ After NAL presented its case,

37 Located here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nelson-airport-runway-
extension-hearing
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we heard from a range of submitters. We provide an overview of the legal
submissions and evidence we heard from all those who presented to us in this
section of our Report.

Nelson Airport Limited

11.4 NAL was represented by Ms Arthur-Young and Ms Dibley.*® We were informed
that Nelson Airport is a key strategic gateway that enables air travel,
connectivity and freight transport in the Nelson-Tasman region. The Airport is
described as a critical infrastructure asset of regional and national importance
and is one of New Zealand's busiest regional airports with good connections to
major metropolitan centres, and to many international destinations. We heard
that both passenger and aircraft activity at the Airport quickly recovered from
the COVID-19 pandemic and that this activity is anticipated to grow at a rate of
1.8% per annum, reaching around 1.88 million annual passenger movements
in 2050. We further heard that Nelson Airport plays an integral role in the
regional economy.

11.5 Ms Arthur-Young informed us that it is continuously planning for the future and
that the nature of aircraft infrastructure, and the capital investment required
means NAL needs to plan well ahead. We were told that NAL had signalled
the need for an extended runway for a long time to improve operational
resilience and safety and to provide for future sustainably powered aircraft
types, including zero emissions aircraft.

11.6 We were informed that the Airport's operations are authorised and managed by
three operative designations in the NRMP. The Airport's underlying zoning
(largely industrial) also enables a broad range of activities to be undertaken on
Airport land. In the NoR, NAL is seeking to designate the additional land
required for an extended runway, update the noise contours which define the
level of noise intensity that can be expected to be generated in the future from
aircraft operations, and alter the obstacle limitation surface to provide for
aircraft operations on a longer runway. We were also told that NAL is taking
this opportunity to propose a best practice noise mitigation package for
properties affected by airport noise, which was submitted to be a significant
improvement on the status quo. Through PPC30, NAL is seeking to update
and modernise the Airport's planning framework through the implementation of
a special purpose Airport Zone. It was submitted that the creation of a new
Airport Zone will ensure an appropriate planning framework is put in place to
enable the Airport's ongoing operation as nationally and regionally significant
infrastructure.

11.7 NAL also submitted that it is seeking, through PPC30, to implement a more
consistent approach to the development of sensitive uses around the Airport
which we were told are critical to manage reverse sensitivity effects on Nelson
Airport.

11.8 NAL informed us that Air New Zealand supports the proposal and considers it
prudent to safeguard NAL's ability to extend the runway at the Airport in the
future. We were told, and note that, Air New Zealand confirms this support in

38 Hearing — Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024
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11.9

11.10

11.11

11.12

their statement in support where they note that a longer runway of 1,510m
would remove existing payload restrictions currently experienced by ATR72-
600 at Nelson Airport. NAL also reminded us that there is support in
submissions from Nelson Aeroclub, Generation Global, NZ Airports, Nelson
Regional Development Agency, and the Nelson Tasman Chamber of
Commerce.

Ms Arthur-Young submitted that the Airport and its expert team carefully
considered a range of effects and impact on the community. She noted that
while the Airport is proposing changes to the noise contours to reflect the
expected level of future noise generated by the Airport to 2050, the change in
noise that will be experienced by the surrounding communities will be minimal.
She further submitted that in relation to noise exposure for short-term and
temporary residents at the TBC that the increase will be imperceptible.

We further heard that because the runway extension will locate to the north, it
will result in some of the NGC land being required and that this will affect the
NGC's operations which, as we heard, is distressing to some of the Club's
members. Ms Arthur-Young notes that the recreation assessment undertaken
by NAL's experts concludes that, on a "worst-case" scenario (ie the course
having to shut), the NoR will have a minor impact on golfing activities in the
region. We heard that any land take will be addressed by the provision of
compensation under the Public Works Act 1981 at the time NAL seeks to
acquire part of NGC's land. It was submitted that it is not within the scope of
the hearing to determine how the NGC might reconfigure.

The legal submissions considered an overview of the evidence, the planning
context, and the legal framework. This is further discussed below.

As noted above a number of NAL experts did not attend the hearing. We had
pre-read all the evidence and confirmed prior to the hearing that we did not
have any questions of those experts who were not present. Those witnesses
were heard from presenting and read from summary statements of evidence
(where necessary we have noted these in footnotes).

i. Mark Thompson, Chief Executive of Nelson Airport since August 2021.
Mr Thompson told us that in providing for a longer runway, the NoR is
critical to ensuring the Airport's objectives for the future can be met and
that doing nothing will enable NAL to achieve its objectives. He told us
that NAL have carefully considered the options, and it does appreciate
that a northern runway extension will impact the Nelson Golf Club's
operations which is distressing to a number of the Club's members. Mr
Thompson further noted that he is sympathetic towards the views of the
Club's members, but extending south has significant adverse
environmental effects. He told us that the Airport Company have
engaged with the Club for many years about a runway extension, and
that it remains committed to working closely with the Club on any
potential options for co-location. He summed up his evidence to us by
stating that the runway extension is critical for the region in his view,
and that the technical experts engaged by the Airport to assess the NoR
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and private plan change request demonstrate that the effects can be
managed appropriately.

ii. Simon Barr, the Commercial Manager of NAL since October 2020, was
the second corporate witness. Mr Barr reiterated what Mr Thompson
had told us and told us that given the region’s remoteness by road, its
lack of marine passenger services, and the absence of rail connection
all contribute to a high level of passenger movement through the Airport
compared to the size of the local population. He further noted that with
passenger numbers hovering near 1 million annually, that the Airport is
the fifth busiest in New Zealand. The Airport facilitates all airfreight
passing through Nelson. Mr Barr informed us that it is projected that
the Airport will be accommodating over 1.8 million passengers annually
by mid-century. Mr Barr told us that NAL had engaged a comprehensive
team of experts who have informed the NoR and private plan change
applications and that it was the work of that team that led the Airport to
decide to seek approvals for the northern runway extension option. Mr
Barr also informed us that NAL are “proud to be proposing the noise
mitigation package, as it represents a significant improvement over the
status quo where no mitigation is offered”.

iii. Dr Matthew Orchard, Founder and CEO of Zero Emissions Aerospace,
has had 25 years’ experience in the aviation industry and provided
evidence on zero emissions aircraft technology and he outlined the
information contained in the Zero Emissions Report®® that he authored
for NAL in 2022. Dr Orchard responded to the points that were made in
submissions about: the prevalence of zero emissions technologies; that
zero emission aircraft will be limited to small aircraft types; the range
effectiveness of batteries for future battery-electric aircraft designs; the
appropriateness of the current runway length at the Airport; and runway
safety standards. Dr Orchard provided his opinion that the extension of
Nelson Airport's runway to give stakeholders and the aircraft types
which are likely to use the Airport the full recommended safety margins
(including a full-length RESA under the Civil Aviation Rules) is a
worthwhile investment.

iv. lain_Munro, the General Manager New Zealand/Pacific for Airbiz
Aviation Strategies Limited, told us that he has been involved in the
Nelson Airport Runway Extension project since mid-2021. Under his
direction, Airbiz was originally engaged to assess the potential
availability of land and airspace at the Airport and the likely practical
maximum length for an extension to the current main runway, as part
of a review of the Airport's Master Plan. On the basis of that work, a
land reservation to extend the runway by 370m to the north was
included in the Nelson Airport 2050 Master Plan, which was publicly
issued in April 2022. Airbiz subsequently prepared an Options
Assessment Report to extend the existing main runway. Mr Munro
provided his opinion that the proposed runway extension would remove

3% Impact of Future Zero Emissions Aircraft on Nelson Airport Runway Needs report dated 29 August 2022 (Zero Emissions Report).
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the constraints associated with the existing short length of Nelson
Airport's runway. He further noted that extending the runway will
increase operational resilience and reliability and will facilitate future
sustainable powered aircraft types. In Mr Munro’s opinion a longer
runway is critical for the Airport to continue operating efficiently and
effectively in the future.

V. Laurel Smith, Acoustician from Marshall Day Acoustics then presented
her evidence. Ms Smith confirmed that she had been involved in expert
conferencing. She summarised her evidence as stating:

“Overall, | consider the airport noise management provisions
(proposed in the amended designation conditions and PPC30
provisions, as set out in Appendix 1 and 2 to the legal submissions)
are an improved and more comprehensive version of the operative
NRMP framework. The changes also appropriately align the noise
management framework with current best practice and the
recommendations of NZS 6805:1992, while taking account of the local
situation.”4°

Ms Smith outlined a number of changes she recommended throughout
the process and summed these up as follows:

‘In summary, the proposed changes to the airport noise
management framework result in an overall decrease in aircraft
noise effects for the community compared with the operative
provisions. However, for some houses the proposed changes
would mean a slight increase in permitted aircraft noise compared
with the operative provisions. In my opinion, the proposed noise
control and mitigation measures are appropriate to manage the
noise effects from Nelson Airport to reasonable levels”.4!

Vi. Andrew Craig then presented his evidence in relation to coastal
processes and flooding. He concluded that the NoR and PPC30 will
result in negligible change to the Airport site from a coastal processes
and flooding perspective. Mr Craig further stated that there is a very
low risk of any adverse effects on flooding, and | am confident that there
are appropriate controls either already in place or proposed through the
NoR/PPC30 to manage any potential flooding-related effects.

Vii. Amanda Anthony presented on landscape which she summarised. She
outlined that her Options Assessment confirmed that Option A, the
northern extension, was preferred over Option B, the southern
extension, from a landscape, natural character and visual perspective.
She stated that:

“an extension to the north will retain a similar landscape character to
that already existing and the overall effects would be relatively
localised with options for mitigation. By contrast, the landscape effects
of an extension to the south would be significant due to extending into
the Waimea Estuary which requires 3.6ha of land reclamation and due
to adverse effects on the landscape values that have been identified

40 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Noise — Laurel Smith — 13 May 2024 at paragraph [1.4]
41 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Noise — Laurel Smith — 13 May 2024 at paragraph [1.13]
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Viil.

in the District Plan as well as those identified in my Options
Assessment “42

In considering the evidence presented by Mr Carylon for NGC
she specifically answered his query as to why only one elevated
viewpoint was included in her assessment and his suggestion
that there are more appropriate public elevated areas that
should have been used to assess adverse landscape effects.
She reiterated her statement in the Landscape Effects Assessment
“that there is uncertainty as to whether the residual NGC land (the land
not required for the northern runway extension) would retain its current
use.”*

She stated that, in her view, ‘“if the residual NGC land reverted to
scrubland, the effect of the NoR would be neutral.”#4

Jennifer Benden reminded us that she was engaged by NAL to
undertake an assessment of the potential recreation effects of the NoR
on recreational values and attributes in the Nelson-Tasman region, with
a particular focus on golfing given concerns raised by submitters. She
summarised her evidence thus:

“In summary, the (worst-case) impact on golfing in the region will
be the loss of one 18-hole local links course, including the loss of
particular experiential values associated with NGC. However, |
consider that the (worst-case) removal of NGC as an 18-hole
course golfing option in the region will have a minor impact on the
ability to access golfing activities within Nelson-Tasman.”*®

In response to the submissions and evidence from the submitters Ms
Benden defended her position of looking at the effects on golfing in the
region, as a whole and stated (specifically in response to the evidence
of Mr Drysdale for NGC):

“In my opinion, all golfing opportunities need to be considered within a
regional context. | note in my evidence at paragraph 4.8 that ‘the
course is regarded as very difficult, and therefore should be regarded
as a specialized course that appeals to experienced golfers’. While |
have not specifically noted the distance, | also note that even if the
course was more accessible for players by rounds available, the
distance from residents and participants limits its accessibility from
NGC. In relation to alternative 18-hole courses available if NGC was
to cease to operate, my evidence is that only two are relevant
(Motueka Golf Club and Greenacres Golf Club) (paragraph 6.3). ™6

In his summary statement Phil Osborne included a summary of his
economic evidence and a response to submitter evidence — Mr Duignan
and Mr Carlyon. He also referred to the Planning JWS dated 8 May
2024. He concluded:

42 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Landscape — Amanda Anthony — 13 May 2024 at paragraph [1.1]
43 |bid at paragraph [2.6]

4 1bid

45 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Recreation — Jennifer Benden — 13 May 2024 at paragraph [1.4]
4 |bid at paragraph [2.13]
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“In contextualising the potential economic impacts resulting from the
NoR it is vital to consider the extent of the impact to the regional
economy and to provide context of the unique nature of the activity
impacted (or in counterpoint its substitutability). While the proposed
northern runway extension will result in economic costs, the extent of
these costs is mitigated, not only through an existing baseline, but
through the ability for a material proportion of this activity to be
captured elsewhere in the region. The economic activity generated
and facilitated through the Airport operations is unlikely to be replicated
elsewhere.”#’

X. Nick Carlaw also provided economic evidence and stated that it was his
view that the runway extension as proposed is important to Nelson
Airport's ongoing economic contribution. With reference to the Airbiz
Report, he noted that the current runway length leads to payload
restrictions for some aircraft and, under certain weather conditions,
passenger and freight capacity are limited and that a longer runway
would remove those restrictions for current aircraft. He further noted
that the current runway length may constrain the use and frequency of
zero emissions aircraft in the future, which would also negatively impact
on the overall economic contribution of Nelson Airport. With regard to
the evidence from other experts Mr Carlow directed us to the evidence
of Mr Osborne.

Xi. Matthew Bonis addressed additional material and clarification on
several matters that he had been involved in providing to us prior to the
presentation of his evidence. With reference to the NOR Mr Bonis
stated that in broad terms, the proposed alterations to DAALl are
founded on enabling an extension to the main runway to the north (from
1,347m to 1,510m) and incorporation of 2 x 240m RESA. He stated that
the extension, and associated alterations to the operative designations,
are reasonably necessary to achieve NAL's objectives and, as identified
in the Planning JWS, the spatial extent of DAAl1 has flow-on
consequences in terms of DAA2 (air noise boundary) and DAAS3 (OLS).
In terms of whether the works are reasonably necessary Mr Bonis noted
that this relates to a consideration as to the works and the designation
achieving the objectives of the requiring authority. He stated that long-
term planning (30 years) is necessary to guide development and capital
investment. Based on the evidence of Mr Munro and Dr Orchard, it was
Mr Bonis’ expert view that the works authorised by the alterations to
DAAL, DAA2 and DAA3 are reasonably necessary for achieving NAL's
objectives. With regard to the consideration of alternative sites and
methods, Mr Bonis considered that the assessment of alternative
options has been subject of considerable and comprehensive analysis
by a team of experts which was that the northern runway extension was
preferred from an environmental effects perspective. Mr Bonis
references that the Planning JWS that records that any options
involving reclamation of the CMA at the Southern end of the Airport

47 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Economics — Phil Osborne — 13 May 2024 at paragraph [3.1]
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would face a difficult and complex statutory consenting framework and
that the "hybrid" option would simply not avoid reclamation. With regard
to the further amendments have been made to the DAA1, DAA2 and
DAAS3 conditions as a consequence of submissions received, expert
conferencing and as advised by relevant experts Mr Bonis then took us
through the updated NoR conditions. Mr Bonis then took us through
PPC30 including changes proposed subsequent to evidence
exchange*®. He noted that:

“Through PPC30, NAL is seeking to implement a consistent framework
for managing reverse sensitivity effects. Long-term certainty is
provided where these land use implications are appropriately
embedded into the planning framework, and the appropriate
management and mitigation regime identified and implemented. The
provision of the Acoustic Mitigation Programme (through Designation
DAA2), which is a new feature to the NRMP, is the reciprocal
requirement on NAL."°

Xii. Mr Bonis then took us through his response to the evidence of Mr Lile
and Mr Carlyon.

11.13 While all the evidence presented by NAL was important it become apparent
before and, more particularly, during the hearing that the key evidence we
needed to focus on, due to it being contested was:

i. Those experts who were called to demonstrate why the Airport required
a long runway. These included those giving corporate evidence (Mark
Thompson and Simon Barr) and those providing evidence about airport
planning (lain Munro) and changes to zero emissions aircraft (Dr
Orchard and Dr Mukhopadhaya);

ii. Recreation values especially with regards to the NGC — Ms Benden,;
iii. Ms Smith in relation to noise and acoustics;
iv. The economic evidence from Mr Carlaw and Mr Osborne;

V. Mr Bonis who gave planning evidence and attended all the expert
witness conferencing.

Submitter evidence

Tahunanui Beach Camp

11.14 The Tahunanui Beach Camp was the first of the submitters and we heard from
Mr McFadden who firstly presented legal submissions. The essence of the legal
submissions was that there were unresolved information deficiencies and that
the evidence for NAL was inadequate because: there was no social impact or
air quality evidence; there was limited recreational evidence; and no
consideration of alternatives. Much of the legal submissions focused on those
who occupied the TBC on a permanent basis and the issues that had occurred
getting this regularised. This issue was also relevant for the way in which noise
effects were considered and assessed.

48 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Planning— Matt Bonis— 13 May 2024 at paragraph [1.14]
4 Hearing - Summary statement — Airport — Planning— Matt Bonis— 13 May 2024 at paragraph [1.11]
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11.15 As noted above TBC called eight witnesses and we heard from:

Vi.

Mr Pattison, the Chief Executive Officer, who told us that TBC who have
been operating for almost 100 years and are unique and iconic. He
reiterated the points made by Mr McFadden and urged us to
recommend the NOR and PPC30 were not granted.

Mr Curtis provided air quality evidence and as noted by Mr McFadden
he was the only expert we heard from about this. He noted that while
NAL provided evidence indicating that zero emission aircraft could be
flying out of the airport in future there is no evidence of the timing and
guantity of this. Mr Curtis noted that as soon as the runway is extended
there will be increased adverse effects in terms of the air quality.

The valuation expert, Mr Barry Rowe provided evidence that as far as
he was aware NAL had not undertaken any assessment to quantify the
potential noise effects of the current operations or how these might
increase with the proposed expansion. Mr Rowe gave his opinion that
the extension of the Airport to the north-east would increase the
exposure of residents in Tahunanui to aircraft related noise and that this
might affect property values. As noted in Mr McFadden’s legal
submissions there was no other valuation evidence provided to us.

The economist, Mr Duigan provided evidence critiquing the economic
analysis provided by NAL. His assessment was that the proposal did
not adequately consider how the Nelson tourism economy and
recreational activities will be impacted by increased noise at the
Tahunanui Beach attractions and facilities. He further stated that the
proposal will result in costs being incurred immediately but the benefits
will not be achieved until 15 years or so — when the extension work
actually occurs.

Ms Foy provided evidence relating to the social impacts of the proposal
to extend the Airport runway. Ms Foy was the only expert to provide a
social impact assessment. Ms Foy traversed both the positive and the
adverse effects and concluded that it was her opinion that, “... a relatively
small number of long-established key stakeholders in Tahunanui who play an
important role in the regional economy and Nelson society will be significantly
affected by the proposal. Because TBC and Natureland are not being acquired
by the Public Works Act, their ongoing operation is likely to be jeopardised,
with flow on adverse social effects for the Nelson community.”*°

Mr Race’s, an Airport Planning and Operational Specialist, provided a
longer and shorter version of his summary statement as he presented
across two days. The essence of his evidence was well summarised by
Mr McFadden who told us that Mr Race will say: there is no aircraft
performance data to substantiate the need for a 1,510m runway length;
the relocated threshold has the potential to seriously increase the
number of missed approaches and diversions; and there are

50 Hearing - Summary statement — TBC—Social Impact - Rebecca Foy— 8 May 2024 at paragraph [6]
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alternatives to achieve NAL’s objective which have not been
considered.

Vil. Acoustic consultant, Mr Styles, provided evidence. He confirmed that
he had patrticipated in the expert witness conference but that not all
matters were resolved from his point of view. He concluded with the
following comments:

“Overall, | consider that the adverse noise effects arising from the
cumulative effects of all airport noise on many parts of the community
are already serious.

| consider that they are so serious that adding to the effects by
authorising more noise from compass swing testing, higher noise
levels to the north from the runway extension and the other minor
increases / flexibility and PPC30 provisions proposed would result in
significant noise effects, including on the amenity of the recreational
spaces at Tahuna Beach and the TBC.

| consider that the residents of the TBC should be treated in the same
way as any other resident affected by aircraft noise”.5:

Viil. Finally, TBC called Mr Lile to provide planning evidence. Mr Lile had
also participated in expert conferencing but confirmed that the
assessment set out in his evidence in chief had not changed. Mr Lile
considered that NOR and PPC30 were fundamentally deficient in terms
of how both the existing environment was described, and as a
consequence, the assessment of effects was inadequate. These
inadequacies were not addressed via the NAL evidence nor were they
addressed by the s42A report and expert conferencing. Mr Lile
concludes with the following statement:

“Part 2 of the Act contains the purpose and principles of sustainable
management. | consider that neither the NOR, nor PPC30, achieves
the sustainable management of natural and physical resources. In
particular, this is because the proposal does not enable “people and
communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-
being and for their health and safety”. The health and well-being of
the Tahunanui community will be significantly affected, not to mention
the significant social and economic effects. Those effects are also
relevant under sections 7(b), 7(c), and 7(f) of the Act. | consider the
applicant has not avoided, remedied and mitigated those adverse
effects. 2

11.16 We then heard from: Louise McDougall; the Tahunanui Business and Citizens
Association; Glenda Robinson; and Terry Stanton as follows:

i Louise McDougall, a resident of the Tahuna Beach Camp for 12 years,
who was very concerned to discover that her occupation was not
considered legal. She said the community was great and the
opportunity to live at the Camp permanently was particularly suited to
those who have limited financial means. Her concluding remarks were:

51 Hearing - Summary statement — TBC— Acoustic — Jon Styes — 15 May 2024 at paragraph [78-79]
52Statement of Evidence — TBC— Planning _Mark Lile — 26 April 2024 at paragraph [175]
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“Rather than seeing the airport extend its runway North, | would much
prefer to see the Residential area of the camp secured, and extended
to meet some of the critical housing needs.”?

The Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association were represented by
Jacinda Stevenson, Jude Osborne and Col Simmons. They provided a
PowerPoint presentation and also spoke to notes that were then made
available to us. The Association provided a timeline in relation to PPC30
from its perspective and were critical of the complexity and lack of
engagement and lack of transparency with the Tahunanui community.
This criticism was levelled at both NAL and NCC. The Association
considered that the process has been flawed and that Nelson Airport
(who are valued) should be acting more neighbourly and respectfully to
the community. We were informed that there are elements of the
Tahunanui community who are low decile who simply do not have the
resources to engage or deal with the complexity of PPC30. The
Association want an in-depth social impact study to measure the status
and vulnerability of the community. They also want an in-depth
feasibility study when weighing up the effects of a north versus south
extension of the runway and its impact on surrounding households. The
Association told us that they value the airport as a neighbour and don’t
wish to stymy its potential.

Glenda Robinson is a property owner in Otterson Street who has major
concerns as to how the Airport proposal is going to impact on property
owners in the area. She explained she does not live at the property, but
her grandson does with his flatmates and that noise pollution is a major
concern, especially in the summer months. She also has concerns
about the width of Otterson Street and the allowance of parking on both
sides of the road which can be dangerous to navigate. Ms Robinson’s
specific concern is how the noise level is properly controlled.

Mr Terry Stanton lives in Chandler Street, about 100m from the northern
end of the proposed runway. He raised concerns about fumes and
noise. His written submission refers to detail on the: points of difficulties
with Airport proposal; the extension - southern vs northern; how this
affects Tahunanui; the moral question; information vs disinformation;
further information vs disinformation; other options and civil aviation
flight planes.

Nelson Golf Club

11.17 The rest of this day of hearing we heard from Nelson Golf Club who had called
a number of witnesses who then presented to us:

Mr Richard Fowler KC presented legal submissions. He also provided
supplementary notes and a run-sheet® which set out the order of the
witnesses being called. The section in the legal submissions entitled
“The Planning Framework: Deficiencies and Gaps in Assessment” was

3 Hearing Speaking notes — Louise McDougall, undated.

54 Hearing — Legal Submissions — Nelson Golf Club — 15 May 2024; Hearing — Supplementary Notes — Nelson Golf Club — 15 May
2024; and Hearing — Runsheet Document — Nelson Golf Club — 15 May 2024
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presented to us Mr Gardner-Hopkins, Consultant/Project Manager. Mr
Fowler opened by stating that the Golf Club, is, in all likelihood, the
person most affected by NAL’s proposal because it will cease to exist if
the proposal proceeds. Mr Fowler was critical of NAL because it either
dismissed this outcome or considered the effects to be of little or no
consequence. In addition, he submitted that NAL had failed to
adequately consider alternatives (such as a ‘hybrid’ approach to the
north and the south; or use of the grass runway). We heard that the
proposal should be declined or at the very least paused to allow NAL to
engage with NGC to find a way to avoid closure or to demonstrate that
that outcome was not possible. We were informed that we would be
hearing from eight lay witnesses (two were unavailable — David
Farnsworth and Doug Paulin)) and one expert witness (one was
unavailable — Grant Lewis) across an array of factors (which are
covered in the summary of the evidence we heard below). Mr Fowler,
referring to the supplementary notes, provided further explanation of
what a golf course 18-hole reconfiguration might involve.

The first witness, Mr Derek Drysdale is the current President of NGC.
He reiterated the importance of the Golf Course both regionally,
nationally and internationally. He also reiterated the criticism that Mr
Fowler had made of the approach taken by NAL. In terms of the
evidence of Ms Benden, called by NAL, Mr Drysdale strongly rejected
her view that the closure or reduction to a 9-hole course would have a
minor effect on golf in the region. Mr Drysdale told us that the Club is
ranked 36" in the latest top 100 golf courses in the country and is only
one of nine true links courses in New Zealand. We heard that the course
is the only tournament championship course in the top half of the South
Island, and we also heard how many championships the course has
hosted. Mr Drysdale confirmed that NGC were open to considering how
an 18-hole reconfiguration might be able to be accommodated. He
noted that discussions to date with NAL have not been productive.

Mr Matthew Grimes, a PGA Trainee Professional who has a lot of
experience at NGC. His evidence was that NGC is not only a place to
learn and play golf, but it is also a “sanctuary, a community and a safe
space for young people to develop skills in sport and sportsmanship”.

Ms Pru Bell, a member and regular 18-hole player at NGC told us that
the Club has been an important part of the life of three generations of
her family. She noted the significant affect that the closure of the course
would have on the various groups that use it. She mentioned the
importance of the course as a links course. She also reiterated the
alternative options that had been mentioned by Mr Fowler and Mr
Drysdale.

We then heard from Mr Geoff Moffatt, a member of the Golf Club for 25
years. He stressed the importance of the Club as being a central part
of his life for social contact. He also reiterated the comments made by
Mr Grimes regarding the importance of the Club for young people.
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Vi. Tracee Nelson is the current Programme Director for Big Brothers Big
Sisters of Nelson Tasman team. She talked about the importance of the
NGC for one of the two large fundraising activities undertaken in a
calendar year — the charity fundraising golf day. This has been in place
for around 14 years. If the Club was to close there is no other venue
that could take its place, and this would mean the loss of around
$20,000 per annum.

Vii. Mr Glyn Delany has been a member of the NGC since he was 11 or 12
— so for around 33 — 34 years. Mr Delany has played both amateur and
professional golf using the Club as his base. He emphasised that the
Club is a huge asset to the community not just as a golf course but for
the other facilities that many community groups utilise. He also talked
about the course as being an important and unique 18-hole links course
for the region. Like Mr Fowler and other witnesses Mr Delany reiterated
the importance of NAL considering an alternative to destroying the
course for its expansion plans.

Viil. Tony Watkins is the General Manager of the NCG and has held this
position since May 2020. Mr Watkins told us he has had extensive
experience of using other golf facilities around the country he also noted
that he fully supports the evidence of Mr Drysdale. Mr Watkins has been
closely involved in any discussions with the Airport and stated that his
view is that NAL have not been thoughtful with regards to the needs of
the Golf Club. He stated:

“Nelson Golf Club has always maintained there are other alternatives
to be properly explored that would avoid the devastation to the viability
of the Golf Club resulting from the option that has been chosen. If
there had been meaningful engagement with the Club, and with the
assistance of the relevant experts, these alternatives could have been
properly considered. Unfortunately, that has not happened.°

iX. The last witness for NGC was Greg Carlyon who provided expert
planning evidence. Mr Carlyon had also been involved in expert witness
conferencing as noted above. Mr Carlyon considered that the evidence
for NAL had a number of short-comings including: insufficiencies in the
assessment of alternatives; a lack of consideration of regional
consenting at the same time, preventing an integrated assessment of
environmental effects; an inadequate assessment of environmental
effects, including a lack of regional consenting and an understatement
of potential noise, economic and landscape effects; a complete lack of
understanding of the effects on the golf club of removing the proposed
portion of the golf course. My Carlyon concluded that it was his view
that the proposal (i.e. the NoR and PCC30) should be declined and that
the Applicant directed to conduct a more thorough assessment of
options, adverse effects and appropriate mitigations before any future
application is lodged.

55 Statement of Evidence — Nelson Golf Club Inc— General Manager Anthony Watkins —9 May 2024 at paragraph [28]
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11.18

11.19

11.20

Mr Fowler summed up the essence of the case for the Club as being that, NAL
had not discharged its burden of proof to demonstrate that its proposal is “most
appropriate” (or even that it has “adequately” considered alternatives). Further,
he noted that there is also a serious question to be asked as to whether the
NOR is, on the basis of NAL’s evidence, “reasonably necessary” for achieving
its objectives (particularly when it involves such significant areas of private
land).

With regard to the supplementary notes provided by NGC which consider the
18-hole reconfiguration option Mr Fowler stated that the 18-hole reconfiguration
is a s171(1)(b) “alternative”. Instead of destroying a core part of the golf course
for all time, the method of undertaking the work is to move it out of the way to
another place. Citing caselaw, he noted that there is no jurisdiction under the
Public Works Act to direct reconfiguration. Mr Fowler submitted that if we
consider that the reconfiguration is an alternative option that should be explored
then at the very least there need to be adjournment for this to occur. We refer
to this further below in the section dealing with the adjournment after the
conclusion of the hearing.

We then heard from the remaining submitters as set out in this section of our
Report.

i Richard Sullivan®®, is an economist and is a past member of the Golf
Club. He is concerned that the runway extension to the north will mean
the Club will be basically unusable. He is also concerned about the
amenity impacts on Tahunanui Beach. Mr Sullivan did not consider that
the reasons for the runway extension added up nor did the reason for
extending the noise boundaries.

ii. Nelson Marlborough Public Health (Te Whatu Ora) was represented by
David Speedy (Health Protection Officer) and Dr Rachel Eyre (Public
Health Medicine Specialist and Medical Officer of Health). They spoke
in submit of their submission as health professionals not as expert
witnesses. They referred to their acoustic consultant (Mr Dr Chiles) and
we refer below to a statement we received from him after the
adjournment of the hearing.®” The primary cause of concern was in
relation to adverse noise effects that would be exacerbated by the
extension proposal. We also heard that Tahunanui is a scale of 8 on Te
Tauihu/Top of the South NZ Deprivation Index which meansiitis in area
of high deprivation. We further heard that people in more deprived
areas are more vulnerable to environmental risks and have less ability
to mitigate the impacts of noise exposure. Public Health met with NAL
in early September 2023 and recommended that it should carry out a
health impact assessment. We were informed that NAL advised that
they would not undertake such an assessment. They also noted that
we had received evidence in relation to the social impacts and the
adverse effects on air quality.

6 Mr Sullivan presented via Zoom
57 See section 12 of this Report
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iii. Golf Haven Way Body Corporate presented to us and we heard from
Peter Hay a member of the Executive Committee of the Body
Corporate. Mr Hay is also the Club Captain of the NGC and the
Secretary of the Nelson Airport Noise Action Council. He was speaking
to us in his capacity on the Body Corporate. Mr Hay informed us that
there are 12 detached residences adjacent to the Airport that were built
between 1998 and 2001 on land that was formerly owned by the Golf
Club. The reasons for the Body Corporate’s opposition to the NoR and
the PPC30 is due to: the adverse impacts on landscape values; the
adverse impacts on property values; noise and fume pollution effects;
the loss of the Golf Club Clubhouse; the devastation of the Golf Course;
the miserly acoustic mitigation programme; and the changes to the
AECO. In addition, the Body Corporate considers that there are other
options for extending the runway that have not been properly assessed.

iv. Glenn Morris (JAM Trust the owners of 84 Golf Road) which has been
in that ownership since April 2023. The property (which consists of five
rental dwellings) was built to the building standards that applied at that
time. He is familiar with noise attenuation and is concerned that the
noise levels being discussed (40dBA in habitable rooms) would not be
achievable for his property. Mr Morris would not want to see his property
demolished and he considers that the only way to mitigate his concerns
is to offer appropriate market-based compensation. His written
submission included extensive material regarding his concerns.

V. Michael McQuade totally supports the position of the Nelson Golf Club
for all the reasons stated by them. He has been a member since 1965
and both him and his wife are ardent supporters of the Club and the of
the game of golf. He provided historical information about the Golf
Course including photographs to demonstrate the points he was
making.>®

Vi. Alexander Simpson, a retired medical doctor, told us that he has been
a member of the Nelson Golf Club for more than 10 years. He noted
that several items in his submission have been addressed by others
and he did not address us further on these matters. He did raise
concerns with the RESA proposal, the northern extension impact on the
Golf Club and to residents of Tahunanui. Mr Simpson provided
information regarding studies that he considered where relevant and
should be considered by us.

Vii. David Duggan, a retired lawyer and member of the NGC for a number
of years, told us that he fully supported the Club’s position and that the
effect of the proposal by the Airport has already given great anxiety to
hundreds of members of the Club. He also noted that it will be some
years before NAL undertake the extension work.

viii. Melinda Harvey, together with her husband Craig noted that they were
presenting as concerned residents of Tahunanui and while she was on

8 Note these photographs are not included on the Shape Nelson website but they are included in the recording of the hearing
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Xi.

Xii.

Xiii.

XiV.

the Board of the Beach Camp she was presenting as a resident. They
supported the TBC’s case and noted that they would like to see Mr
Race’s proposal of part North and part South adopted. The urged NAL
to be a good neighbour.

Blair Riordan, from the Total Golf Pro Shop at the NGC then presented
and reiterated the points that had been made by the Club and others
who supported the Club. He noted that the Shop (which his family have
run for six years) provides golf services to the members of the NGC and
to all golfers in the Nelson and Tasman Districts. The shop employs a
number of people (4 full-time and 3 part-time) and they run the only
driving range in the District which is located at the Club.

John Hambleton, is a member of the NGC but he is also a former
executive and CEO of regional airlines, Eagle Airways Ltd and Air
Nelson Ltd. The essence of his submission and evidence to us is that
the proposal relies on a lot of anecdotal evidence with very little data to
substantiate it. Mr Hambleton provided extensive information and
evidence on three key areas of concern: adequacy of the options
assessment undertaken; the failure to identify and engage
constructively with NGC on options to mitigate the adverse effects of
NAL'’s preferred option for runway development; and impacts of revised
options on OLS realignment and noise boundary changes. He made a
number of recommendations that we return to in Part D of this Report.

Noeline Inglis told us that she has been a member of the NGC for many
years. In addition to her concerns about the effects of the proposal on
the Golf Course and Club she also raised concerns about the need for
the proposal and the effects it would have on the community if it went
ahead in its current form.

Darryl Ware presented his reasons for opposing the NoR and PPC30.
He sought the following outcomes: that DAA1 should extend no further
than a line 150m north of the existing runway threshold; that DAA2
should be rejected and NAL instructed to revise the proposed Acoustic
Mitigation Plan so that it includes a voluntary buy-out plan and is no
less generous than the Port Nelson Noise Mitigation Plan; that the
AECO should stay where it is and no changes should be made to the
NRMP until the extension configuration is finally determined; and that
engine testing should comply with NZS6802.

Dharan Longley also addressed us on the reasons for his opposition to
the NoR and PPC30. His reasons echoed those we heard from Mr Ware
and he also spoke about the adverse social effects that would occur
should the proposal be allowed to proceed in its current form.

Col Simmons, a retired airline pilot addressed us in support of his
submission. He noted that he does not have the extensive qualification
and experience or Mr Race but that Mr Race’s detailed analysis of the
factors surrounding the proposal made ‘perfect sense’ to him and has
his ‘full support’. He went onto refer to the Airbiz Report submitted by
NAL and noted that it appeared to be incomplete.
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XV.

XVi.

XVii.

XViii.

XiX.

XX.

XXi.

Lewis (Lou) Solomon is the chair and Technical Advisor to Nelson
Airport Noise Action Council (NANAC). He told us that NANAC has
acted as a focus for the community to contribute to the planning of the
development of the Airport so as to achieve the objective of establishing
limits over the noise from aircraft, and it has monitored the compliance,
or otherwise, with those limits. He provided us with information
comparing the Airport and Port Mitigation Plans and he raised specific
concerns about aircraft testing — be it of engines or the compass swing.

Kainga Ora — Homes and Communities was represented by Josh
Neville, Lisa Kamali and Brendon Liggett.>°. We had a pre-circulated
statement of evidence from Mr Liggett, Manager of Development
Planning. Although he is an expert planner Mr Liggett was not
presenting evidence as an expert. It is the view of Kainga Ora that NAL
is seeking a policy and consenting framework that does not align with
NPS-UD. Mr Liggett stated that the narrower reverse sensitivity
approach sought by NAL (that of avoidance, rather than management
and mitigation of effects) was at odds with the approach taken in the
NRMP. The amendments sought by Kainga Ora addressed how it
considered its concerns could be addressed.

Alastair Cotterill stated that he is against the northern extension sought
by NAL and he noted that he has listened to parts of the evidence and
submissions presented to use throughout the week. Mr Cotterill stated
that he has had long and professional association with tennis for many
years. He went on to explain what he has done over the years for the
Nelson community on a voluntary basis. His focus is on what is in the
best interests of the community of Nelson particularly in Tahunanui — a
community he is passionate about.

Robert Schmuke told us that he has lived in the district for 42 years. He
was a professional pilot for many years and has been a member of the
NGC for about twelve years. He reiterated the evidence and
submissions we heard from Mr Race for TBC and Mr Hambleton.

Steve Cross presented and provided additional supporting information
to his submission. Mr Cross has a degree in engineering and is retired
from his career involving project management, strategic planning,
general management and CEO roles. He also noted that he is Deputy
Chair of the TBC, but this submission is in his personal capacity. His
extensive additional information provided a detailed analysis to support
his opposition to the proposal and the reasons for that.

Jace Hobbs raised doubts about the future of aviation technology based
on his experience being involved in electrical engines, including electric
bikes. He stated that he considered the proposal to be full of
assumptions that are not clear from science.

Kathryn Orange is a member of the NGC and she strongly opposes the
runway extension that goes through the existing community facility that

%9 Kainga Ora presented via Zoom
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11.21

11.22

11.23

11.24

11.25

is the Golf Course. She noted that if an extension is necessary then it
should occur in a southern direction where the adverse effect on people
will not be as significant.

xxii.  Jacobus Ham (Co) is one of the permanent residents at TBC and
strongly supports the submissions and evidence presented by TBC. He
noted that the panel can only make recommendations and that the final
decisions are for NAL and NCC. He is seeking a solution that does work
for everyone.

xxiii. ~ Christa Inglis, a resident of Parkers Road, Tahunanui, provided both
written and video evidence of the noise from aircraft experienced at
Parkers Road. She was not persuaded that the noise evidence
presented by NAL was correct based on her direct experience and the
decibel readings she had taken and then presented to us. It was her
evidence that if an expansion was necessary then NAL should be
relocated.

xxiv.  Brian Coulter told us that he is committee member of NANAC and for
the reasons outlined in its submission he opposes the expansion
proposal. He provided further comment on the engine testing that was
proposed to be amended by NAL via PPC30.

Following the presentations from submitters, we adjourned the hearing for
approximately one week and then heard from the Council experts online on 23™
May 2024.

Prior to 23 May we received a Joint Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of NGC
and NAL which was in response to an invitation from us to set out proposals for
collaborative consideration of a reconfiguration of the golf course that would
achieve NAL'’s objectives and would retain an 18-hole golf course in the current
locality. ©°

We were requested to adjourn the hearing for 6 weeks to enable this process
to begin and be reported on. The parties confirmed that this process only
addresses a possible alternative configuration of the golf course and is without
prejudice to the parties’ views and submissions on the NoR and plan change.

Nelson City Council

We heard from both Ms Wilson and Ms Hampson who presented summary
statements. Ms Hilson and Mr Lloyd were not available, but Ms Wilson provided
us with summary statements that had been prepared by them. Ms Wilson was
also in a position to specifically deal with any issues with regards to the NoR.

Ms Wilson provided two summary statements. The first of these was presented
on 23" May and it included the following appendices:

i. a summary statement from Jane Hilson;
ii. a summary statement from Nigel Lloyd;

iii. an update on the TBC resource consent application;

%0 Joint Memo from Airport Legal Team and Nelson Golf Club — 21 May 2024
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iv. a statement from DLA Piper — NCC'’s legal counsel.

11.26 The second summary statement (addendum) was provided shortly after Ms
Wilson presented to us and was the written version of what she addressed us
orally about, namely the challenge by GP Investments to trade related activities.

11.27 In her summary statement Ms Wilson provided: a number of corrections to the
section 42A Report; commented on outstanding PPC30 matters from that
Report; and commented on matters raised at the hearing; and concluded with
her recommendations, which were:

“I have not had the time to be able to provide an update to the
recommendations made in my s42A report further to considering evidence
submitted and presented at the hearing. In addition, | consider that there are
still outstanding questions and matters regarding the assessment of effects
and related mitigation of key aspects of the proposal, namely:

i. the assessment of effects and proposed mitigation in
relation to the Nelson Golf Club, including localised
recreation effects (NGC);

ii. the assessment of effects on the Tahuna Beach Camp,
in particular in relation to the long the residents and the
effects related to air quality and social impacts; and

iii. the difference in evidence presented by the aviation
experts in relation to the justification for the preferred
runway option.

As a consequence of the above, | am at this point in time still unable to provide
a recommendation on the submissions on PPC30. | note that Jane Hilson has
come to a similar conclusion in her summary statement (page 3, Attachment
1) regarding the NoR application.

Given that the hearings panel are proposing an adjournment to allow time for
NAL and NGC to discuss mitigation options further, to which | fully support and
am hopeful that this could also extend to NAL and TBC having further
discussions, | propose that | provide an update of the PPC30
recommendations, should it be of benefit to the hearings panel, after the
applicants legal submission has been issued at the end of the adjournment
period.”61

11.28 The summary statement from Ms Hilson provided us with an updated position
that stated:

“In terms of the scope and conditions to DAAL — DAA3, | support the amended
provisions relevant to the NoR attached as Appendix 1 to the Planning Experts
JWS.

The JWS also sets out effects that the Planners agreed were uncontested, and
those that were contested. The latter list is not unsubstantial and is based on
a difference of opinion through expert evidence/peer review that the respective
parties (NCC, NAL, NGC and TBC) have called. In the case TBC, this has
included evidence on Air Quality () [sic] and Social Impacts () [sic] that have
not previously been addressed in detail by other experts. We have yet to hear
also from lay3 submitters. | am therefore still unable at the present time to

61 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 22 May 2024, section 5
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make a recommendation on the NoR pursuant to s171(2) of the RMA, as
advised in the sec42A report.”?

11.29 In his summary statement Mr Lloyd provided us with his position on the Nelson
Airport PPC30 and the NOR, following receipt of all the noise evidence and the
expert conferencing, particularly with regards to my view of the noise effects on
the occupants of the Tahunanui Beach Camp. In relation to this issue, his
conclusion was that:

“If the TBC permanent resident dwellings are treated in the same manner as
in the Residential Zone, then | can support the Plan Change/Designation. In
saying this | accept that the outcome of this situation with the TBC (and
Residential Zone) being directly under the flight path will never result in perfect
outcomes and issues like poorly specified existing buildings are difficult to
resolve and outdoor amenity protection cannot be provided.”83

11.30 Ms Wilson then attached an update from NCC on the TBC resource consent
application. This was specifically requested by us. It informed us that:

i. The TBC applied for resource consent (RM215237) in July 2021 to
authorise the existing long term residential sites (retrospectively). An
explanation as to why a resource consent was required was included in
the update. A request for further information was made in August 2021
and the application was placed on hold. We were informed that
currently NCC are clarifying some recently provided information and
whether TBC still request public notification of the application.

ii. The TBC applied for a certificate of compliance in July 2023 and further
information was requested that month. The certification of compliance
application is presently on hold at the applicants request as at
September 2023.%4

11.31 The final document attached to Ms Wilson’s summary was a memorandum
from DLA Piper (Kerry Anderson and Mike Campbell) dated 22 May 2024 that
provided an overview of the legal issues associated with permanent sites at the
TBC. This was expressly asked for by us. The summary of the memorandum
is included in full:

“Summary

3. In the context of the hearing on PPC30/NoR, we consider the following
legal issues arise in respect of the long-term accommodation at TBC:

3.1 Whether the long-term accommodation activity occurring at
TBC is lawful — that is, permitted under the Nelson Resource
Management Plan (NRMP) or it has existing use rights.

3.2 If not authorised by either mechanism, whether it can form part
of the existing environment for the purposes of considering the
effects of PPC30 or the NoR?

62 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 22 May 2024, Attachment 1 — Summary
Statement of Jane Hilson
8 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 22 May 2024, Attachment 2 — Summary
Statement of Nigel Lloyd

64 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 22 May 2024, Attachment 3 — Update on
TBC resource consent application
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4. In summary, our views are:

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

The NRMP rules in issue are OSs.3.i(e) and 0Ss.7.i(h), which
make '[a]ny activity listed in any management plan approved
for the land under the Reserves Act' a permitted activity.

The key interpretation question is whether there is a qualifying
management plan, approved under the Reserves Act 1977
(Reserves Act). In summary, our view is there is not because:

(@) land is not reserve land and therefore, the Reserves
Act cannot apply to it — approving a management plan
under that Act for this land would be beyond the
jurisdiction of that Act.

(b) The management plan for TBC (Management Plan)
did not go through the formal Reserves Act process,
including Ministerial approval. Instead, it was adopted
by the Council as a policy document.

Accordingly, long-term accommodation at the TBC is not an
‘activity listed in [a] management plan approved under the
Reserves Act' and the Management Plan cannot be relied on
to give a permitted activity status under the relevant Rules in
the NRMP.

Under section 9 of the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA), even if an activity is not permitted under the NRMP, it
could be authorised by existing use rights if the tests in section
10 of the RMA can be satisfied. We do not have enough
information to assess whether there is evidence that exists
that establishes the long-term accommodation at TBC
qualifies for existing use rights. While there have been
assertions that the activity has been carried on for some time
and prior to the NRMP becoming operative, the Hearings
Panel would need evidence to establish the tests can be met.
That is, the activity was lawfully established prior to the NRMP
becoming operative and that the effects of use have remained
the same or similar since the NRMP became operative.

When making both regional and district rules, the decision
maker 'shall have regard to the actual or potential effect on the
environment of activities including, in particular, any adverse
effect'. When considering a notice of requirement, Council
'must, subject to Part 2, consider the effects on the
environment of allowing the requirement'.

If the Hearings Panel concludes that the long-term
accommodation activity at TBC is unlawful (i.e. not a permitted
activity and not authorised by existing use rights), it then needs
to consider whether that activity forms part of the environment
for the purposes of assessing PPC30/NoR. Applying the
orthodox approach set out below, if the long-term
accommodation activity is contravening section 9, then it
should not form part of the ‘environment' for the purposes of
considering PPC30/NoR.
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4.7 While the language in the sections differ slightly (ie, have
regard to vs. consider), this does not alter the fact that both
mechanisms require consideration of ‘effects on the
environment'. Ultimately, the centre of the consideration is the
‘environment'.

4.8 There is a large body of case law regarding the 'existing
environment', which forms part of the definition of
‘environment’, within the resource consenting context. While
the current issues concern a plan change and notice of
requirement, our view is that this does not distinguish the case
law and that when considering 'effects on the environment',
that can include the environment as modified by lawful
activities (permitted or consented and likely to be
implemented). Shotover Park Limited v Queenstown Lakes
District Council supports the fact that the existing environment
can be relevant to plan changes.”®

11.32 After her presentation Ms Wilson provided us with a written addendum to her
summary statement® that set out in writing what she had orally addressed us
on in relation to the discussion on trade related activities (as noted in a
memorandum from submitter GP Investments dated 14 May 2024).%”

11.33 We then heard from Ms Hampson who provided a summary statement to us in
advance and presented this to us. She concluded:

“Based on the evidence provided, including during the hearing:

I am in agreement with Mr Carlaw and Mr Osborne that a runway
extension (with RESASs) is necessary to safeguard NAL’s operations
and its economic contribution to the region over the long term future.

The MCA remains unreliable for its intended purpose of evaluating the
two runway extension options.

I'm in agreement with Mr Osborne and Mr Duignan that the northern
extension option is not the most economically efficient of the two
options (when considering RMA-based effects).

There is now [sic] assessment of most of the key economic effects of
the NOR and PC30, at various levels of detail.

I consider that most economic effects, including cumulative direct
effects and indirect effects would be minor when considered in the
context of economic well-being at the regional level. This includes likely
economic effects on the TBC and surrounding Tahunanui area.

Under a worst-case scenario of the NCG closing, | consider that the
direct effects on the NGC could be significant, and the indirect effects
on the wider economy could be more than minor but unlikely significant.
There is still uncertainty around how some effects (not limited to the
NGC) may be avoided, remedied or mitigated.”®

5 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 22 May 2024, Attachment 4 — Statement
from DLA Piper

% Hearing — Addendum Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 24 May 2024

57 Email from GP Investments Limited- Hearing Update and Attendance — 14 May 2024

%8 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Economics - Natalie Hampson— 22 May 2024 paragraphs [98-101]
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11.34 As noted below we directed that the experts for NCC file a Section 42A
Addendum. This was done after the receipt of the first written closing from NAL
and it is covered in section 14 of this Report.

11.35

12

12.1

We then adjourned the hearing to allow for a number of matters to be attended
to as set out in the next section.

Actions taken during the adjournment

Statement from Dr Chiles, National Public Health

As noted above we received a statement from Dr Chiles, dated 22 May 2024,
in relation to the advice he had provided to the National Public Health Service
clarifying a number of matters in the submission as follows:

Definition_of Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise (ASAN) - Dr Chiles
explained that the definition of ASAN in the notified version of PPC30
does not adequately cover all activities sensitive to aircraft noise and it
is his view that this should be amended by adding reference to
‘Community Activity’ which is a defined term in the operative NRMP.
Public Health’s submission was that a consequential amendment to the
existing definition of Community Activity so that it also applies to ASAN
(while retaining application to the existing specified area unchanged).
This consequential amendment therefore would not alter the existing
definition in any context other than with respect to ASAN. There are no
operative NRMP provisions referring to ASAN, and therefore this
consequential amendment to the Community Activity definition only
affects new provisions introduced by PPC30.%°

Extent of designation DAA2 - Dr Chiles explained that the NoR to alter
DAA2 conflated the designated land/site with the ANB (exacerbating an
existing anomalous situation of DAA2 currently appearing to extend on
to the golf course in the operative NRMP). Hence, with DAA2, NAL is
now seeking to designate privately owned/occupied residential land in
the proposed enlarged ANB. Dr Chiles stated that this is abnormal in
the context of New Zealand airports and other types of activity where
noise control boundaries are used. In other cases, control boundaries
are generally different to the boundary of the designated land/site, even
though they are defined in the associated designation conditions.
Residential land is typically only designated if noise effects are
unacceptable and cannot be mitigated, with pre-existing houses then to
be acquired and removed. He noted that NAL is proposing, through
PPC30, to introduce land use controls in the NRMP on residential land
within the ANB. NAL is also proposing a mitigation programme under
DAA2 that could most benefit residential sites in the ANB. However,
those rules and controls would be essentially redundant because that
residential land would be designated under DAA2 so no development

% Hearing — Response to Panel — National Public Health Service — Stephen Chiles — 24 May 2024 — submission point on PPC30:

MW.iii Definitions

44



NoR and PPC30 relating to Nelson Airport Recommendation Report of Independent Panel

could occur without NAL’s approval. In addition, NAL could
compulsorily purchase the land/houses at any time. Dr Chiles
concluded by saying if the land use controls proposed in PPC30 and
the noise controls and mitigation programme in the proposed alteration
to DAA2 were fit-for-purpose, it is unclear why it would be reasonably
necessary to designate the residential land in the ANB.

iii. Exclusions from DAAZ2 - Dr Chiles noted that under conditions DAA2.3.i
and DAA2.3.ii.c.ii, only ‘Aircraft Operations’ as defined in the NRMP
(being a definition added by PPC30) are subject to noise controls. This
means that emergency, medical, civil defence, military operations and
use as an alternate airport are excluded. He also noted that there is
also a pathway for other exclusions under DAA2.3.ii.c.i. Dr Chiles
accepted that most such uses should/must be unfettered, but when
managing noise effects, account should be taken of the actual exposure
the community is experiencing. He noted that if mitigation is warranted
at a certain noise exposure, then it should occur when that threshold is
expected to actually be reached, without waiting until it is theoretically
reached sometime later by the included activity alone. He stated further,
as the excluded uses typically cannot be forecast, an allowance should
be made with reference to past occurrences. Dr Chiles noted that DAA2
does not include noise limits for any activity other than aircraft
landing/taking off, flying and taxiing and that there are no noise limits in
DAA2 for engine testing, other ground engine running, compass swings
and ancillary aviation equipment and operations. He further noted that
there is cross reference to noise limits in the NRMP (DAA2.3.iv and
DAAZ2.3.v.a) but these sources remain excluded from consideration of
cumulative noise effects, for example with respect to the mitigation
programme (DAA2.3.vi). The submission from Public Health is that all
noise limits should be in the designation conditions (i.e. without reliance
on cross references).”®

iv. Framework of controls — Dr Chiles noted that it is accepted that the
operative NRMP provisions and existing designations do not efficiently
or effectively manage airport noise effects, and warrant amendment.
He noted that, fundamentally a plan change to address land use
controls in the NRMP for receivers, and an altered designation
(DAAL1/DAA2) to address source controls/management and mitigation,
would be an appropriate framework to address existing issues and
improve outcomes, while allowing for airport development. However,
the submission from Public Health is that that PPC30 and the notices
of requirement to alter DAA1 and DAA2 do not provide such a
framework due to the deficiencies set out in the submission, which

70 Hearing — Response to Panel — National Public Health Service — Stephen Chiles — 24 May 2024 — submission points on PPC30:
D011.1.3, Ap19 Future Aircraft Noise Contours, Planning maps Airnoise Boundary and Airport Effects Control Overlay, and on
DAA2: DAA2.2, DAA2.3.i, DAA2.3.ii, DAA2.3.iv, DAA2.3.v).
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12.2

12.3

remain largely unaddressed by subsequent amendments proposed by
NAL.™

Dr Chiles then set out some commentary on matters that we had heard from
other experts about. He referred to his speaking notes that Public Health had
provided us with at the hearing on 16 May. He noted at paragraph 9.2 of those
notes there were six example issues listed where there appears to be
agreement on technical issues between him and Mr Lloyd. He noted further
that of those six issues, while there have been some positive changes, none of
them are adequately addressed by the amendments to designation conditions
and plan provisions put forward by NAL. He stated that the relief sought in the
Public Health submission would address these issues. By way of example,
while DAA2.3.v.a.viii does now require the Airport Noise Management and
Monitoring Plan (NMMP) to “document any consideration of alternative
methods of noise management and mitigation to achieve a reduction of effects
from Airport noise”, there is no requirement or impetus for such consideration
to occur. The NMMP generally sets out how other designation condition
requirements will be met, but in this instance, there is no requirement or higher
order purpose or outcome relating to reducing noise effects, essentially making
the provision ineffectual. NPHS-NM submitted on PPC30 that this matter
should also be addressed by objectives and policies in the NRMP."?

Minute 11 — 4 June 2024

In Minute 11 we set out matters that had occurred since the adjournment of the
hearing on 23 May and set out the arrangements for the adjournment. The
matters that had occurred were:

i A written addendum from Ms Wilson which set out what she had
provided orally on 23 May, in relation to Trade Related Activities.”

(b) An email and attachment from the National Public Health Service -
Nelson Marlborough dated 22 May, as noted in above.

(© A Memorandum of Counsel for the TBC was received on 29 May. It
commented on the material from the Council and the DLA Piper
memorandum presented on 23 May.”*

(d) A Joint Memorandum dated 31 May, on behalf of NAL, NCC and TBC
regarding expert planning conferencing that is scheduled to take place
on 13 June. The matters for the planning expert conferencing were set
out in Appendix 1 of the Joint Memorandum.”

(e) A Memorandum of Counsel for NAL dated 4 June regarding TBC
consenting matters and seeking written confirmation that resource
consent authorising permanent residential uses at TBC cannot be

7 Hearing — Response to Panel — National Public Health Service — Stephen Chiles — 24 May 2024 — submission points on PPC30:
MW.iii Definitions AANC, Aircraft Engine Testing, Aircraft Operations, Airnoise Boundary, AD11.3.13, DO11.1.3, DO11.1.4,
D011.1.5, DO16.1.1.xv, AIRPz.20, AIRPz.30, AIRPz.39, AIRPz.40, and on DAA1l: DAA1.3.i, and on DAA2: Entire NoR, DAA2.2,
DAA2.3.i, DAA2.3.ii, DAA2.3.iv, DAA2.3.v)

72 Hearing — Response to Panel — National Public Health Service — Stephen Chiles — 24 May 2024 — and xxx
73 Hearing — Addendum Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Natasha Wilson — 24 May 2024

74 Memo from the Tahuna Beach Camp Inc Legal Team — 29 May 2024

75 Joint Memo of Counsel regarding Planning Caucusing — 31 May 2024
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12.4

12.5

12.6

12.7

12.8

12.9

granted by the Panel and, further, that PPC30 cannot authorise
activities that require resource consent under the Plan.’®

In our Minute we confirmed the arrangements for the adjournment and noted
that it was to: enable NAL and NGC to consider an alternative golf course
configuration; and to enable planning expert witness conferencing to take place
between the planners for NAL, TBC and the Council. We acknowledged that
the expert witness conferencing is to be confined to those matters set out in
Appendix 1 of the 31 May Joint Memorandum. Finally, we confirmed that the
adjournment will be for approximately 6 weeks, that is, until 28 June. We
requested that, by 29 June, a report from the parties (namely, NAL, TBC, NGC
and NCC) updating us as to progress on the matters is to be provided.

With regards to the request from Counsel for NAL in her memorandum dated 4
June, we confirmed that we do not have jurisdiction to authorise permanent
residential uses at TBC including as part of PPC30. We noted that NAL will
address the matters raised in the Memorandum from TBC dated 29 May (and
other matters) in its reply in due course.

Finally. with regards to the other matters raised in the various memoranda and
other material we noted that we will further consider this and issue any
directions in relation to those matters in due course, but that this is unlikely to
occur before 28 June.

On 26 June 2024 we received a Memorandum of Counsel on Behalf of NAL
regarding Planning Conferencing and Other Matters.”” This Memorandum
attached the JWS that had been held on various dates in June between Mr
Bonis, Ms Wilson and Mr Lile. The Memorandum noted that NAL will include
any agreed amendments in the updated designation conditions and the PPC30
provisions in its reply. The Memorandum also refers to: discussions between
Mr Bonis and Mr Solomon (NANAC) regarding aircraft engine testing;
discussions between NAL and NGC and NAL and TBC; and a request to file
the written closing by 19 July 2024.

We then received a Joint Memorandum of Counsel on Behalf of NAL and NGC
dated 4 July 2024.® We were informed that NAL and NGC had a series of
without prejudice discussions regarding the reconfiguration of the golf course.
The parties agree that an 18-hole championship links course can be
reconfigured on land within NAL’s and NGC’s respective control in a way that
provides for the runway extension as proposed by NAL in its NoR to proceed.
Importantly, we were further informed that “NGC supports the NoR as notified on
the basis that the golf course can indeed be reconfigured on land within NAL’s and
NGC's respective control, but which will involve further agreements on issues that are
outside the ambit of the present hearing and which NAL and NGC are progressing.””®

Minute 12 - 8 July 2024

The Panel then issued Minute 12 on 8 July 2024 directing the written closing
by NAL is to be provided by 19 July. We also noted that we were still expecting

76 Memo from the Airport Legal Team — 4 June 2024

77 Memo from the Airport Legal Team — 26 June 2024 (Updated 2 July)

78 Joint Memo of Counsel on behalf of Nelson Airport and Nelson Golf Club — 4 July 2024

7% Joint Memo of Counsel on behalf of Nelson Airport and Nelson Golf Club — 4 July 2024, paragraph [5]
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12.10

12.11

12.12

12.13

12.14

12.15

to hear further updates from NGC and TBC that may affect the timing of the
closing, and this is discussed below.®°

Memorandum from TBC — 16 July 2024

TBC provided us with a memorandum regarding the June Planning JWS and
the memorandum from NAL dated 26 June 2024.8!

Minute 13 = 26 July 2024

As directed NAL filed its written closing submissions (see next section of this
Report) on 19 July. We noted the memorandum from TBC (dated 16 July) had
not been provided to NAL (or the other parties) until after 19 July due to an
administrative error. We also noted that we had not directed the NCC expert
team to provide a ‘final state of play’. We finally noted an issue that had arisen
in the context of Plan Change 29 (PC29). We therefore directed as follow:

i. NCC to file its addendum (i.e. final state of play) to the Section 42A
Report by 9 August;

ii. The Panel to be provided with a link to the relevant documents that were
provided in response to the direction (Direction 6 dated 25 July 2024);

iii. NAL be provided with an opportunity to update its closing at a date to
be directed in due course.

Memorandum from NANAC - 30 July 2024

This memorandum provided information (including a copy of a Consent Order
issued by the Environment Court on 26 June 2001. NANAC submitted that NCC
does not have the power to modify the rule ordered by the Court, nor to adopt
any new rule which may circumvent it.%2 This is covered in section 13 of this
Report.

Memorandum from the Airport Legal Team — 5 August 2024

This memorandum from NAL® refers to Minute 13 and sought clarity on a
number of points which were covered in Minute 14. There is commentary in
section 13 of this Report on those matters not covered in Minute 14.

Memo from Tahunanui Business and Citizens Association for the
Commissioners — 5 August 2024

This memorandum from the Association also sought clarity in relation to Minute
13. This is covered in section 13 of this Report.

Minute 14 — 29 August 2024

Minute 1434 was issued after the Panel had received the addendum to the
Section 42A report dated 9 August 2024 and the submissions/memorandum in
relation to Direction 6 in the PC29 process. This Minute did not specifically
answer the individual matters raised by NAL, NANAC or the Tahunanui
Business and Citizens Association. Rather it directed that NAL have until 13

8 Minute 12 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 8 July 2024

81 Memo from Tahuna Beach Camp Inc for the Commissioners — 16 July 2024

82 Memo from Nelson Airport Noise Action Council Inc —31 July 2024

8 Memo from Nelson Airport Legal Team — 5 August 2024

8 Minute 14 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 29 August 2024
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12.16

12.17

13

13.1

13.2

13.3

13.4

13.5

September 2024 to provide an updated written closing. At the request of NAL
this date was amended (by Minute 15 dated 3 September®) to 20 September.

We deal with the other matters raised below.
Minute 16 — 11 October 2024

Minute 168 confirmed that the Panel had closed the hearing and noted two
matters with regard to the process it is now following.

Comments / consideration of the matters raised in the adjournment
Matters raised in the adjournment

As noted above there were three parties that raised matters during the
adjournment which we did not answer in our minutes. We therefore take this
opportunity to comment on these here.

The memorandum from NANAC dated 30 July submitted that NCC does not
have the power to modify the rule ordered by the Court, nor to adopt any new
rule which may circumvent it.” We do not agree that NCC (and my extension
the Panel) do not have the power to modify or adopt a new rule with regards to
the Nelson Airport. In this case the proper process for making changes (the
NoR and PPC30 processes) have been followed and there is no legal
impediment to those changes being pursued and considered.

The NAL memorandum raised concerns about the experts for NCC being given
an opportunity to provide an addendum to the Section 42A Report. Particularly,
the memorandum notes:

“This request is broad. In our submission, the directions may give rise to
procedural unfairness, particularly for the applicant, as well as further time, cost
and delay for all parties, without specificity or clarification on the information
sought or required.”®®

The memorandum also raises concerns about the communications from other
submitters during the adjournment and sought either confirmation that the
Panel would not have regard to the memoranda filed or the Panel direct that
we expect a response from NAL. Finally, NAL comments on the PC29 and
questions why the Panel considers that PC29 is relevant to the process this
Panel is considering.

We did not specifically answer these matters for two reasons: first, our Minute
13% (and then subsequent Minutes 14°° and 15°) was very clear that NAL
would always have the final right of reply and would be directed to lodge an
updated closing; secondly it was always our expectation that NAL would use

8 Minute 15 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 3 September 2024

8 Minute 16 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 11 October 2024

8 Memorandum from NANAC dated 30 July 2024, referencing the Environment Court decision dated 26 June 2001 which inserted
Rule INr25.1 into the Nelson Resource Management Plan

8 Memo from Nelson Airport Legal Team — 5 August 2024

8 Minute 13 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 26 July 2024
%0 Minute 14 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 29 August 2024
%1 Minute 15 from the Panel of Commissioners — Private Plan Change 30 and Notice of Requirement — 3 September 2024
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this updated closing opportunity to address any of the matters raised by
submitters that NAL considered needed to be responded to.

13.6 Finally, the memorandum from the Tahunanui Business Association also
sought clarity in relation to Minute 13. The memorandum also asked that a
media release dated 12 July 2024 from the Association was forwarded to the
Panel. We consider that the clarity question was covered by subsequent
minutes, and we confirm that we received the media release.

The status of long-term (‘permanent’) accommodation at the Tahunanui
Beach Camp

13.7 As noted above TBC raised issues about the legal status of the permanent
residents at the Tahunanui Beach Camp. The position of NCC was set out in
the memorandum from DLA Piper which is produced in paragraph 11.32 above.
The essence of that advice is:

(a) Long-term accommodation at the TBC is not an 'activity listed in [a]
management plan approved under the Reserves Act' and the
Management Plan cannot be relied on to give a permitted activity status
under the relevant Rules in the NRMP;

(b) The activity does not appear to have satisfied NCC that it has existing
use rights and a certificate of compliance for the activity was never
granted — it has been put on hold by TBC,;

(© The activity has not been authorised by a resource consent and the
application for this is currently on hold pending the provision of further
information by TBC;

(d) If we conclude that the long-term accommodation activity at TBC is
unlawful (i.e. not a permitted activity and not authorised by existing use
rights), the orthodox approach is that, if the activity contravenes section
9, then it should not form part of the 'environment' for the purposes of
considering PPC30/NoR.

13.8 As noted in Minute 11°2 we do not have jurisdiction to determine the legal status
of the long-term (or so called ‘permanent’) accommodation activity at TBC. This
is a matter between TBC and NCC. We comment further on this matter as it
goes to the noise effects and NAL’s noise mitigation plan which are discussed
in Part B of this Report.

14 Written closings from NAL

14.1 As noted in section 12 NAL provided a written closing / reply on 19 July®3
(Reply) and a supplementary reply (Supplementary Reply) on 20 September
2024%,

92 See paragraph 12.5 of this Report
93 Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024
%4 Nelson Airport Limited — Supplementary Reply Submissions — 20 September 2024
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Reply
14.2 Inits Reply NAL attached the following appendices:

@) An updated set of the NoR conditions sought by NAL (Appendix A);

(b) An updated set of PPC30 provisions sought by NAL (Appendix B.1 —
B.16);

(© A plan illustrating the change in aircraft noise (dB Lan) for dwellings
compared with the operative baseline (Appendix C);

(d) A plan illustrating the change in noise levels compared with the 2019
noise environment (Appendix D);

(e) A table identifying submitters' locations within the Airport's noise
contours (Appendix E); and

() A flow chart illustrating how the AMP works (Appendix F).%
14.3 Inits Supplementary Reply NAL attached the following appendices:

@) Appendix A.1: Amendment to Airport Zone Rules;

(b) Appendix A.2: New Appendix 32.

14.4 In this section of the Report we summarise the key matters raised in the Reply
as updated by the Supplementary Reply.

Reasonably necessity / need

14.5 The Reply notes that we must have regard to whether the work and designation
are reasonably necessary for achieving the objectives for which the designation
is sought.®® The Reply also notes that at the hearing, we observed that NAL's
objectives have a "built in outcome" to extend the operational runway length.
In response, NAL note that the current runway is too short and results in
constraints and that this is the issue which needs resolving. It is NAL’s
submission that, it is entirely appropriate for the objectives to express that
outcome. Further, NAL submitted that the focus of our inquiry is not on NAL's
objectives but on whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary
for achieving them; and that the RMA neither requires nor allows the merits of
the objectives themselves to be judged by the Panel.

14.6 The Reply then goes on to summarise the reasons why the NoR is reasonably
necessary for achieving NAL's objectives.

(a) Objective 1 - Ensure that over next 30 years the capacity of the airport and
runway can safely and efficiently provide increased resilience and operational
reliability, forecast demand and next generation aircraft types

The Reply states that a runway extension to 1,510m will improve NAL's
customers' service reliability and the economic viability of their operations at
Nelson Airport by removing the payload restrictions for ATR-600 aircraft and
ensuring the Airport is set up to accommodate future aircraft types when these

% | ocated here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nal-written-closing-submissions
% Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [section 3]
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(b)

(©)

14.7

14.8

14.9

enter commercial service in the near future. According to NAL providing for full-
length RESA will improve the safety of operations at the Airport.

Objective 2 — Enable an efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to
developing Airport infrastructure facilities and services

Accordingly, the Reply the NoR will ensure the Airport can efficiently and
sustainably develop a runway configuration that can accommodate next
generation aircraft when they enter service in New Zealand.

Objective 3 — Minimise the effects of aircraft noise impacts on the surrounding
community as far as practicable whilst also minimising adverse environmental
and cultural effects.

NAL submit that, in relation to aircraft noise, the NoR results in imperceptible
change in noise effects for some, and a decrease for many others. Further,
NAL is introducing an Acoustic Management Plan (AMP) based on best
practice, which in its view, is a significant improvement on the status quo. It is
submitted that the evidence before us is that the NoR minimises adverse
environmental impacts, particularly through its location to the north of the
existing runway, on highly modified landforms (as opposed to the CMA). NAL
acknowledges there will be significant effects on NGC because some of the
golf course land will be acquired for the works, but NAL submits that it and NGC
agree the course can be re-configured around the runway extension.

The matter of ‘reasonable necessity’ is something we discuss further, with
reference to the position of others, including Reporting Officers, and reach a
finding on in Part C of this Report.

Assessment of Alternatives

As noted by the Reply under the RMA, we Panel must have regard to whether
adequate consideration has been given by NAL to alternative sites, routes or
methods for this work.®” It was submitted (quoting this case® that ‘adequate’
does not mean meticulous; it does not mean exhaustive; it means sufficient or
satisfactory. It was put to us that a requiring authority is not required to consider
all alternatives, nor do we have to be satisfied that every feasible alternative
was considered by NAL. Further, that while there may be alternatives which
may be considered by some to be more suitable, or which have no effects, or
which mean no change for people, this is not relevant to our consideration, in
NAL'’s submission.

The Reply then summarises the options work undertaken by NAL and
concludes that:

“While Ms Hampson disagreed with some of the weightings and considered
the MCA should have been structured differently, in response to a direct
question from the Panel, she said the assessment of alternatives was
adequate, and the technical assessments and evidence robust. Ms Hampson

%7 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [at section 4]
%8 North Eastern Investments Ltd v Auckland Transport [2016] NZEnvC 73 at [62].
%9 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [paragraph 4.3]
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also confirmed there is adequate information provided by NAL's experts across
all of the relevant effects. "1

14.10 Interms of the other configurations suggested by submitters the Reply states:

“In any case, and as set out above, the Airport does not have to consider all
options. NAL did not look at an option such as Mr Race's which appears to be
based on cynicism about next generation aircraft, and will not provide full-
length RESA; will not provide for next generation aircraft types; and delivers
only a partial solution to addressing existing payload restrictions at the Airport.

...At the hearing, some submitters considered a so-called "hybrid" option
should have been considered — that is, building the runway "a bit to the north
and a bhit to the south" — to get the length NAL needs but to avoid effects on
NGC, or to reduce any perceived effects on Tahunanui.

Any configuration to the south would require reclamation and works in the
CMA. As setout above and detailed in NAL's evidence, NAL's experts carefully
assessed the southern site and concluded the adverse environmental effects
of any CMA reclamation are significant. The NoR is based on a runway that is
the southernmost configuration on the Airport site, without encroaching into the
CMA.

In joint witnesses caucusing, all planners are agreed reclamation at the
southern end of the airport would face difficult consenting frameworks.

The Panel also heard from some submitters who consider NAL should advance
an Engineered Material Arresting System ("EMAS") instead of RESA. [The
evidence of Mr Munro and Dr Orchard was that they would not support the
implementation of EMAS at Nelson Airport.]” 101

14.11 The Reply then reminded the Panel that NAL has support from: Air New
Zealand; NZ Airports; Generation Global; Nelson Regional Development
Agency; Nelson Chamber of Commerce; Nelson Aviation College; and Nelson
Aeroclub.1%?

14.12 Questions over the perceived adequacy of the assessment of alternatives
provided by NAL were raised by submitters and the Reporting Officers in
advance of the hearing. This is something we discuss further and reach a
finding on in Part C in our Report.

Noise effects of the NoR3

14.13 In terms of the noise effects of the NoR the Reply submits, when measured
against both the existing aircraft noise planning environment (i.e. the level of
noise permitted by the operative NRMP) and the current aircraft operations
noise (i.e. the calculated noise contours for 2019), this shows there will be an
overall reduction in the noise effects experienced by people in the Airport's
noise contours compared to the operative baseline.'

14.14 We also were told that many of the complaints were about existing noise effects
and that existing noise will also be significantly better managed in the NoR

100 |bid [paragraph 4.21]

101 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [paragraphs 4.29 — 4.35]
102 |hid [section 5]

103 |bid [section 6]

104 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [paragraph 6.1]
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14.15

14.16

14.17

14.18

through implementation of a modern AMP, which is not a feature of the
operative plan.1®

In relation to concerns by Public Health, the Reply reminded us that it is Ms
Smith's opinion that the approach to assessing the potential health effects of
the proposal is appropriately managed and aligned with best practice and the
guidelines in NZS 6805.10¢

The Reply reiterated that a key feature of the NoR is the introduction of an AMP.
Mr Bonis provided a flow chart with his summary statement (and the Reply
attaches this to as Appendix F). It illustrates how the AMP works.%”

In relation to the noise effects at the TBC it was submitted:

i. The noise currently experienced at the campground forms part of the
existing noise environment which is authorised by the Airport's
operative designations.

ii. Noise at the TBC will increase in the future even without the NoR.

iii. There will not be a significant increase in noise at the campground as
result of the NoR.108

iv. Mr Styles (TBC) considered an increase of even 2 dB Lg, should be
avoided, given the existing noise environment. It was submitted that if
an increase of 2 dB Lgn (an imperceptible change) needs to be avoided,
an airport could never expand or grow.®

V. With regards to TBC’s position that the AMP should apply to residents
at the campground, the approach of the AMP to apply to residential
units in residential zones (in addition to a small number of existing
houses in Golf Haven Way), all of which will have been lawfully
established as at the date the NoR is confirmed, is an appropriate, fair
and reasonable approach.

Leaving aside the challenges of acoustically mitigating structures at
the Camp (which was also acknowledged by Mr Styles), it would be
unreasonable for NAL to be required to mitigate unlawfully established
dwellings, or dwellings not otherwise anticipated in the zone (eg the
open space zone).

A requirement for an applicant to mitigate effects on unlawful
structures would set a problematic, and in our submission, unlawful
precedent for planning law in New Zealand.110

Recreation effects of the NoR

The Reply then addressed the recreation effects and noted that the NoR wiill
require taking part of NGC land. It was submitted that NAL's experts are of the
view that the effects of the acquisition of some of NGC's land on golfing in the

105 |bid [paragraph 6.7]

106 |bid [paragraph 6.9]

197 |bid [paragraphs 6.10 to 6.13]

108 Ms Smith's evidence is that the change in noise effects at the TBC will be imperceptible. Mr Lloyd agrees the change in noise

level from aircraft operations resulting from the runway extension will be slight.
109 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [paragraph 6.17]
110 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [paragraphs 6.18 and 6.19]
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14.19

14.20

14.21

14.22

14.23

14.24

Nelson-Tasman region (even in the worst-case scenario involving the closure
of NGC as an 18-hole local links course) will be minor.1!

The Reply correctly notes that NAL’s expert, Ms Benden, acknowledged that
other golf courses will provide a different playing experience to NGC. However,
it was submitted that the evidence before the Panel is that other courses have
capacity to accommodate NGC members so they can continue to play golf in
the region.*?

We were told that the RMA is not a "no effects" statute and that the legislative
framework available for public infrastructure projects enables land to be
acquired for that purpose. Large-scale infrastructure will always have effects
that need to be considered against the overall benefits of the proposal. It was
further submitted that, it is critical to acknowledge land acquisition sits outside
of the RMA process and is managed through the PWA regime and adverse
effects resulting from the confirmation of a notice of requirement can be
addressed by the provision of PWA compensation or a negotiated financial
outcome (at a later point in time, separate from the RMA process).!

NAL submitted that it is confident that a re-configuration of the golf course, in
some form, is possible and reference was made to the discussions that had
occurred between NGC and NAL that are continuing. Since the hearing was
adjourned, NGC and NAL discussed re-configuration, and both parties agree
an 18-hole golf championship course can be retained in the locality. We
comment on this matter in Part C of this Report.

Economic Effects of the NoR4

NAL submitted that its expert, Mr Osborne, says there will be limited economic
impacts on surrounding residential properties, and insignificant economic
impacts on the TBC. In relation to the NGC, Mr Osborne says the level of
direct impact will be material in terms of NGC's operations (on the worst-case
scenario of the Club closing), but in terms of the wider economic impacts there
are likely to be a number of mitigating factors that result in a minor impact on
the regional economy.

It was submitted that regional contextualising is critical and in relation to the
assessment of effects being carried out at the regional context, Mr Osborne
said:

“in contextualising the potential economic impacts resulting from the NoR, it is
vital to consider the extent of the impact to the regional economy and to provide
context of the unique nature of the activity impacted (or in counterpoint its
substitutability).” 115

It was submitted that NCC’s economic expert, Ms Hampson, position is that
most economic effects, including cumulative and direct effects and indirect
effects, would be minor when considered in the context of economic well-being

111 |bid [paragraph 7.1]

112 |bid [paragraph 7.2]

113 |bid [paragraphs 7.3 — 7.6]

114 |bid [section 8]

115 Hearing — Summary Statement — Airport — Economic - Phillip Osborne - 14 May 2024, paragraph [3.1]
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14.25

14.26

14.27

at the regional level. This includes likely economic effects on the TBC and
surrounding Tahunanui area.

It was submitted that in Mr Osborne's view, it is critical to contextualise the
assessment in terms of the benefits created by the Airport at a higher level. Mr
Osbourne acknowledged the NoR will have a significant localised impact on the
NGC. However, focusing on that impact would risk shutting down or
significantly impacting Nelson Airport. Mr Osborne is quoted as stating that:

“If we are simply looking at individual operations and businesses and how
those are impacted, and comparing those to something that creates a greater
degree of community welfare, we would be skewing that assessment in favour
of those individual businesses and their impacts on the community / economic
environment as it were.”116

The Reply concludes, on this issue, that Ms Hampson for Council supports this
approach of determining the significance of economic effects at the regional
level.

Other matters raised at the hearing*!’

The Reply then goes onto address other matters raised in the hearing as
follows:

@) Air_guality effects — NAL notes that Mr Curtis (TBC) recommends NAL
undertakes monitoring to identify and mitigate impacts on ambient air
guality from its activities. NAL submits that this is novel for airports in
New Zealand, and Mr Curtis acknowledged this point. NAL submits that
is not obliged to assess every possible effect on the environment and
the level of information must correspond to the nature of the approvals
sought (ie a NoR to alter existing designations).'® We comment further
on this in Part B of this Report.

(b) Social effects - In NAL’s submission, the key social effect arising from
the runway extension is noise, which it submits it has comprehensively
assessed. It submitted that Ms Foy's evidence should be given little
weight by the Panel on the basis that she traverses a range of potential
effects which are unsubstantiated by expert evidence, and are marginal
at best. A number of examples are provided in the Reply.'® We deal
with this further in Part B.

(© Tahuna Beach Camp consents — NAL'’s submits that the lawfulness of
permanent residential activities at TBC. It submits that, as a matter of
law, NAL is not required to assess effects on unconsented activities.
NAL refers to the status of the resource consent and the certificate of
compliance applications to support its submission. This is further
addressed in section 13 and Part B of this Report.

116 Note this was quoted from a response by Mr Osborne to a question from the Panel. It is referred to in paragraph 8.5 of the
Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024

117 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [section 9]

118 |bid [paragraphs 9.1 —9.3]

119 |bid [paragraphs 9.4 —9.7]
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(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

Jets — NAL submits that jets are not sought to be authorised by its
proposed noise contours contained in Designation DAA2, which are
modelled based on the use of ATR aircraft. Further, if NAL did wish to
include jet aircraft would need to undertake further consultation and a
formal planning process should it seek to enable commercial jets to land
at the Airport in the future.'?®

Designating the airnoise boundary — NAL submit that the further
information provided by Dr Chiles (for National Public Health Service -
Nelson Marlborough) suggests that designating the ANB is "abnormal
in the context of New Zealand airports and other types of activity where
noise control boundaries are used". The submission in response from
NAL is that it is entirely appropriate and common for the ANB to be
designated and including ANB controls and noise mitigation in a
separate designation is a common approach taken by many airports
across New Zealand. The Reply includes examples to support this
submission.t?

Consultation — In relation to the submissions criticising the consultation
undertaken (Ms Foy (TBC) and the Tahunanui Business and Citizens
Association) NAL submit that there is no statutory duty to consult under
the RMA. It was submitted that the consultation undertaken by NAL
was comprehensive and numerous examples of this were provided.'?

OLS, Port crane —the criticisms by Mr Race in relation to the Port Crane
were not accepted.'®

14.28 The Reply then considers: Part 2 RMA; NoR Conditions; and PPC30. These
matters are further discussed in Sections C, D, E and F of this Report.

Supplementary Reply

14.29 The Supplementary Reply responds to the Section 42A Addendum (prepared
by Ms Wilson) and updates the Panel on the approach to managing the
interface between PPC30 and PC29.

14.30 With regard to the Addendum the Supplementary Reply states:

14.31

In summary, Ms Wilson's addendum confirms she now considers the NoR
satisfies the tests in s171(1).3. The matters of disagreement between Ms
Wilson and NAL have been substantially narrowed. They relate to the status
of activities, deemed activities sensitive to aircraft noise ("ASAN"), and in
particular in relation to the Tahuna Beach Camp ("TBC"). Ms Wilson has
proposed a "package" of improvements she considers could resolve the TBC's
concerns.1?4

NAL submits that it does not support Ms Wilson's approach to managing
activities at the TBC. This is because it runs counter to expert evidence, good
airport planning and best practice. It also submits that the approach seeks to
regularise permanent (and unlawful) sensitive activities at the TBC. In NAL'’s

120 |bid [paragraphs 9.18 — 9.21]

121 Reply submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 [paragraphs 9.22 and 9.23]
122 |bid [paragraphs 9.24 — 9.28]

123 |bid [paragraph 9.29]

124 Supplementary Reply [paragraph 1.3]
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view such an outcome is contrary to good planning and resource management:
it fails to appropriately manage effects on sensitive receivers and external
exposure to aircraft noise, and fails to address the inability for existing
residential structures to provide (or be modified to provide) sufficient acoustic
standards. Consequently, it is submitted that Ms Wilson's approach also fails
to address reverse sensitivity effects in a lawful or enduring manner.'?® The
Supplementary Reply goes into more detail to substantiate these submissions.

14.32 In relation to the PC29 and PPC30 "interface", the Supplementary Reply
informs us that through mediation and caucusing during the PC29 process (and
a resulting Joint Witness Statement), Council officers and NAL have agreed a
suite of natural hazard provisions to apply to Airport land zoned Industrial under
the operative NRMP and subject to changes to natural hazard provisions
proposed through PC29. We are further informed that, as a result of that
process and anticipated outcomes, NAL withdraws its request in PPC30 for
natural hazard provisions over the land subject to PC29.

14.33 The Supplementary Reply concludes that:

For the reasons set out in NAL's Reply and the supplementary
submissions, the NoR and PPC30 should be confirmed subject to:

(a) the conditions set out in Appendix A to NAL's Reply; and
(b) the provisions proposed by NAL:

i. Appendix B of NAL's Reply in relation to all chapters except
for Chapter 15 Airport Zone Rules; and

ii. Appendix A.1 and A.2 of the Supplementary Reply in relation
to Chapter 15 Airport Zone Rules and a new Appendix 32.1%6

15 Hearing closure

15.1 We issued Minute 162" confirming that the Panel had closed the hearing.

125 |bid paragraph [1.4]

126 Reply at paragraph [1.6]
127 Minute 16, dated 11 October 2024
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PART B — EVALUATION OF EFFECTS

1.2

2.2

2.3

2.4

Introduction

As noted in the Section 42A report the authors were in agreement with the
Applicant that given the integrated nature of the NoR and PPC30 it was
appropriate to present a combined assessment of effects.’?® The Panel agrees
with this approach and has taken the same approach in this section of the
Report.

In this section we consider:
@) The statutory framework for the NoR and for PPC30;
(b) The scope of effects considered,;

(© For each effect considered in detail we have identified: the key issue in
relation to that effect; an overview of the evidence about that effect; our
evaluation; and our finding.

Statutory framework?!?°

As noted in the Section 42A Report - in relation to the NoR, s171(1) 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) states that 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.

The Section 42A Report notes that in making a request for a change to a district
or regional plan, clause 22(2) of Schedule 1 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 Section 42A Report includes commentary on the definition of ‘environment’
and notes that it 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.

Finally, that Report refers to clause 7(1) of Schedule 4 which contains the
matters that must be addressed in an assessment of environmental effects of
an activity as including:

128 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) [Part D, section 1.3]
129 |bid [Part D, section 1.2]
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(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:

(© 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.

2.5 We adopt the statutory framework set out in the Section 42A Report.

3. Scope of effects considered

3.1 As noted above, we agree with the Applicant and the Section 42A authors, that
given the integrated nature of the NoR and PPC30, it is appropriate to
undertake a combined assessment of effects.

3.2 In undertaking our assessment, we adopt the same approach as in the Section
42A Report!® which includes consideration of the following matters, in its
assessment of effects on the environment:

(@)
(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

()
()]

The existing environment.

In relation to the alterations to Designations DAAL, DAA2 and DAAS, a
focus on the effects of the alterations rather than of the designations in
their entirety;

Any conditions accompanying Designations DAAL, DAA2 and DAAS3.

The Airport Zone, policy framework and accompanying rules in PPC30,
with comparison also of the Industrial Zone, the Open Space and
Recreation Zone where relevant under the NRMP.

The potential for effects on the environment to be further managed
through resource consents and the Outline Plan process.

The various expert reports and evidence presented to the Panel.

The submissions and further submissions to the NoR and PPC30.

130 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) [Part D, section 1.3]
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

Existing Environment

We agree with the Section 42A Report that an appreciation of the existing
environment is fundamental to the assessment of effects - the airport exists,
and currently results in adverse effects. As the authors of the Section 42A
Report acknowledge their assessment (and ours) focuses on whether any
additional adverse effects are adequately remedied or mitigated. It not an
option for NAL to avoid existing adverse effects unless it was to move from its
current site or significantly curtail its operations. Neither of these matters are
within our jurisdiction to consider although we have considered measures
offered by NAL through an AMP that relates to airport operations generally and
not those specifically related to the proposed runway extension.

Effects

Numerous matters were traversed in the expert evidence (and in the earlier
application documents), by NAL. The expert evidence presented to the Panel
was on: Transport; Geotechnical; Archaeology; Landscape; Coastal processes
and flooding; Recreation; Freshwater ecology; Avifauna; Terrestrial ecology;
Marine ecology; Noise; and Economics.

Part D of the Section 42A Report’®! was the Effects Report section and it
addressed the effects under the following headings: Economic; Noise;
Recreational Values; Landscape and Natural Character; Residential Amenity;
Archaeological and Heritage; Cultural; Ecology; Geo Hazards and Geo Coastal
Matters; Transport and Traffic; Infrastructure; Climate Change; and Positive
effects.

We note that TBC also included expert evidence in relation to social impacts
and valuation.

Our evaluation focuses on those effects where we had information,
submissions and evidence that needed to be assessed and evaluated. These
matters are:

i Noise;
ii. Recreation;
iii. Economics.

Where we have not included an effect in this list we adopt the undisputed
evidence of NAL and NCC. In addition, we consider the evidence we received
on air quality and valuation in this section. We consider the aviation evidence
in terms of the recreation effects as this is the most relevant effect that this
evidence relates to.

Noise

This section of the Report addresses the evidence heard in relation to the noise
assessment and associated effects. This was a key matter for the NoR and for
PPC30 as the operation of airports and for aircraft using them are generally

131 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30)
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4.2

4.3

4.4

described as noisy activities. As such we need to consider measures proposed
to avoid unreasonable noise to meet the duty under s16 of the RMA by adopting
the best practicable option to ensure that the emission of noise does not exceed
a reasonable level.

Noise was the subject of almost all of the submissions received on the NoR
and PPC30. We had evidence on this matter from four experts while a number
of submitters also made representations to us on the adverse effects of existing
noise as well as concerns about the potential for increasing the levels of noise
currently received by the community. The experts were:

i. Ms Laurel Smith on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited (NAL);
ii. Mr Jon Styles on behalf of the Tahunanui Beach Camp (TBC);

iii. Mr Nigel Lloyd on behalf of Nelson City Council and acoustical adviser
to the s42A authors. It should be noted that Mr Lloyd was unable to
attend the hearing.

iv. Dr Stephen Chiles on behalf of National Public Health Service — Nelson
Marlborough. Dr Chiles did not attend the hearing but assisted with the
presentation of the statement that was presented. As noted above Dr
Chiles provided us with a written statement after the hearing adjourned.

Prior to the hearing, Ms Smith, Mr Lloyd and Mr Styles also participated in Joint
Witness Conferencing which has narrowed the matters in contention between
the noise experts as noted above in Part A of this Report.

We have considered the evidence and submissions received on noise in the
following way:

i. Context on the way management of airport noise in New Zealand is
carried out;

ii. Outline the existing noise boundaries at Nelson Airport;

iil. Consider the way in which noise was considered in terms of the Options
Assessment from a noise perspective;

iv. Outline the Applicant’s noise modelling undertaken to develop updated
aircraft noise contours;

V. Provide an overview of the methodology and key conclusions of the
Noise Effects Assessment dated 6 March 2023;

Vi. Consider the existing and proposed measures to mitigate the effects of
aircraft operations noise;

Vil. Discuss the noise related matters within PPC30 and the NoR on
proposed plan change and designation provisions.
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Management of Noise — use of NZS 6805

4.5 For this and the factual sections of this part of this Report we rely on the
evidence of Ms Smith who was the author of the acoustic assessment*® that
accompanied the NoR and PPC30 applications. This factual context is very
important to understand the complex interrelationship that there is between
noise assessment and the detailed provisions in both the NoR and the PPC30.

Evidence of Ms Smith

4.6 Ms Smith provided a summarisation of the direction provided by NZS 6805. In
relation to this Ms Smith3 explained:

“NZS 6805:1992 Airport Noise Management and Land Use Planning (“the
Standard”) is the basis for the management of airport noise effects at the
majority of airports in New Zealand. The Standard was published in 1992 with
a view to providing a consistent approach to noise planning around New
Zealand airports. Since publication, the principles of the Standard have been
applied to more than 15 New Zealand airports.

The Standard continues to be referenced and applied in New Zealand and is
comparable in the international context. Best practice in terms of modelling
methods and mitigation measures has evolved over time but the provisions of
the Standard continue to be fit for purpose in my opinion.

The approach to airport noise management that the Standard provides for is to
‘implement practical land use planning controls and airport management
techniques to protect and conserve the health of people living near airports without
unduly restricting the operation of airports”.

The Standard states that it provides the minimum requirement needed to
protect people from adverse effects of aircraft noise and uses the “Noise
Boundary” concept as a mechanism for local authorities to:

(a) establish compatible land use planning” around an airport; and
(b) set noise limits for the management of aircraft noise at airports.

The Standard’s recommended approach involves fixing an Outer Control
Boundary ("OCB") and a smaller Air Noise Boundary ("ANB") around the
airport and defining land use and noise controls within those boundaries. 34

4.7 Further Ms Smith outlined other key factors in NZS:6805 as follows:

“The noise boundaries are based on a 24-hour noise metric commonly used to
quantify transportation noise, which is the night-weighted noise exposure (Lgn).
... [A weighting is applied to nighttime events to account for people’s
heightened sensitivity to noise at night].

When establishing the location of the noise boundaries, the Standard
recommends calculating noise contours for a future projection of aircraft
operations. It recommends a minimum 10-year period for the projection, and it

132 | ocated here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nelson-airport-runway-
extension-supporting-documents - K1 - Options Assessment (Noise) — February 2023 and K2 Assessment of effects (Noise) —

March 2023

133 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — [paragraphs 3.1 to 3.13]
134 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — [paragraphs 3.1 to 3.13]
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recommends using the average Lqn over the busiest three months of the year
when calculating the noise boundaries.

The Standard defines the OCB as an area outside the ANB within which there
should be no new incompatible land uses, and that aircraft noise at or outside
the OCB shall not exceed 55 dB Lqn. The ANB is defined as an area around an
airport within which aircraft noise is sufficiently high to require mitigation
measures as well as prohibiting new incompatible land uses. The Standard
states that aircraft noise shall not exceed 65 dB Lgn at the ANB.

Once the location of the noise boundaries has been established and agreed,
the Standard recommends that the local authority incorporates the noise
boundaries into relevant district plan maps and gives effect to the
recommended land use controls summarised below. The Standard also
recommends that the airport operator is required to manage noise from aircraft
operations to comply with limits set at the noise boundaries. This is usually
implemented via conditions on the airport designation.

The Standard recommends that local authorities implement the following land
use restrictions via the district plan:

(a) Inside the ANB (65 — 70 dB Lgn):

0] New noise sensitive uses (including residential) should be
prohibited; and

(ii) Existing residential buildings and subsequent alterations
should have appropriate sound insulation.

(b) Between the ANB and the OCB (55 — 65 dB Lqn):

0] New noise sensitive uses (including residential) should be
prohibited unless a district plan rule permits such use subject
to appropriate sound insulation; and

(i) Alterations or additions to existing noise sensitive uses
(including residential) should include appropriate sound
insulation.

The Standard considers that noise levels above 70 dB Lgn are not suitable for
residential activity and any existing dwellings subject to that level of noise
should be repurposed.

The combination of noise limits defined at the noise boundaries and land use
controls inside those boundaries work together to control the extent of future
aircraft noise effects on sensitive activities around an airport.

The Standard provides the minimum requirement needed to protect people
from adverse effects of aircraft noise. It states that a local authority may
determine that a higher level of protection is appropriate in a particular locality.

Throughout New Zealand the Standard has been adapted to suit the local
situation taking account of the specific airport operational requirements and
existing surrounding land uses. 35

135 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — [paragraphs 3.6-3.13]
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4.8

4.9

4.10

411

412

4.13

Evidence of Mr Styles

Mr Styles'®*® was of the view that that following the requirements of NZS6805
will provide less than the minimum basic requirements for noise management.
He noted that NZS6805 is 32 years old and many of its provisions are out of
date or based on practices that are no longer considered appropriate.

His view®” was that strict adherence to NZS6805 was not best practice for
managing airport noise effects requires comprehensive designation conditions
and District Plan provisions to achieve the best degree of compatibility
considering the significant implications for the landowners both in terms of
noise effects on residents, effects on businesses, and impositions on
development opportunities, costs and lifestyle.

In terms of the use of NZS6805, the absence of a more up to date NZS we
consider that while NZS6805 needs to be the foundation for noise assessments
that this does need to be tailored through designation conditions and plan
provisions. This is discussed in relation to the conditions and the plan
provisions.

Existing Noise Environment

Ms Smith'®® then explained that the existing aircraft noise management
framework for Nelson Airport, first implemented in the District Plan in the mid
to late 1990’s is based on the Standard and, like many New Zealand airports,
it has been adapted rather than being implemented precisely. Instead of two
aircraft noise boundaries there are three with the addition of a 55-60 dB Lpn
Airport Effects Advisory Overlay which is for information purposes and no
controls therefore apply.

We were advised that it is not just aircraft operations from take-offs and
landings that defines the existing noise environment but also associated ground
movements and engine running. Additionally, there is periodic engine testing at
the Air New Zealand maintenance facility. Ms Smith®*® described the existing
aircraft operations noise environment as.

“The existing aircraft noise planning environment which is defined by the
operative ANB and Airport Effects Overlays.

The current aircraft operations noise which can be calculated using noise
contours based on current aircraft operations. 40

Ms Smith then explained the process for revising the current air noise boundary
where the pre-Covid 2019 aircraft movements were used to calculate current
aircraft noise contours for Nelson Airport. We were advised that the 2019
modelled contours included noise from helicopters and aircraft taxiing and
idling on the apron and taxiways, however these activities were not included in
the modelled contours for the operative ANB.

136 Evidence of Jon Robert Styles - Acoustics paragraph [3.9]

137 Evidence of Jon Styles - Acoustics paragraph [3.12]
138 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraphs [4.1]
139 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraphs [5.2]

140 | bid
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4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

Ms Smith observed, as a result of the current modelling, that:

“Setting aside the localised exceedance within the Airport property, the 2019
aircraft noise levels received in residential areas were appreciably below the
noise levels provided for by way of the operative noise boundaries in the
NRMP. This is largely due to the modern aircraft fleet being quieter than the
aircraft included in the operative noise boundaries/contours.”14

We note that at the Joint Witness Conferencing'#? that all noise experts agreed
that the technical methods used to create the noise models and the subsequent
noise contours are appropriate.

Assessment of Alternatives

Ms Smith!*® also outlined her involvement in the Options Assessment of the
two options considered by NAL for an extension to the main runway — being an
extension to the north (Option A) and an extension to the south (Option B). In
relation to noise the Options Assessment concluded that the southern runway
extension option would have a moderate adverse effect in terms of noise
experienced at receivers, and the northern runway extension would result in a
moderate to significant adverse noise effects on receivers around the Airport.

Mr Styles was somewhat critical of the Options Assessment in that it firstly did
not take into account adverse effects on the TBC**4. Secondly, and consistent
with a number of other submitters, that an analysis of the part-north / part-
options could have yielded different MCA outcomes. Mr Styles’ view!4° was that
any reduction in the extent of the northern extension has the potential to reduce
noise effects in the communities to the north.

Mr Lloyd® in his original 2023 advice to the reporting officer, and prior to the
preparation of evidence, considered that Table 5 of the Options Assessment,
shows the comparisons between the number of houses impacted by single
event noise (notably aircraft arrivals) between the two options. Unfortunately, it
is not possible to determine which houses these are because there are no
single noise event contours. Further, like Mr Styles Mr Lloyd also pointed out
the lack of any specific assessment on the TBC.

Unsurprisingly, we agree with the outcome of the Options Assessment for the
two options considered by NAL, in respect of noise. An extension to the north
will have more noise effects than an extension to the south.

Updated noise contours

Noting that the noise experts all agreed that the technical methods used to
create the noise models and the subsequent noise contours are appropriate, it
is worth referencing the evidence of Ms Smith!4” who outlined the modelling
assumptions and inputs for the updated future aircraft noise contours for
Nelson Airport. These were:

141 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraphs [5.10]

142 Joint Witness Statement Noise Expert Conferencing - 29 April 2024 paragraph [3.1(a)]
143 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — [section 6]

144 Evidence of Jon Styles — Acoustics paragraph [8.6]

145 Evidence of Jon Styles - Acoustics paragraph [8.20]

146 Nelson Airport Noise Peer Review (November 2023) [Page 12]

147 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraph [7.3]

66



NoR and PPC30 relating to Nelson Airport Recommendation Report of Independent Panel

4.21

Y/ AR

Prepared by: Laurel Smith scale @AY 1:13377 N
MARSHALhDAYa 03/2024 o00m1 02 03 04

“@ 24-hour Lgn noise contours modelled using AEDT software, FAA’s
replacement for INM;

(b) The updated contours allow for future growth of approximately 30
years (forecast year 2050 prepared by Airbiz);

(c) A busy three-month peaking factor of 9% has been applied to the
forecast average day (historical average peaking factor); and

(d) Average runway utilisation is based on wind direction data5 of 45% on
runway 02 and 55% on runway 20."148

Ms Smith calculated two sets of possible noise contours using the 2050
forecast of aircraft movements. One set is based on the proposed future
runway configuration (i.e. northern extension). The second set of contours is
based on the existing runway configuration which provides for future airport
operations before the runway extension has progressed.

The revised noise contours for 2019 aircraft operations 4° are shown below:

® 2019 Noise Contours Revised
K C———155d8Ldn
C—J60dB Ldn
NRMP Operative ANB
¥ 6548 Ldn
NRMP Operative AEAO
# [—155dBLdn

Nelson Airport Revised 2019 Aircraft Operations Noise Contours Date: 281
e

4.23

4.24

Further we were advised that currently Nelson Airport has three noise
boundaries/overlays defined in the NRMP which are set at 55, 60 and 65 dB
Lan. The Standard recommends two boundaries set at 55 and 65 dB Lg.. NAL
proposes to align the noise boundaries with the Standard by removing the
current AEAO and defining the AECO by the future 55 dB L4, contour rather
than the 60 dB Lq, contour as it is currently.

The operative and proposed noise boundaries are also shown as follows:*°

148 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraph [7.3]
149 16A - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — Appendices 1-2 [Appendix 1]
150 16A - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — Appendices 1-2 [Appendix 2]
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Proposed Airnoise Boundary
65 dB Ldn

Proposed Airport Effects Control Overlay
55 dB Ldn

NRMP Operative ANB

C65dB Ldn
NRMP Operative AECO
/ 7 [ 60dB Ldn
/ 7 NRMP Operative AEAO
4 55 dB Ldn
MARSHALLDAY'S) Nelson Airport Operative and Proposed Aircraft Operations Noise Boundaries TP 0 aros ok b g(o{ A

4.25

4.26

4.27

Potential Noise Effects

In terms of assessing potential noise effects Ms Smith assessed the noise
effects of the proposed revised noise boundaries using the following measures:

i Number of houses inside the boundaries;
ii. Annoyance — number of people highly annoyed; and
iil. Single event noise levels.

In respect of the overall number of houses inside the Airport's noise boundaries
Ms Smith®® outlined that this will decrease, and the number of houses
impacted by land use controls will increase with the proposed boundaries. This
is because the operative AEAO is an advisory overlay only with no associated
land use restrictions.

This is shown in Table 3 of Ms Smiths evidence:

Table 3 Change in number of dwellings within the Lan noise bands

Number of Dwellings

Noise Contour Band Operative NRMP Proposed
55 —60 dB Lan 707 434
60 —65 dB Lan 300 134
> 65 dB Lan 16 40
Total 1023 608

151 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraph [10.4]
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4.28

4.29

4.30

4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

Further Ms Smith outlined that for the 2050 noise contours, there are 21 houses
predicted to receive 65 dB Lq4n and 19 houses predicted to receive 66 dB Lgn
once the Airport is operating at the maximum capacity of the contours.

All noise experts agree that this level of aircraft noise is considered undesirable
and not suitable for residential activity, hence the Standard recommends that
any new noise sensitive activity in this boundary is prohibited. For existing noise
sensitive activities, the Standard recommends providing acoustic insulation to
mitigate indoor noise effects.

We note that NAL proposes to introduce an acoustic mitigation programme for
existing dwellings exposed to 60 dB Lgy or greater. This is considered
appropriate, but we have also turned our mind as to whether or not a lower
threshold is appropriate.

In respect of annoyance Ms Smith'°? explained that a common measure used
to assess the impact of transportation noise is annoyance. She noted that,
annoyance due to aircraft noise is influenced by many factors and no single
noise metric can account for all the factors. Many studies have considered this,
and the results of these studies are plotted as a dose response curve relating
to the number of people who report being highly annoyed against the aircraft
noise level at their dwelling.

We note that this was discussed in the JWS3 and it was agreed between the
noise experts that:

“Dose response curves are used to predict levels of annoyance in relation to
different airport noise contours. Ms Smith's EIC (Figure 2) provides a range of
dose response curves. Ms Smith has used the WHO 2018 curves in the
assessment of effects. The noise experts agree that there are a range of dose
response curves in the literature. The FAA 2021 dose response curve indicates
a higher level of annoyance to aircraft noise than the WHO data. The difference
between the dose response curves and their application relates to WHO
compared to FAA information. This matter is raised for information purposes
and is not a dispute to be resolved by the panel.”5*

The third measure utilised was Single Event Noise Levels (SEL) where
residents also experience short duration effects of each aircraft noise event
individually. When there is a change in aircraft activity, such as new aircraft
types or a runway extension, residents may notice a change in single event
noise levels.

This was also discussed at the JWS?!®® where it was recorded that:

“Mr Styles is concerned that the proposed designation conditions / PPC30
would allow aircraft that generate single event noise levels higher than the
levels predicted by Nelson Airport (for ATR aircraft). All single event noise
predictions and assessments in evidence are based on ATR arrivals and
departures. He considers that very occasional flights noisier than an ATR are
acceptable but would be concerned if a noisier type of aircraft became a regular
feature at Nelson Airport (say — scheduled on a daily basis). He requests

152 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraph [10.8]
153 Joint Witness Statement Noise Expert Conferencing - 29 April 2024 paragraph [3.2(a)]

%4 1bid

155 |bid [paragraph 3.2(d)]
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4.35

4.36

4.37

4.38

4.39

4.40

4.41

4.42

further information from Nelson Airport that describes whether compliance with
the ANB can be maintained if an aircraft such as a Code C jet became a regular
scheduled service. The noise experts will engage separately on this item. 56

In her summary statement Ms Smith?®’ responded to Mr Styles regarding the
possibility of regular scheduled jet services that would have higher single event
noise levels than an ATR. Ms Smith was advised by Airbiz that A320 size jets
could not take-off on the proposed runway without using the RESA as a starter
extension. This means it would not be possible for such jets to operate without
breaching the ANB which is modelled based on ATR aircraft with a different
start of roll position for take-offs. Further, NAL has been clear that the proposed
runway extension is not sought to cater for jets.

On the basis of this confirmation that Ms Smith’s assumptions were based on
single event noise levels from an ATR we accept the position of NAL and
therefore the evidence of Ms Smith in respect of the quantification of noise
effects of the proposed revised noise boundaries.

Night-time Noise Effects

Ms Smith®°® advised that for noise control and assessment purposes night-time
is generally defined as 10pm to 7am. The night-time noise control at Nelson
Airport only applies between midnight and 6am.

In summarising the impact of the 2050 forecast aircraft operations between
10pm and midnight and 6am and 7am at Nelson Airport, Ms Smith advised that
passenger services commence at 6am which is typical for regional airports in
New Zealand. In 2019 there was an average of two scheduled departures per
day between 6am and 7am. In the 2050 forecast this number increases to eight
departures between 6am and 7am.

Further at Nelson Airport, scheduled passenger services are typically finished
by 10pm with the last flights being arrivals. We were advised by Ms Smith that
in 2019 there was an average of one passenger aircraft arrival per night. The
2050 forecast also includes only one ATR arrival per night.

In her view the impact of nighttime arrivals is reasonable considering:
€) there are low number of ATR arrivals provided for in the forecast;

(b) there is a restriction proposed for noise which applies between
midnight and 6am; and

(©) the proposal amounts to an imperceptible change when compared with
the current situation and existing noise environment.5°

At the Joint Witness Conferencing Mr Styles considered that the nighttime
noise restrictions should apply to an 8-hour period, not 6 hours as proposed.

In his evidence Mr Styles!®® explained this further. In his view, this duration is
too short and will not afford the community with a sufficient period of time for
sleep and rest that is free from single event noise that is very likely to cause

156 Joint Witness Statement Noise Expert Conferencing - 29 April 2024 paragraph [3.2(a)]

157 Hearing - Summary Statement Airport — Noise - Laurel Smith — 13 May 2024 paragraphs [2.6 and 2.7]
158 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraphs [10.37 and 10.38]

159 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraph [10.42]

160 Evidence of Jon Styles - Acoustics paragraphs [8.78 and 8.79]
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sleep disturbance in a considerable number of households. He considered that
this is a key issue for the amenity of the TBC where visitors stay in tents,
caravans, campervans and cabins that are not acoustically treated and where
many occupants will require their windows to be partially open during the
warmer months for cooling.

In response Ms Smith!6! was of the opinion, the combination of the proposed
mitigation programme, the midnight to 6am restriction and the Ldn noise
contours provide a suitable balance to manage noise effects without restricting
Airport efficiency.

We consider that the midnight to 6am curfew is acceptable as it continues the
existing situation. We also note that that the modelled prediction to be an
increase of flights between 6am and 7am but as explained this is normal flying
period for many regional airports. Between 10pm to midnight flights are
infrequent currently due to lack of customer demand but are predicted to be
remain the same with one ATR flight in this period.

Change in Noise Level Maps

In evidence Ms Smith provided additional information communicating the
magnitude and extent of the proposed change in aircraft noise in the
surrounding community.

This was shown graphically in four maps!®? that showed the two main affected
residential areas in relation to noise from the runway extension.

In Tahunanui under the extended runway centreline to the north-east receivers
are predicted to experience an appreciable change in average aircraft noise
exposure compared with current levels due to the growth in air traffic over 30
years but an imperceptible change due to the runway extension.

In Annesbrook to the east of the golf course (Golf Haven Way and Chandler St
area) that are predicted to experience a significant change due to the combined
impact of the growth in air traffic over 30 years and the runway extension
compared with current noise levels.

Ms Smith'®® further explained that the gradual growth in air traffic predicted
between 2019 and 2050 would most likely occur incrementally at a rate of less
than one decibel per year. However, when the runway is extended, there would
be a step change increase in noise for houses in Annesbrook. For other areas
like Tahunanui, the step change would be imperceptible.

Ms Smith also considered what would likely happen if the runway was extended
in the near future, and took the 2019 noise contours and shifted them north by
370m. The Figure 3 below shows that the 60 dB L4n contour would immediately
encompass houses in Tahunanui and Annesbrook which would trigger the offer
of acoustic mitigation. The figure also shows that the 60 dB Lg» contour would
cover a similar area as the proposed ANB.

161 Hearing - Summary Statement Airport — Noise - Laurel Smith — 13 May 2024 paragraph [2.11]
162 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraphs [10.50 and 10.51] and 16A [Appendix 3]
163 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraphs [10.57 and 10.58]
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2019 Aircraft Noise Shifted North 370m

CZ260dBLdn

FY50 Forecast Aircraft Noise Contours
s 65 dB Ldn

Figure 3 2019 60 dB Lay, Contour Shifted to Extended Runway

Ms Smith considered that in this step change scenario (i.e. when the runway is
extended), it would be appropriate for acoustic mitigation offers to be made
prior to the extended runway becoming operational. She supported a
recommended amendment proposed by NAL to the DAA2 conditions requiring
the AMP to include procedures for identifying eligible houses and providing
mitigation offers 12 months prior to the extended runway becoming operational.

We had no opposing evidence on Ms Smith’s findings in relation to the setting
of the Lqn contours noticing that all experts agreed there would be a progressive
increase in noise levels without the runway extension in place.

We also agree that the triggering of acoustic mitigation offers when the
extended runway becomes operational is the most pragmatic solution to the
step change effect of additional noise up to the 60 dB Lg, contour in these
locations.

Effects on Tahunanui Beach Holiday Park

We note that the entire Holiday Park is currently subject to either the operative
AEAO (55 — 60 dB Lgn) or operative AECO (60 — 65 dB Lqn), which define the
extent of the permitted aircraft noise exposure.
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4.55 Ms Smith!®* in comparing the 2050 forecast on the current runway with that for
the extended runway, considered that there is only a slight difference in the
size of the affected areas. Therefore, the growth in air traffic from 2019 to 2050
is the main cause of increased noise exposure and the proposed runway
extension has only a minor effect on the Holiday Park. This is also confirmed
when assessing the change in single event noise levels in the Holiday Park
resulting from the runway extension. The predicted increase is 0 — 2 dB which
is an imperceptible change. Ms Smith provided two graphics that compares
the 55 dB Lgn overlay/contours over the Holiday Park for these three scenarios
and Figure 5 compares the 65 dB L4n ANB/contours in both figures.

) s5d8 Ldn
2050 Current Runway
5548 Ldn
2050 Extended Runway
35548 Ldn
NRMP Operative AEAQ
bl ) 5545 Ldn
Tahuna Beach Holday Park

_ it
"4 2019 Noise Contours Revised
[ 65dBLin
72 2050 Current Runwiay
¢ 65 B Ldn
2050 Extended Runway
Cssduin
NRMP Operative ANB
Cesdalan
Tahuna Beach Holiday Park

LOSK o M

Figure 5 Comparison of 65 dB Ldn Overlays/Conturs Over Holi éy Park

4.56 In her view Ms Smith'®® considered that holidaymakers are transient and can
make choices to avoid unwanted noise exposure if they do not wish to holiday
next to an airport. Given that people currently enjoy the Holiday Park with the

164 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) — paragraph [10.68]
165 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraph [10.72]
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current number of aircraft overflights, and the proposed increase is not
significant, then Ms Smith anticipated that many people will continue to accept
aircraft noise as part of the Tahunanui Beach Holiday Park experience.

This matter was set out in the JWS!® below where in respect of outdoor
activities and short-term accommodation:

“The noise experts considered that the noise effects on short-term visitors to
the TBC could be annoying and result in disruption and potential dissatisfaction
with their experience at the TBC.

Mr Styles considered that the northern runway extension will make this worse.

Ms Smith addressed the range of factors in para 10.68 of her EIC. Overall, she
considered that the increase in noise due to the northern runway extension
would be imperceptible.

Mr Lloyd considered that the growth in air traffic will cause a significant
increase in noise exposure for TBC but the change in single event noise
resulting purely from the runway extension will be slight.”

We do recognise that, to many residents who submitted, the existing levels of
aircraft noise outdoors is annoying and are predicted to get worse. However,
considering the predictions for a growth in aircraft movement we accept Ms
Smiths view that the change in the noise environment outdoors would be
imperceptible with and without the runway extension in place. In addition, there
is no change in the direction of aircraft arriving or departing the airfield.

In respect of long term or permanent residents:

(a) The noise experts agree that the current long term/permanent
residential structures fall generally between the 56 to 65.5 dB Lgn Future
Air Noise Control (FANC).

(b) The noise experts consider that the noise effects on current long term /
permanent residents at the TBC will be similar to the effects in the
community generally, as if it was assessed as a residential area.

(© The noise and planning experts acknowledge that the current structures
are variable in terms of their construction.

(d) The noise experts considered that acoustic and/or ventilation treatment
may mitigate the indoor noise effects for these residents.

(e) Mr Styles and Mr Lloyd considered that the occupants of the long term
/ permanent accommodation at the TBC should be entitled to the same
level of indoor amenity as any other resident around the airport.

Mr Styles was critical of the noise assessment as there was an absence of any
assessment of the chronic effects on long term / permanent residents of the
TBC. In his view!®’, the permanent / long term residents of the TBC will be
exposed to noise levels high enough to generate high levels of annoyance and
the chronic adverse health effects. Both he and Mr Lloyd were of the view that

166 Joint Witness Statement Noise Expert Conferencing - 29 April 2024 paragraph [3.2(f)]
167 Evidence of Jon Styles — Acoustics paragraph [7.15]
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should be entitled to the same level of indoor amenity as any other resident
around the airport.

We noticed from our site visit that a number of the permanently occupied sites
were either caravans and/or very lightweight structures. When we asked Mr
Styles he confirmed that such structures would be very difficult to insulate to
provide any significant level of noise attenuation

In relation to TBC the matter of effects on these permanent residents is
inextricably linked to whether the structures are lawfully established which as
we have stated in Part A this is nhot a matter that we can make a determination
on. We also recognise the clear submissions of NAL in its reply submissions
that:

“TBC also considers the AMP should apply to residents at the campground.
The AMP is proposed to apply to residential units in residential zones (in
addition to a small number of existing houses in Golf Haven Way), all of which
will have been lawfully established as at the date the NoR is confirmed. In our
submission this is an appropriate, fair and reasonable approach. Leaving aside
the challenges of acoustically mitigating structures at the Camp (which was
also acknowledged by Mr Styles), it would be unreasonable for NAL to be
required to mitigate unlawfully established dwellings, or dwellings not
otherwise anticipated in the zone (eg the open space zone).”68

The Supplementary Reply went further by stating the view of NAL that:

“Simply put, that part of the TBC within the proposed Airnoise Boundary
("ANB") and Airport Effects Control Overlay ("AECO") is not an appropriate
location for permanent residential occupation, particularly when considered in
the context of the existing structures which have been built at the Beach Camp.
Residential use of the type and scale currently undertaken at the Camp is also
not enabled by the relevant planning framework. ”16°

We accept the sincere submissions from a number of the TBC residents that
recognise that the airport is their neighbour but would prefer that the noise
effects were kept to at least a reasonable level in the future.

However, our view is that we (as a matter of law) must accept the submissions
of NAL on the matter of lawfully established for the reasons outlined above. We
fully recognise that the dwellings established in the ANB would be difficult to
acoustically mitigate. We also accept the view of NAL that that part of the TBC
within the proposed Airnoise Boundary ("ANB") and Airport Effects Control
Overlay ("AECQ") is not an appropriate location for permanent residential
occupation. We recommend that options should be considered outside of this
process including those to progressively remove and relocate such dwellings
from within the ANB.

In relation to the events centre at the TBC we understand the events centre is
an indoor venue for conferences, meetings and celebrations etc. The noise
experts considered that the noise effects on the events centre needed to be
considered.

168 Reply submission of NAL paragraph [6.18]
169 Supplementary Reply Submissions of NAL paragraph [4.6]
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4.67 Ms Smith in her summary statement was of the view that the main noise impact
on events would likely be noise from aircraft overflights disrupting
communication during meetings and presentations/speeches. Further:

“The noise model predicts that ATR arrivals are approximately 95 dB LAE
outdoors at the Events Centre. In her opinion, if windows are closed, these
levels are unlikely to disrupt amplified speech inside the Events Centre but
unamplified speech would need to be a raised voice level. With windows open,
unamplified speech would likely need to pause for several seconds during the
peak of the event. ATR departures to the north are predicted to be
approximately 84 dB LAE. In Ms Smith’s opinion these events would not disrupt
communication indoors with windows closed. With windows open, unamplified
speech would need to be a raised voice level.

The runway extension would not change this outcome as the change in single
event level is an imperceptible 1 — 2 dB. The growth in air traffic over 30 years
is predicted to increase the occurrence of overflights by 51% compared to
2019. The 2019 average aircraft exposure level was approximately 57 dB Lgn.
The current permitted level in the NRMP is approximately 62.5 dB L4, and the
proposed future level is 64.5 dB Lgn. In my opinion, the current and future
aircraft noise environment is not ideal for the Events Centre, however | also
consider it is not unreasonable.”17®

4.68 We also agree with Ms Smith in respect of the Events Centre. The runway
extension is not predicted to increase effects as the change in single event level
is an imperceptible 1 — 2 dB> The anticipated effects are similar with or without
the runway extension due to organic growth of aircraft numbers.

Mitigation of Aircraft Operations Noise Effects

4.69 Ms Smith!" outlined that NZS 6805 recommends a combination of mitigation
measures to manage adverse effects of aircraft noise and potential reverse
sensitivity effects. The measures include land use controls on noise sensitive
activities, noise limits and restrictions on aircraft operations, and retrofit
acoustic insulation or property acquisition. The Standard also differentiates
between existing and new noise sensitive activities, recommending slightly
different measures for each.

4.70 For new activities establishing inside the noise boundaries Ms Smith noted that
the Standard recommends:

(a) >55 dB Lgn - Nnew noise sensitive activities are prohibited or subject to a
requirement to incorporate acoustic insulation; and

(b) >65 dB Lgn - New noise sensitive activities are prohibited.

For established noise sensitive activities, the Standard recommends:

@) >55 dB Lqn - alterations and additions are subject to a requirement to
incorporate acoustic insulation.

170 Hearing - Summary Statement Airport — Noise - Laurel Smith — 13 May 2024 paragraphs [3.4 - 3.6]
171 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraphs [11.1 to 11.5]
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(b)

(©)

>65 dB Lan - the Airport Authority should offer to retrofit acoustic
insulation to existing buildings. Alterations and additions are subject to
a requirement to incorporate acoustic insulation; and

>70 dB Lan - the Airport Authority should consider making an offer to
purchase the property and repurpose the land.

The Standard also recommends other mitigation measures relating to airport
management to mitigate noise effects, including:

@)

(b)
(©)

Administering an airport noise committee that includes community
representatives;

Limiting aircraft noise to 65 dB Lqn at the ANB; and

Operational restrictions such as noise abatement procedures, nighttime
restrictions, and restricting noisy aircraft types.

Further Ms Smith'’? summarised that the proposed updates to the noise
management framework applying in Nelson (proposed through PPC30)
include:

@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

reducing the indoor noise criterion for acoustic insulation to habitable
spaces from 45 dB Lgnto 40 dB Lan to reflect current best practice;

defining mechanical ventilation standards to accompany the acoustic
insulation requirements;

updating Appendix 19 in the NRMP to align with the revised AECO and
to simplify the minimum construction requirements; and

redefining the AECO by the 55 dB Lgn contour rather than 60 dB Lgn.

Again, this was a matter discussed at Joint Witness Conferencing’. There
was agreement on the effects of the proposed revised noise boundaries using
the following measures:

@)

(b)

(c)

That the 65 dB Lan (ANB) and the 55 dB L4, (AECO) noise boundaries
are to be included on the planning maps as they are specifically referred
to in the rules in PPC30 (these boundaries are shown in Ms Smith's
Appendix 2).

That the NoR (DAA2) refers to 60 dB Lgn annual aircraft noise contour
in the acoustic mitigation programme.

That the 60 dB Lqn future aircraft noise contour should not be included
in the planning maps if it is not part of the regulatory provisions under
PPC30. The reference to the 60 dB Lg, annual aircraft noise contour is
in the NoR (DAA2) conditions.

At the JWC Mr Styles and Mr Lloyd considered that there should be three bands
in terms of identifying the air noise contours and associated regulation (at 55dB,
60dB and 65dB Lagn).

172 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraphs [11.11]
173 Joint Witness Statement Noise Expert Conferencing - 29 April 2024 paragraph [3.1]
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Mr Lloyd considered that the arrangements should be as set out in the
Operative NRMP as follows:

(a) 55 - 60dBA Advisory Overlay (no regulation).

(b) 60 - 65dBA Effects Control Overlay (all noise experts support regulation
with a dispute as to activity status).

(c) 65dBA Air Noise Boundary- prohibited activity status supported by all
noise experts.

Mr Styles considered that the consent status for new ASAN in between the
three noise contours should be less restrictive than the non-complying status
proposed by NAL as set out in his evidence. He considers that it could be as
permissive as the operative provisions supported by Mr Lloyd. He
acknowledged that factors outside of acoustics need to be considered here.

Ms Smith considered that the proposed land use planning approach aligns with
NZS6805. She noted that there are noise effects both indoors and outdoors
between 55 and 65 dB L4, and acoustic mitigation can mitigate some of these
but not all. In her opinion, allowing increased residential activity would increase
the number of people exposed to aircraft noise effects and this is not conducive
to reducing the scale of adverse noise effects in the community. She noted that
appropriate land use controls in a given situation is a planning matter but, from
a noise effects perspective. Ms Smith supports the planning regulatory
provisions as proposed.

We agree with the position of Ms Smith in that enabling more residents inside
the aircraft noise contours is not sensible. There should be active controls
prohibiting new noise sensitive activities above 65 dB L4, and to have a process
for acoustic evaluation of measures through plan provisions to limit the number
of noise affected residents between 55 dB L4y and 65 dB Lgn Noise contours.

The matter of detailed plan provisions was also extensively discussed and with
one exception agreed through the Planning Joint Witness Statement on the
advice of the acoustics experts. We discuss this more fully in our discussion on
the detailed plan provisions themselves

Acoustic Mitigation Programme

As part of the PC30 and Notice of requirement to mitigate future aircraft noise
effects on existing residents around Nelson Airport, NAL proposes to
implement an acoustic mitigation programme that aligns with best practice for
airports in New Zealand.

Ms Smith'™ explained that the proposed acoustic mitigation programme for
Nelson Airport includes these measures, with NAL fully funding all acoustic and
ventilation treatment in both the 65 dB L4, and 60 dB Lgn noise contours. NAL
proposes to offer mitigation to residents living in dwellings where the annual
aircraft operations noise reaches the 60 or 65 dB Lgn threshold at their dwelling.
Eligible dwellings would be identified annually by calculated noise contours
from actual aircraft operations for the preceding year.

174 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraphs [11.1]
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Mr Styles'”™ did not agree. He considered that either way, the Proposed
Designation condition and PPC30 plan rules provide nothing for existing
activities sensitive to aircraft noise that are predicted to be exposed to noise
levels between 55dB and 60dB Lg4n, many of which would be subject to SEL
levels exceeding 95dB until midnight and from 6am the next day.

Further Mr Styles considered that the indoor noise level in all activities sensitive
to aircraft noise inside the 55dB Lq, contour should be no greater than 40dB
Lan. In his view this is well-recognised as being a reasonable indoor noise level
and is applied in land-use planning provisions around most airports and ports
around New Zealand.

He considered that it could be resolved by either:

(a) Nelson Airport offering acoustic treatment to all existing activities
sensitive to aircraft noise within the 55dB Lg, contour, or

(b) Allowing new activities sensitive to aircraft noise in the 55dB L4, contour
to be permitted subject to acoustic treatment controls.

Mr Styles considered that adopting either of these options would result in a
more consistent approach to managing effects on existing and new activities
sensitive to aircraft noise inside the aircraft noise contours.

We consider that an acoustic mitigation programme is necessary and we are
aware that this is being implemented at other airports in New Zealand. We have
discussed this previously but do not see that we can require it for the TBC
residents for the reasons set out by NAL discussed above in Part A.

Engine Testing Noise

We are aware that Air New Zealand Regional Maintenance Ltd operates an
aircraft maintenance facility at Nelson Airport. Ms Smith'’® noted that the facility
maintains turbo-prop aircraft mainly during the night when the aircraft are out
of service. Scheduled maintenance takes place on two to five aircraft per night
and the engines are required to be tested prior to returning the aircraft to
service. Engine testing is performed within a three-sided noise shelter located
near the terminal building which attenuates sound.

The proposal before us is to maintain the operative engine testing noise
controls in the NRMP. Ms Smith supports this approach and considered that
the current controls are appropriate to manage the noise effects of engine
testing activities.

Ms Smith'’’, when comparing Nelson Airport with other New Zealand airports,
noted that the methods of controlling engine testing noise throughout New
Zealand vary from airport to airport, depending on the local circumstances. For
airports with a maintenance facility, such as Nelson, special consideration is
required. The current engine testing noise limits at Nelson Airport are relatively
stringent compared with engine testing limits at other airports with a
maintenance facility. The 45 dB Laeq level at night is within the normal range

175 Evidence of Jon Styles — Acoustics paragraphs [8.108 — 8.111]
176 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraph [12.1]
177 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraph [12.18]
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however at other airports the averaging period is over seven days rather than
just eight hours. The eight-hour averaging period at Nelson means that the
noise exposure every night is controlled whereas at Auckland and Christchurch
a seven-day average provides flexibility for busier testing nights to be balanced
by quieter nights without changing the total noise exposure for residents over
a seven-day period.

We also note that there have been some compliance monitoring and reporting
issues, and that NAL has undertaken to improve these processes implementing
a new engine testing noise monitoring process at the start of 2024.

We also note that at the Joint Witness Conferencing that Mr Lloyd also
considered that retaining the operative rules was appropriate.

Mr Styles!’® did not agree. In his view this noise level is high and engine testing
noise should be required to comply with a noise limit of 45dB Laeq (15 min). This
prevents the averaging over a full nighttime period in accordance with the
recommendations in NZS6802:2008.

He considered that Nelson Airport should demonstrate why reducing the noise
levels to comply with a limit of 45dB Laeq (15 min) is impracticable, and to
demonstrate the options that are practicable to minimise the noise levels and
effects on the community.

In her summary statement Ms Smith remained of the view that the operative
engine testing noise controls provide an appropriate balance between enabling
aircraft engine testing and managing noise effects in the Nelson situation.

We agree with Ms Smith and Mr Lloyd that the operative engine testing noise
control should remain. There are set parameters which are now well
understood and there is a reporting and monitoring regime in place. We also
accept that for an airport with a maintenance facility that engine testing is an
appropriate activity, albeit one that needs to be carefully managed.

Compass Swing Noise

Ms Smith!”® outlined what is meant by the term compass swings. We were
advised that a compass swing is an aircraft maintenance activity to calibrate an
aircraft's compass. Compass swings are an existing activity at Nelson Airport
that has not previously been expressly regulated (in terms of noise limits) within
the planning framework contained in NRMP. This activity is relatively infrequent
and of limited duration. Ms Smith recommends that compass swings are
expressly and separately provided for in the Airport Zone through a specific
compass swing noise limit.

Ms Smith?8 predicted that noise levels during compass swing events would be
disruptive for residents, however they are infrequent and limited duration
events which mitigates the long-term effects. She was of the view the noise
levels are reasonable in this context. In addition to the proposed noise limits,

178 Evidence of Jon Styles — Acoustics paragraphs [ 8.50 and 8.51]
179 16 - Evidence of Laurel Smith (Noise) paragraph [13.1]
180 |bid paragraph [13.8]
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Ms Smith recommends further measures are considered through the Noise
Management and Monitoring Plan.

At the Joint Witness Conference!®! this matter was specifically discussed with
all noise experts agreeing that compass swing testing can generate high levels
of noise.

Ms Smith considered that an additional control would be appropriate to include
in the PPC30 provisions, being a limit of 29 aircraft compass calibrations for a
12-month period.

Mr Styles considered that the noise levels from the testing are very high and
that this level of effect over 23 or 29 aircraft compass calibrations per year will
be significant. He considers that noise level contours showing the LAeq noise
level for a test would be helpful to properly understand the effects. He
considered that mitigation triggered by the three-month exposure is unlikely to
be sufficient to mitigate the short-term effect.

Mr Lloyd considered that the noise levels from the testing are very high. If it can
be demonstrated that the compass swing testing is an integral part of the airport
operation, then he accepts that the rule should limit the frequency and duration
of the aircraft compass calibrations to the minimum necessary.

In his evidence Mr Styles'®? considered that this is a very complex set of noise
limits for an activity that is relatively straightforward. The Noise Assessment
states that compass swing testing has historically occurred 12-23 times per
year, is always conducted during daylight hours and is most often conducted in
the summer months.

He considered that that the proposed introduction of LDN noise limits for
compass swing-testing is unusual, given that the activity only occurs in the
daytime (where LDN averages overnight and applies a penalty to night-time
noise).

In the summary statement Ms Smith'® did not agree. She did not accept that
that proposed limits would enable the amount of testing that Mr Styles states.
Rather, if compass swing events are 80 dB Laeq (15 min) at the nearest house,
then the limits enable 90 minutes in one day for 14 days per 3 months and 29
days per 12 months. There is the possibility that if compass swing events are
77 dB Laeg (15 min) at the nearest house, then these numbers could double.

As such, to control the overall number of aircraft undergoing compass swings
over a 12-month period, Ms Smith advised that NAL has agreed to amend the
rule AIRPz.30.1 to add a limit of 29 aircraft compass calibrations per annum.
Ms Smith also outlined that other methods for minimising the effects and
monitoring compliance would be defined in the Noise Management Plan and
available for public view through NAL'’s website.

Ms Smith considered this approach provides an appropriate balance between
certainty and clarity for residents and operational flexibility.

181 Joint Witness Statement Noise Conferencing and Planning 29 April 2024 paragraph [3.2(b)]
182 Evidence of Jon Styles paragraphs [8.30 and 8.31]
183 Hearing - Summary Statement Airport — Noise - Laurel Smith — 13 May 2024 paragraph [3.9]
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Like engine testing we recognise that compass swing testing is periodically
required at an airport with a maintenance facility. We also recognise that, while
the activity is generally noisy, the occurrences are limited in number. We
consider that a limit of 29 aircraft compass calibrations per annum is an
appropriate balance for providing for a key navigation safety practice and
managing periodic noise significant noise effects from this activity.

Cumulative Noise

Ms Smith usefully outlined that cumulative effects also needed to be considered
as it is common and, in her view, appropriate, to manage different airport noise
sources such as aircraft operations, engine testing and compass swings with
separate noise controls. Ms Smith also calculated the potential worst case
cumulative noise from the three airport noise sources at affected houses and
concluded:

“To assess cumulative noise, | have used the three month Lgy metric as this
quantifies the long term average exposure and three months is most applicable
to the airport noise controls. | have assumed the following maximum allowable
levels for the three sources as follows:

(a) Aircraft operations - future busiest three months defined by the 2050
contours;

(b) Compass swings — maximum permitted three month level (i.e. 60 dB Lgn at
the closest house); and

(c) Engine testing — calculated three month Ly, assuming the night-time engine
testing limit (45 dB Laeq,8h) is emitted every night (i.e. 53 dB Lq4n at closest
house).” 184

Ms Smith’s!®® assessment demonstrated that for most houses the aircraft
operations noise is the dominant noise source, and the addition of compass
swing and engine testing noise does not significantly increase the cumulative
exposure level over three months.

The exception is group of houses in Monaco, where future noise from aircraft
operations would be below the thresholds for acoustic mitigation offers, but the
addition of compass swing and engine testing noise could result in a cumulative
noise exposure above 60 dB 4. Ms Smith considered that although the
acoustic mitigation programme is intended to mitigate the effects of aircraft
operations noise, she considered it would be appropriate to mitigate the
potential cumulative noise exposure for these properties. Rather than adding a
complicated procedure to the AMP to trigger offers based on cumulative noise,
Ms Smith recommended that the first round of ventilation offers include
specified addresses within the amended DAA2 proposed conditions.

We agree with this approach noting that neither Mr Styles nor Mr Lloyd had any
particular comment on this.

184
185

Ibid paragraph [14.3]
Ibid paragraphs [14.4-14.6]
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Public health comments

As noted in above, after the hearing we received a statement from Dr Chiles,
dated 22 May 2024, in relation to the advice he had provided to the Public
Health Service clarifying a number of matters in the submission We do not need
to repeat that here but note in NAL’s reply8® that:

“In relation to concerns by Public Health, Ms Smith's opinion is the approach
to assessing the potential health effects of the proposal is appropriate and
aligned with best practice and the guidelines in NZS 6805:1992:81

| consider the approach taken to be appropriate, aligned with the
Standard and best practice. | note that potential effects on sleep
disturbance was considered by comparing the 95 dB LAE single event
noise for the runway options. With respect to noise related health
effects, the World Health Organisation (WHQO) for the European
Region published Environmental Noise Guidelines in 2018 which
identifies dose response relationships for high annoyance and sleep
disturbance effects that are supported by moderate quality data. For
other health effects, the evidence was defined as low quality and not
relied upon.”

We agree with this position and consider that the matters raised by Dr Chiles
have been well traversed by NAL and considered by us in our overall
assessment. We consider that the PC30 provisions and conditions attached to
DAA2 are the optimal solution to managing the adverse effects of noise to the
extent that it is possible and in the knowledge that there is organic growth in
aircraft operations that is predicted to occur in any event whether there is an
extended runway or not.

Reporting Officers conclusions on noise

In the Summary Statement dated 22 May 2024 the reporting officer, Ms
Wilson,'®” summarised the Councils position on the proposed approach to
ASAN in PPC30:

“... | first make reference to Nigel Lloyds summary statement as attached to
this statement as Attachment 2, in particular on page 3 where he states that
he is comfortable with the outcome of 3.9 on page 7 of the Planners’ JWS and:

“While | can see benefits for a “three noise overlay” regime (the status
quo) for reasons explained in my EIC, | am comfortable with two bands
(55dBA Ldn to 65dBA Ldn and above 65dBA Ldn) provided that the
activity status should be less restrictive than the non-complying status
proposed.

| support the position of Natasha Wilson that ASAN with acoustic
treatment and/or ventilation (depending on the overlay) should be
provided for regardless of the zoning and that the permitted activity
status is appropriate for buildings that meet acoustic
treatment/ventilation standards.”

Mr Lloyd and | are therefore aligned in our position on the approach to ASAN
activities and the related noise contours as proposed by NAL through PPC30.

186 Right of Reply submissions paragraph [6.9]
187 Hearing - Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Planning - Natasha Wilson — 22 May 2024 paragraph [4.14]
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Overall evaluation on noise effects

We accept the position of Ms Smith and overall NAL'’s position and consider
that the noise effects with the NoR and PPC30 have been well traversed.

Therefore, the Panel agrees that when considering the noise impacts overall
that the effects are well understood and the package of measures proposed by
NAL are sufficient for us to have confidence that they represent the best
practicable option of managing airport noise including the additional effects of
the runway extension.

Recreation effects

The only recreation expert evidence that the Panel had to assess was that
undertaken for NAL by Ms Benden. We refer to this evidence in paragraph
11.12 viii and paragraphs 14.6 to 14.9. However, we did have a significant
number of players of golf and members of the Golf Club that provided their view
of the impact that the NoR would have on NGC.

In its Reply NAL submitted that its experts are of the view that the effects of the
acquisition of some of NGC's land on golfing in the Nelson-Tasman region
(even in the worst-case scenario involving the closure of NGC as an 18-hole
local links course) will be minor. The Reply went onto acknowledge that other
golf courses will provide a different playing experience to NGC but that other
courses have capacity to accommodate NGC members so they can continue
to play golf in the region. NAL further submitted that the RMA is not a "no
effects" statute and that the legislative framework available for public
infrastructure projects enables land to be acquired for that purpose. Large-
scale infrastructure will always have effects that need to be considered against
the overall benefits of the proposal.

We heard from the NGC in its case and from members and players of golf
independently of the importance and uniqueness of NGC. Of particular
relevance was the Panel were told by a number of submitters supporting the
position of NGC that this golf course is only one of nine genuine links courses
in New Zealand. We also heard that this course is the only national /
international golf course between Christchurch and the North Island.

With respect to the position of NAL expressed via its expert, Ms Benden, and
in its Reply we do not agree that the worst case scenario of the closure of the
NGC would be a no more than minor effect. It is our finding that such effects
would be significant. However, we are mindful of the position that NGC and
NAL have reached since the hearing was adjourned, that both parties agree
that there is potential for an 18-hole golf championship course to be retained in
the locality. We also are mindful of the fact that NGC are now in support of the
NoR on the “... basis that the golf course can indeed be reconfigured on land
within NAL’s and NGC’s respective control, but which will involve further
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5.6

5.7

agreements on issues that are outside the ambit of the present hearing and
which NAL and NGC are progressing.

188

We note that the Section 42A Addendum Report addressed the position
reached by NAL and NGC in the joint memorandum. It noted

“In relation to NGC and the potential effects of the proposal on this facility, |
concluded in my summary statement that there were still outstanding questions
and matters regarding the assessment of effects and proposed mitigation in
relation to the Nelson Golf Club, including localised recreation effects.

As set out in the s42A report, we concluded in our overall assessment of effects
(page 139 of the s42A report) that the adverse recreational effects on the NGC
and its users to be significant due principally to the physical disruption of the
golf course and its associated facilities. Under our assessment of section
171(1) of the RMA (page 55 of the s42A report) we determined the Nelson
Gold Club to be directly and significantly impacted by the NoR due to loss of
land to the runway extension. We also stated that we expected 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.

In the joint memorandum dated 4 July 2024 between NAL and NGC, the parties
reported that they agree an 18-hole championship links course can be
reconfigured on land within NAL's and NGC's respective control in a way that
provides for the runway extension as proposed by NAL to proceed. It was also
noted that this agreement related to the spatial configuration of an alternative
golf course and that the commercial terms and Public Works Act matters will
follow outside of this RMA process. 89

After quoting from the joint memorandum the Addendum went on to state:

“As a result of this agreement NGC states in the memorandum that they now
support the NoR as notified on the basis that the golf course can indeed be
reconfigured on land within NAL's and NGC's respective control, but that this
will involve some further agreements on issues that are outside the ambit of
the present hearing.

As a result of this updated information and position of NGC, | am comfortable
that the proposal now includes appropriate mitigation of potential adverse
effects of the proposal on the NGC, in particular mitigation of recreational
effects. As a result | can conclude that on the basis of a successful
reconfiguration of the gold [sic] course, that the effects of the proposal on NGC
will be no more than minor.%°

As we note in Part A of this Report, we note the position of NGC that was set
out in the Joint Memorandum of Counsel of NAL and NGC dated 4 July that:

“NGC supports the NoR as notified on the basis that the golf course can indeed
be reconfigured on land within NAL’s and NGC'’s respective control, but which
will involve further agreements on issues that are outside the ambit of the
present hearing and which NAL and NGC are progressing.”*%!

188 Joint Memo of Counsel on behalf of Nelson Airport and Nelson Golf Club — 4 July 2024

189 Section 42A Addendum Report — 9 August 2024 at paragraphs [4.1 —4.3]

190 |bid at paragraphs [4.5 and 4.6]

191 Joint Memo of Counsel on behalf of Nelson Airport and Nelson Golf Club — 4 July 2024, paragraph [5]
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We agree with Ms Wilson that should the reconfiguration occur as envisaged
in that Joint Memorandum then this will address the effects of the proposal on
NGC. We also note that the process for addressing the NGC reconfiguration
sits outside of this process. We also note that NGC have not withdrawn their
opposing submission but, given that NGC have made it clear that it supports
the NoR on the basis of the reconfiguration, we are left in the position of having
to consider that the effects of the proposal on NGC will be addressed to an
acceptable level.

In terms of the effects on the recreational values of the NGC there is a clear
link to the location of the proposed extension which in turn relates to NAL'’s
consideration of alternatives. We consider this issue in Part C.

Overall evaluation on recreation effects

We are of the view that while the effects of the NoR are more than minor the
process that has been outlined to us that would result in NGC being able to
stay at 18-hole course in its current location (albeit somewhat altered) will
ultimately appropriately manage those effects.

Aviation evidence

Aviation evidence largely is concerned with the alignment of the runway. The
alignment of the runway has the most effect on NGC in terms of recreation
effects, but we also note that it also relates to noise effects, particularly those
experienced by TBC.

As noted in Part A we had evidence and heard from a number of aviation
experts including those called by NAL but also from TBC and other submitters.
The essence of the issues in contention as between the aviation experts were:

(a) in relation to new aviation technology and zero emission aircraft;

(b) the location of the extension to the north and why this was the most
appropriate option.

NCC did not call any aviation experts and did not dispute the evidence from
NAL.

We did not direct aviation expert conferencing as it would not have assisted us
in our consideration of the NoR or PPC30.

There was some debate about new aviation technology and zero emissions
aircraft. The evidence of NAL was not suggesting that such aircraft are
available now or will be anytime in the near future. In addition, NAL were not
maintaining that the extension was absolutely necessary for such aircraft.
Rather we heard that the extension will provide a full recommended safety
margin (including a full-length RESA under the Civil Aviation Rules) and as
such is a worthwhile investment for NAL to make.%?

As to why the extension to the north was more appropriate that an extension to
the south or a hybrid extension of both a bit to the north and a bit to south there

192 Hearing — Summary Statement — Airport — Zero Emissions Aircraft — Matthew Orchard — 13 May 2024
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(b)

(€)

(d)

6.8
(@)

was largely a debate between two experts — Mr Munro for NAL and Mr Race
for TBC. We heard from Mr Munro that:

“In my opinion, the proposed runway extension will remove the constraints
associated with the existing short length of Nelson Airport's runway. Extending
the runway will increase operational resilience and reliability and will facilitate
future sustainable powered aircraft types.

| consider a longer runway is critical for the Airport to continue operating
efficiently and effectively in the future.”193

In responding to Mr Race’s evidence Mr Munro said the following:

The alternative runway configuration which utilises take-off starter
extensions at both ends of the existing runway within the existing Airport
boundary is not a feasible option nor a configuration he would recommend
as it would not provide a RESA at each end, nor does it make any allowance
for the impacts of engine thrust plume nor does it achieve NAL’s broader
objective for its long-term planning.®*

In terms of the runway length Mr Munro agrees that Mr Race has correcting
identified the basis for the 1,5410m runway length but his other criticisms
about NAL’s lack of aircraft performance data, while correct, is not
necessary for this data to be provided for the purposes of an NOR.%

With regards to the RESA (Runway End Safety Areas) Mr Race’s was
correct that NAL (via Mr Munro at Airbiz) did have any discussions with the
Civil Aviation Authority of NZ (CAANZ) about what RESA provisions would
be acceptable at the Airport. However, it was Mr Munro’s opinion that it
would be premature to engage with CAANZ on RESA requirements at this
stage of the process.%

As to the discussion in Mr Race’s evidence about public safety areas (areas
where the land use means the number of people likely to present are low —
ie the golf course), Mr Munro stated:

“Even if the golf course land were to be retained for a low occupancy
PSA, | would still recommend a RESA be provided between the PSA
and the end of the runway. This would mean the runway would need
to be extended to the south further which would have undesirable
environmental impacts on Jenkins Creek and in the coastal marine
area”.1%’

In terms of the evidence of Mr Race about:

The Port Nelson Crane — Mr Munro was of the opinion that the crane will not
result in any operational impediments to the Airport;1%

193Hearing — Summary Statement — Airport — Aviation — lain Munro — 13 May 2024 {paragraphs 1.4 and 1.5
194 Hearing — Summary Statement — Airport — Aviation — lain Munro— 13 May 2024 [paragraphs 2.2 — 2.6]

195 |bid [paragraphs 2.7 — 2.0]
196 |bid paragraphs [2.10 — 2.11]
197 |bid paragraphs [2.12 — 2.14]
198 |bid paragraph [2.28]
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Implications for instrument flight procedures Mr Munro disagreed that the
extending the runaway will alter the prevalence of reduced visibility at
Nelson;%

The proposed OLS height over the TBC, Mr Munro reiterated his evidence
in chief;?%

(d) The CAANZ requirements for lateral geometry of the main runways. Mr
Munro told us that this is no relevant matters to the NoR.?*

We are satisfied that NAL answered all the relevant issues raised by Mr Race
(and a number of the other submitters who had aviation experience as noted in
Part A).

Overall evaluation on aviation evidence

We are satisfied that all of the matters raised by the submitters who called or
had aviation expertise have been appropriately answered by NAL. There are
no changes that we consider need to made to address the aviation evidence
called by submitters. The issue of the alignment has been addressed under the
consideration of recreation effects.

Economic effects

The Panel agree with the NAL Reply that both the NAL expert (Mr Osborne)
and the NCC expert (Ms Hampson) is that most economic effects, including
cumulative and direct effects and indirect effects, would be minor when
considered in the context of economic well-being at the regional level. We
further agree that both experts acknowledged the NoR will have a significant
localised impact on the NGC should it result in that facility having to be closed
or reduced in size. With regards to this issue, we note that Ms Hampson
considered that the direct effects on the NGC could be significant, and the
indirect effects on the wider economy could be more than minor but unlikely
significant. Although we note that Ms Hampson was of the view that there is
still uncertainty around how some effects (not limited to the NGC) may be
avoided, remedied or mitigated.

The Panel agree with Mr Osbourne that by focusing on the impact at an
individual or business level risks shutting down or significantly impacting
Nelson Airport. To reiterate what Mr Osborne stated:

“If we are simply looking at individual operations and businesses and how
those are impacted, and comparing those to something that creates a greater
degree of community welfare, we would be skewing that assessment in favour
of those individual businesses and their impacts on the community / economic
environment as it were. 292

199 |bid paragraph [2.32]

200 |hid paragraphs [2.35 and 2.36]
201 |bid paragraph [2.37]

202 See the footnote reference at 116
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Overall evaluation on economic effects

The Panel, therefore, agree that when looking at the economic impact at a
regional level the economic effects are acceptable.

Air quality

Mr Curtis for TBC presented his statement of evidence to us. He references the
International Civil Aviation Organisation recommendation that airports
undertake ambient monitoring to identify the impacts and implement mitigation.
Mr Curtis notes that Nelson Airport has not done this despite it being in both its
1996 and 2005 Environmental Management Plan.2%® Mr Curtis’ evidence is that
there are a wide range of emissions from aircraft engines which are known to
result in a range of human health effects. He told us that airports overseas
monitor ambient air quality, and the monitoring clearly shows the impact that
aircraft emissions have on surrounding communities. Mr Curtis particularly
referred us to the Toronto City (Billy Bishop) Airport in support of his evidence
and recommendation. In summary, Mr Curtis recommends that NAL
undertakes monitoring to identify and mitigate impacts on ambient air quality
from its activities.

Other submitters also raised air quality as an adverse effect that NAL should
have provided evidence and information about.

In response NAL submits?®* that this is novel for airports in New Zealand, and
Mr Curtis acknowledged this point. NAL correctly note that with regards to the
Billy Bishop Airport that the Panel noted that this has double the number of
flights per year as Nelson Airport and that we asked Mr Curtis if this was a fair
"apples with apples" comparison. Mr Curtis acknowledged the scale of the data
would be much higher for Billy Bishop Airport.

NAL response in its Reply was that it is not obliged to assess every possible
effect on the environment and the level of information must correspond to the
nature of the approvals sought (ie a NoR to alter existing designations).

Overall evaluation on air quality effects

We agree with NAL assessment. While we are not saying that air quality is not
a valid effect to be considered in the context of Nelson Airport, where we are
considering an alternation of existing designations and a private plan change,
we do not consider it necessary for NAL to have provided specific information
/ evidence on air quality. We are also not proposing to include a condition on
the designations that require air quality monitoring to be undertaken.

Social effects

Ms Foy’s, (TBC) evidence was that NAL should have undertaken a
comprehensive social assessment. Due to the fact that NAL had not

203 Andrew Curtis — Air Quality — paragraph [2.1]

204 See paragraph 4.15(a) of this Report
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10.
10.1

undertaken and presented such an assessment Ms Foy undertook an
assessment on behalf of TBC.?2% Ms Foy notes that the key issues and social
effects she identified are: airport noise effects and control operations; gaps in
the social impact assessment; likely scale and location of social impacts; and
impacts on recreation facilities. Ms Foy was clear that the Airport is an important
piece of infrastructure that provides a range of economic and social benefits to
the community.?®® She concluded by saying that it was her opinion the
proposed northern extension will have significant adverse social impacts for a
relatively small number of key stakeholders, including some local residents, the
TBC, the NGC and Natureland. She acknowledged that the NGC effects could
be mitigated via PWA process, but this is not an option for TBC or
Natureland.?°’

NAL’s submission, is that the key social effect arising from the runway
extension is noise. NAL submits that noise has comprehensively assessed. As
noted above, NAL submitted that Ms Foy's evidence should be given little
weight by the Panel on the basis that she traverses a range of potential effects
which are unsubstantiated by expert evidence and are marginal at best.

Other submitters also raised social impact effect issues and essentially
supported what Ms Foy provided evidence about.

Overall evaluation on social effects

We agree that the key social effect relevant to the extension of the runway
proposal (both the NoR and the PPC30) is noise. We also agree that noise has
been comprehensively assessed by NAL and has also been assessed by other
acoustic consultants as evaluated in section 5 of this Report). In addition, we
have included an extensive assessment on the noise effects in this part of our
Report.

The Panel do not consider that NAL should have undertaken a comprehensive
social impact.

We consider we have sufficient information to make a recommendation. We
are of the view that the social effects have been adequately identified and the
effects are appropriately managed.

Overall assessment in relation to effects
Our overall assessment in relation to effects is that:

(a) The noise effects with the NoR and PPC30 have been well traversed
and, when considering the noise impacts overall, the effects are well
understood. The proposed package of measures by NAL are sufficient
for us to have confidence that they represent the best practicable option
of appropriately managing airport noise including the additional effects
of the runway extension.

205 Rebecca Foy — Social Impact paragraph [14]
206 Rebecca Foy — Social Impact paragraph [136]
207 |bid [paragraph 140]
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(d)

(e)

(®

In terms of the recreation effects2®, we are of the view that, while the
effects of the NoR are more than minor, the process that has been
outlined that would result in NGC being able retain an 18-hole course
in its current location (albeit much altered) this will appropriately
manage those effects.

In relation to aviation evidence, we are satisfied with the evidence we
received from NAL. We do not consider any changes to the alignment
are required.

We agree that when considering the economic impact at a regional level
the economic effects are acceptable, noting that there may be
localised adverse effects that are more significant.

Air quality is a valid effect to be considered in the context of Nelson
Airport. However, in this context, we are considering an alternation of
existing designations and a private plan change, and do not consider it
necessary for NAL to have provided specific information / evidence on
air quality. We do not recommend a condition on the designations that
require air quality monitoring to be undertaken.

The key social effect relevant to the extension of the runway proposal
(both the NoR and the PPC30) is noise which has been
comprehensively assessed by NAL and evaluation by us. We do not
consider that NAL should have undertaken a comprehensive social
impact. We accept that the social effects will be appropriately managed.

208 This includes consideration of aviation evidence, and we accept the evidence of NAL in relation to this.
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PART C

NOTICE OF REQUIREMENT - SPECIFIC

CONSIDERATIONS

1. Statutory framework for the NoR

1.1 As noted elsewhere in this Report we have the delegated authority to
recommend our finding in relation to the NoR to the NCC. The NCC then has
the role of making a recommendation to NAL.

1.2 Section 171 provides as follows:

Recommendation by territorial authority

(1A)

1)

(1B)

)

When considering a requirement and any submissions received, a
territorial authority must not have regard to trade competition or the
effects of trade competition.

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, having particular regard?°®
to—

(a) any relevant provisions of—
(i) a national policy statement:
(i) a New Zealand coastal policy statement:

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

(iv) a plan or proposed plan; and

(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

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

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

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.

The territorial authority may recommend to the requiring authority that
it—

209 Qur emphasis
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2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

(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).

Approach this section takes to addressing the statutory tests

With respect to the considerations set out in the chapeau to s171(1), Part B of
this Report includes the assessment of effects, including positive effects?'°, Part
F of this Report includes an assessment against Part 2 of the RMA.

Beyond these considerations, the directive on us under s171(1) is to have
“particular regard” to the matters listed in subsections (a) to (d). “Having
particular regard to” conveys a stronger direction than just ‘having regard’?*!; it
requires the matter to be considered separately and specifically from other
relevant considerations.

With respect to our consideration of the matters in s171(1)(a) to which we must
have “particular regard”, Part E of this Report includes an assessment against
the relevant higher order policy documents.

Ultimately, we draw on the conclusions and findings of Parts B, E and F of this
Report, in part, in reaching our recommendations on the NoR.

The focus in this part of the Report is to consider the tests under s171(1)(b)
and (c) - the consideration of alternatives; and whether the work and
designation are reasonably necessary. Our evaluations and findings on these
matters are set out in the following sub-sections.

For completeness we also record that no aspect of the NoR or any submissions
concerned trade competition or the effects of trade competition?'? and briefly
touch on the ‘other matters’ referred to in s171(1)(d) in a final sub-section.

Before turning to the tests set out in s171(1)(b) and (c), we note that they need
to be applied to all three of the altered designations subject to the NoR, namely:

@) Designation DAA1 Aerodrome (Nelson Airport) protecting the
operational capability of the airport including by spatially delineating its
physical extent;

(b) Designation DAA2 Airnoise Boundary Controls which, as the name
suggests, imposes limits on the level of aircraft noise that the airport
can generate, with reference to spatial limits beyond the physical extent
of the airport; and

210 |n accordance with s171(1B)

211 McGuire v Hastings DC [2002] 2 NZLR 577; (2001) 8 ELRNZ 14; [2001] NZRMA 557 (PC) and Environmental Defence Soc Inc v
New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd [2014] NZSC 38, [2014] 1 NZLR 595

2125171(1A) refers
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

(c) Designation DAA3 Airport Height Restrictions, which imposes height
limits on activities and structures beyond the physical extent of the
airport to protect aircraft manoeuvring and meet Civil Aviation
requirements.

With respect to the above, it is clear that all three designations proposed to be
altered are inextricably linked, in that spatial extent of Designation DAAL in
large part determines that of the two modified NoR that follow. For this reason,
in the following sub-sections we assess the designations in a collective manner
against the requisite s171(1)(b) and (c) tests.

As we are obliged to do, however, we arrive at individual recommendations
with respect to each of the three designations, with reference to s171(2) and

A).

Assessment of alternatives

Our determination as to the adequacy of the consideration of alternatives to the
work and (altered) designations proposed are guided by two matters set out in
s171(1)(b).

First, we would expect reasonable efforts to be made in considering
alternatives if the requiring authority did not have ‘sufficient interest’ in the land
needed to undertake the work?3. It is clear that NAL does not; the altered extent
of Designation DAAL includes land owned by both the NGC and NCC.

Secondly, the level of effort in considering alternatives is dictated by the
likelihood of the proposed work having a significant adverse effect on the
environment®'4, We have already determined that this is indeed the case,
particularly where recreational effects on the NGC and noise effects as
experienced by the Tahunanui and Annesbrook communities are concerned?'®.

Consequently, there is no suggestion in our minds that an assessment of
alternatives is not required in this instance?®. As to the determining the
‘adequacy’ of that assessment, we consider that the Section 42A Report
provides a useful starting point:

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 alternative sites, routes or methods by
the requiring authority.27

Have said that, we also accept that the meaning of ‘adequate’ as arising from
case law relates to ‘sufficient’ or ‘satisfactory’ assessment and not ‘exhaustive’
level of evaluation?'8, Clearly a balance needs to be struck with reference to
the circumstances and implications of the proposal at hand.

2135171(1)(b)(i) refers

214.5171(1)(b)(ii) refers

215 Part B of this Report refers

218 |n this respect we agree with the conclusions reached by the Reporting Officers — Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30)
- Parts B, [Sections 3.8 and 8]

217 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) - Parts B [Section 8, page 59]

218 Hearing — Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 summarised these points at paragraphs [6.33 — 6.35]
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

In response to concerns being raised by submitters on the NoR (and PPC30)
as to the adequacy of the assessment of alternatives supplied by the requiring
authority at the point of notification, the Reporting Officers concluded®® that the
assessment was ‘incomplete’ and warranted some supplementing by NAL
based on the following:

(a) consideration of options to ‘rationalise’ the combined length of the
runway extension and proposed RESA??;

(b) further explanation as to why NAL had limited its consideration to
options involving either an extension to the north or south and not also
a combination of the two (a ‘hybrid’ option)??%;

(© some perceived weaknesses in the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) used
to test the identified options??2; and

(d) further consideration being given to alternative methods for minimising
the effects of aircraft noise impacts on the surrounding community?2,

As expressed at the start of the hearing, it was NAL’s submission that the
assessment of alternatives clearly satisfied s171(1)(b). In the requiring
authority’s view the ‘adequacy’ of that process depended on the circumstances
of the application, in particular the level of adverse effects, and on this, it was
at least NAL’s implied position that those effects were limited as to their
significance??4,

NAL went on to summarise the two-stage process involved in the assessment
of alternatives, inclusive of a long-list filtering exercise, which generated the
two main options, followed by a short-list evaluation against environmental
criteria. This in turn led NAL to conclude that the second option, involving an
extension of the runway to the south and resulting coastal reclamation, would
give rise to potentially insurmountable technical challenges, significant adverse
environmental effects, and policy and consenting barriers?.

At this point, and in response to submitter concerns as to why other options
(including the hybrid option referred to earlier) had not been evaluated, NAL
took the position that:

@) the requirement to undertake an ‘adequate’ assessment had already
been fulfilled; and

(b) the hybrid option was not credible as any configuration other than that
proposed through the NoR would necessitate runway extensions into
Jenkins Creek and therefore raise the same issues as the second
(southern) option above??6.

In its initial closing submissions, NAL considered the evidence presented at the
hearing with respect to the consideration of alternatives. It provided further

219 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) Part C [Section 6.5.3, page 89]

220 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) Part B [Section 8, page 58]

221 |bid and pages [59]

222 |bid and pages [60 & 61]

223 |bid [page 61]

224 Hearing — Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 paragraphs [6.36 — 6.37]
225 |bid at paragraph [6.38]

226 Hearing — Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 paragraphs [6.39 — 6.40]
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3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

detail as to why that consideration had led it to conclude that the northern
extension, as proposed, represented the best means of achieving its
objectives, when compared to a southern extension. It did so with particular
reference to the largely uncontested technical assessment and evidence it had
fielded on coastal, ecological, landscape and natural landscape, natural
hazards and geotechnical matters??’.

In supplementary economic evidence on behalf of the Council and having
provided a detailed critique of the MCA process that NAL had utilised, Ms
Hampson did not resile from her position that its reliability was compromised to
the extent that it should be disregarded??.

In response, NAL acknowledged the inherent limitations and imperfections of
the MCA process, while emphasising the extent to which the findings of those
technical assessments referred to above had underpinned the outcomes.
Additionally, it took the position that differences of opinion between the
economic experts would not have materially altered those outcomes??°.

In response to a query from us during the course of the hearing, Ms Hampson
acknowledged that, notwithstanding her concerns with the MCA process
utilised, the assessment of alternatives was adequate and founded on robust
technical assessments and evidence. Ultimately, we have not been presented
with any substantive evidence to indicate that the MCA process had ‘skewed’
NAL’s consideration of the two main options to the extent that the overall finding
was flawed.

In response to evidence presented by submitters, NAL softened somewhat its
opening position as to its (non) consideration of runway configurations other
than the two options subject to the MCA / alternatives assessment. Specifically,
it took some time to address the options suggested by submitters as follows:

(a) further consideration of the ‘hybrid’ option involving both a southern
extension and a ‘reduced’ northern extension as a means of avoiding
adverse effects on the NGC and Tahunanui more broadly;

(b) the use of ‘starter extensions’ in substitution of full-length RESA; and

(c) the employment of an Engineered Material Assessment System
(EMAS) instead of RESA.

As to option (a) NAL simply reiterated that it raised the same insurmountable
issues as an exclusively southern extension into the Waimea Estuary?®. With
respect to option ii., the aeronautical evidence presented on behalf of NAL
concluded that starter extensions would solely serve to provide additional
aircraft take-off but not landing space and would fail to accommodate NAL’s
objective to accommodate future aircraft types?!. NAL’s aeronautical evidence
also dismissed EMAS as a sub-optimal alternative to RESAZ2,

227 Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 paragraphs [4.9 — 4.16]

228 Hearing — Summary Statement — Nelson City Council — Economics - Natalie Hampson - 22 May 2024
229 Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 paragraphs [4.18 — 4.21]

230 Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 pparagraphs [4.29 — 4.31]

231 |bid paragraphs [4.22- 4.25]

232 |bid [paragraphs [4.32 — 4.34]
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3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

In her Section 42A Addendum Report, Ms Wilson acknowledged NAL’s
additional consideration and dismissal of alternatives beyond the two originally
posited and, more specifically, NAL’s position that any ‘hybrid’ option
necessarily (and fatally) involved a reclamation element. While expressing
disappointment at the requiring authority’s apparent decision not to supply a
more robust assessment of alternatives or evaluation tool in response to her
and Ms Hilson’s original request, Ms Wilson concluded the absence of this
assessment did not alter her overall conclusion that the requirements of
s171(1)(b) had been satisfied with reference to the totality of NAL’s
responses®,

Having similarly reviewed the collective materials and evidence provided by
NAL, we reach essentially the same conclusion as the Reporting Officers. That
is to say that while, at public notification, NAL’'s assessment of alternatives may
have been lacking in some respects, the adequacy of that assessment has
been bolstered in the intervening period, such that in our view it now meets the
test of ‘adequacy’ envisaged under s171(1)(b).

Overall, we are satisfied that NAL has undertaken a sufficient evaluation of
credible options in pursuit of its objectives. These options are limited to the
(selected) northern extension and the (discounted) southern extension. Other
potential alternatives that evolved or otherwise arose during the hearing are
either not credible, for suitably expressed technical reasons or, in the case of
the ‘hybrid’ option, is insufficiently differentiated from the discounted option in
terms of its adverse effects to warrant more detailed investigation.

There is a further observation that we make with respect to our consideration
of the southern alternative and hybrid ‘option’. Even if either of these
alternatives satisfied us in terms of merits (which they do not), we would be
unable to recommend their progression in any case.

This is because as potential ‘alterations’ to the existing designations in the
NRMP they are subject to the limitations of s181(3) of the RMA. That
subsection (in part) enables a territorial authority to alter a designation in its
district plan or a NoR in its proposed plan if, the alteration:

(a) involves no more than a minor change to the effects on the environment
associated with the use or proposed use of land or any water
concerned; or

(b) involves only minor changes or adjustments to the boundaries of the
designation or requirement.

The Reporting Officers have been clear that the designations as proposed by
NAL and as notified by NCC would fail to meet these tests and that the proposal
must be considered as if it were a new designation (or in this case
designations)?4. That has never been in question; nor has it been contested by
NAL. It follows, then, that any alternative to the designations as notified must
also meet those tests to proceed as ‘alterations’ to the NoR as proposed

233 Section 42A Addendum Report — 9 August 2024 paragraphs [3.4 - 3.10]
234 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) Part B [Section 4.1, page 50]
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3.23

4.2

4.3

We consider (based on the undisputed evidence before us?®) that any proposal
involving the reclamation of the CMA would give rise to significant adverse
effects, thereby failing the first of the two tests above. An extension that
involves a reclamation would also ‘fall foul’ of both the NRMP and the higher
order policy documents such as the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement. It
is also clearly evident that a southern extension would involve more than a
‘minor change’ or ‘adjustment’ to the boundaries of the existing Designation
DAAL.

So, even in a hypothetical situation where one or other of the alternatives
succeeded on merits, we would be unable to recommend it as an ‘alteration’ to
the NoR as formulated and as subject to the current process. In such a situation
the current NoR would have to be withdrawn and the process would need to be
begin again. Our remit is limited to recommending the confirmation,
maodification or withdrawal of the NoR before us and not its substitution with or
alteration by another.

Necessity

It has been the consistent position of Council’s Reporting Officers throughout
the hearing process that the NoR provides “sufficient support” for and
demonstration of ‘reasonable necessity’ where the extension of the runway is
concerned?%.

In arriving at their position, Reporting Officers have appropriately and usefully
alluded to the guardrails around this evaluation. Specifically, that it is limited to
assessing whether the work and (altered) designations are a reasonably
necessary means of achieving the objectives of the requiring authority for which
the designations are sought. It does not provide an avenue for officers (or the
Panel for that matter) to assess or critique the objectives themselves or whether
the objectives could be considered as self-fulfilling and point to only one
outcome. Neither does it encompass a determination as to whether the
designations are ‘vital’, ‘critical’ or ‘essential’, or whether they are the only or
best way to achieve the objectives; just whether they are reasonably necessary.

It is that bar of ‘reasonable necessity’ that the designations must meet, and that
we agree with the Reporting Officers has been met by the requiring authority in
this instance. The objectives of NAL with respect to the designations have been
stated earlier, but are worth repeating here:

Objective 1 — Extend the operational runway length237 in order to ensure that
over the next 30 years the capacity of the airport and runway can safely and
efficiently provide increased resilience and operational reliability, forecast
demand and next generation aircraft types.

235 Evidence of Andrew Craig (Coastal Processes and Flooding)

236 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) Part B Section 9, paragraphs [3.11 — 3.17] and Section 42A Addendum Report —
9 August 2024

237 Emphasis added
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4.6

5.6

Objective 2 — Enable an efficient, flexible and sustainable approach to
developing airport infrastructure facilities and services.

Objective 3 — Minimise the effects of aircraft noise impacts on the surrounding
community as far as practicable whilst also minimising adverse environmental
and cultural effects.

We observed at the hearing that as the objectives (in part) include “extend[ing]
the operational runway length”, the resulting altered designations presage and
fulfil a ‘built in” outcome. However, this is hardly surprising, and we
acknowledge NAL'’s point that the wording of the objectives themselves is not
something we are in a position to adjudicate on?3®. We simply observe that it is
a peculiarity of the legislation that enables a requiring authority to craft an
objective which incorporates a method and therefore a sense of impregnable
circularity.

Our finding as to reasonable necessity is primarily based on the case NAL has
made with respect to the economic, technological and safety constraints
associated with the current runway. More specifically, these relate to payload
restrictions, limited operational resilience, an inability to accommodate next
generation aircraft types and an absence of runway end safety areas®®.
Technical evidence fielded by NAL in relation to aeronautical matters has
convinced us regarding the reasonable necessity of the work and designations
where Objectives 1 and 2 are concerned.

Where Objective 3 is concerned, we also given considerable weight to the
evidence available to us on acoustic effects and means of mitigation, as well
as evidence on other effects and the prospect that recreational effects on the
NGC can be mitigated through its proposed re-configuration.

Other matters

For completeness, we record at this point our view that the Section 42A Report
prepared on behalf of NCC provides a suitable assessment of 'other matters’
that we could have considered reasonably necessary in order to arrive at our
recommendations?®. We adopt the approach that any “matters” to be
considered must be related to the issues contemplated by the purpose of the
RMA, which touch and concern the NoR and the submissions to be considered.

The matters canvassed in the Section 42A Report include consideration of the
Nelson Airport Master Plan 2050, Climate Change Response Act 2002 and
Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Act 2019 and
associated plans, Nelson Future Access Project and Te Tai lhu Statutory
Acknowledgments?!, We have not been presented with any evidence to
suggest that the NoR, if confirmed, would result in a misalignment with these
documents, strategies and plans.

238 Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024 paragraphs [3.1 - 3.7]
239 |bid paragraphs [3.8 —3.34]

240 §171(1)(d)

241 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) Part B [Section 10]
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PART D - PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 30 - SPECIFIC
CONSIDERATIONS

1.2

2.2

Introduction

As noted elsewhere in this Report we have the delegated authority to
recommend our finding in relation to PPC30 to the NCC. The NCC then has
decision making role.

In this section we refer back to, and adopt, as appropriate, Part C of the Section
42A Report as it provides a full assessment of the key matters for us to
consider.?*> We have provided a summary (largely taken the Section 42A
Report) of these matters.

Changes to NRMP
NAL have requested that the NRMP be amended to:
@ provide for a specific Airport Zone;

(b) remove consequential redundant industrial provisions in the underlying
zoning for the Airport;

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

(d) clarify the role and function of the Airport as nationally and regionally
significant infrastructure.

The Airport Zone, and other changes to District Wide objectives and zones
provisions are proposed to the NRMP. These changes include:

2.2.1 The formation of Chapter 15 Airport Zone, and associated provisions in
relation to the management of activities within land contained within
DAAL (as proposed in the NoR).

2.2.2 Within the proposed Airport Zone, Precincts are proposed to guide
development at the Airport and to link to activities provided for under
Designation DAAL. The Airport Zone Precincts are described below in
Table C.1 of the Section 42A report?*3,

2.2.3 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.

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

2.2.5 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

242 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) - Part C

243 |bid
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3.2

3.3

3.4

consistent rule suite that restrict the establishment of ASAN within the
AECO and ANB.

2.2.6 Addition and amendment of definitions to Chapter 2 Meaning of
Words.

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

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

2.2.9 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
(Future Air Noise Control).

Process and tests - private plan change

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;

(b) 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 PPC30 under Part 2 of
Schedule 1 of the RMA include whether:

3.4.1 Itisin accordance with and assists the Council to carry out its territorial
functions (s74(1)(a) and s31);

3.4.2 ltis in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the Act (s74(1)(b));

3.4.3 ltis in accordance with a national policy statement, a NZ coastal policy
statement, a national planning standard and any regulation (s74(1)(ea)
and (f));
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3.4.4

3.4.5

3.4.6

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
PPC30 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)).

35 In evaluating the appropriateness of PPC30, the Council must also:

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

3.5.2 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)),

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

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

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

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

4 Section 31
4.1 The functions of Council are set out in s31 and they are required to be

maintained when evaluating the appropriateness of PPC30. These include, the
establishment, implementation and review of objectives, policies, and methods

to:

4.1.1

4.1.2

41.3

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)).
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4.2

4.3

The Applicant has considered the actual and potential effects of the plan
change on the environment and we have provided an analysis of the
assessment of the effects on the environment in Part B of this Report.

An assessment of PPC30 against the various statutory documents that it is
required to have regard to is set out here and also in Part E and F of this Report.

5 Section 32

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Section 32 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).

As noted in the Section 42A Report an evaluation under section 32 is therefore
two pronged, assessing the appropriateness of the objectives in achieving the
purpose of the Act (being the matters set out under Part 2), 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:

5.3.1 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 employment;

5.3.2 Quantify the benefits and costs if practicable; and

5.3.3 Assess the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient
information about the subject matter of the provisions.

The Applicant provided an evaluation under section 32 in Chapter 14 of the
Report - Planz Consultants — Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change
— Nelson Airport dated 8 March 2023.24 As the Section 42A Report notes this
included a summary of the reasons for the private plan change and the various
provisions of the NRMP affected in section 14.1. The Planz Report included the
s32 analysis as well as alternative options to determine the most appropriate
method to achieve the objectives. In Chapter 14.3.1. An assessment of the
efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions was also provided and this set
out the benefits and costs of environmental, economic, social, and cultural
effects.

We agree with the conclusion reached in the Section 42A Report?*® that the
section 32 evaluation addresses all the requirements set out under that section

244 ocated

here: https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nelson-airport-runway-

extension-supporting-documents

245 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) - Parts C [section 7]
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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
PPC30.
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PART E — HIGHER ORDER POLICY DOCUMENTS AND OTHER
STATUTORY MATTERS

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

2.2

2.3

Introduction

In respect to the NoR, Section 171(1)(a) of the RMA requires that we consider
the environmental effects of allowing the activity, having particular regard to the
various statutory planning documents within the national, regional and local
hierarchy.

With respect to PPC30, under s75(3) of the RMA, states that a district plan
must give regard to any national policy statement, any New Zealand coastal
policy statement, a national planning standard and any regional policy
statement.

Furthermore, s74(2) of the RMA states that when changing its district plan the
territorial authority shall have particular regard to management plans and
strategies prepared under other Acts.

In other words, the environmental effects are to be assessed against the
environment envisaged by those planning documents and the environmental
outcomes sought by the relevant objectives and policies for NAL’s NoR and
PPC30.

The effects of both PCC30 and the NoR are set out above in Part B above, and
therefore this section seeks to answer the question:

Have the correct statutory planning documents within the national, regional and
local hierarchy been identified and are we satisfied that both PCC30 and the
NoR has had sufficient regard to, and appropriately aligned with, those
instruments.

Evaluation

The analysis within application?#¢, the s.42A Report?*” and the and planning?*8
and legal evidence?*° of NAL comprises a comprehensive review of the relevant
policy framework established by these documents including the statutory
provisions as they relate to the site.

We have relied on the combination of the above documents and their collective
assessment of the relevant higher order documents.

We wish to acknowledge that prior to the hearing, Ms Wilson considered that
there was insufficient information in relation to the economic and social impacts
to determine whether PP30 is consistent with the wide objectives/polices for Air
Transport and the new Airport Zone policy framework in the NRMP.%% Ms
Hilson aired similar concerns in relation to the NoR.

246 Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change — Nelson Airport application, prepared by Planz, dated 8 March 2023
247 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30)

248 19, Evidence of Matthew Bois and Samuel Flewellen (Planning)

295ypplementary Legal Reply Submissions, prepared by A A Arthur-Young | K M Dibley, dated 20 September 2024
250Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) [Section 7, page 57]
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

3.2

In addition, the three planning witnesses we heard from on behalf of submitters
also raised some concerns about the alignment between the NOR /PP30 and
higher order documents as follows:

2.4.1 Mr Lile’s Planning evidence on behalf of GP Investments reiterated the
s42A assessment that “the applicant’'s assessment of the changes
proposed by PC30 are “lacking”. | also consider it important for the
proposed Airport Zone to align with the national planning standards.**

2.4.2 The planning evidence of Mr Liggett for Kainga Ora stated that “Kainga
Ora is of the view that Nelson Airport Limited (NAL) is seeking a policy
and consenting framework that does not align with the National Policy
Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD) and is adopting a
narrower ‘reverse sensitivity’ based approach than envisaged by the
operative Nelson NRMP with an emphasis on the avoidance, rather
than management and mitigation of effects.”?*?

However, we note that the further information provided through the hearing
process, joint witness conferencing and summary statements meant that many
of the above concerns - particularly those of Ms Wilson and Ms Hilson - were
largely addressed by the close of the hearing. We also rely on our assessment
of effects as set out in Part B of this Report where the effects aspects of the
policy concerns raised Mr Lile and Mr Liggett are assessed by us as being
acceptable and thus has assisted in our alignment consideration.

Overall, we find that we concur with the overarching collective views of Ms
Wilson, Ms Authur-Young and Ms Dibley, which states “there has been
adequate regard given to the higher order policy documents and other
matters’®?

For completeness, we set out our own brief summary assessment on the
national policy documents in a collective manner for efficiency and
effectiveness to which answers our key question as set out above in paragraph
1.5.

National Policy Statements

We consider the following National Policy Statements to be the most relevant:
(a) New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS);

(b) National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD);

(c) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FM);

(d) National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission (NPSET); and
(e) National Planning Standards

We accept and adopt Ms Wilson’s assessment that the NoR and PCC30 are
well aligned with corresponding list of NPS’s above for the following reasons:

251 GP Investments - Mark Lile — Planning [paragraph 21]
2525242 Kainga Ora (Evidence by by Brendon Liggett) [paragraph 1.3]
253 Nelson Airport Limited - Supplementary Reply Submissions — 20 September 2024 [paragraph 2.3]
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4.2

3.2.1 The consideration of alternatives (and the preferred option) excludes
the reclamation/southern extension therefore is consistent with Policy 7
and 10 of the NZCPS.%542%

3.2.2 The airport is nationally (and regionally) significant infrastructure, and
therefore the NoR is aligned with Objectives 3, 4, 5, 8 and Policies 1, 6
and 9 of the NPS-UD.

3.2.3 There is a functional need for works to be located within wetlands, river
and the coastal environment and is therefore consistent with Policy 6
and 7 of the NPS-FM.

3.2.4 The NoR conditions ensure that the existing transmission network is not
affected and therefore the objective and policies of the NPSET are
achieved.

3.2.5 PPC30 and the NoR use terms and groups content that are consistent
with the National Planning Standards.?%®

Nelson Regional Policy Statement (NRPS)

We acknowledge and agree with the legal submissions of NAL?' that the
NRPS provides a clear direction for ensuring the air transport needs of Nelson
City and surrounding areas are provided for, whilst avoiding, remedying or
mitigating adverse effects, through Objective IN4.2 and Policies IN4.3 and that
overall, PPC30 will give effect to the relevant provisions of the RPS.2%8

In particular Ms Arthur-Young and Dibley’s submissions stated that:

Policy INV4.3.2 notes the importance of air transport to the present and future
wellbeing of the wider Nelson-Tasman community”?%® and was demonstrated
by the economic evidence of Mr Osborne?% that “confirmed the breadth of the
Airport's contribution to the regional economy, stating "the economic benefits
of Airport operations are likely to be dispersed widely amongst the community
as a whole.?%1

Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP)

We acknowledge and agree with the further assessment and consideration of
the policy alignment with the NRMP the planners as set out in the JWS?? that
both the NoR and PCC30 have had regard to, and are aligned with, the
objectives and policies of the NRMP.

254 Joint Witness Statement — Planning Expert Conferencing — 2 and 3 May 2024
255 Hearing - Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 paragraph [6.38(b)]
256 Combined s42A Report, NoR and PPC30, prepared by Jane Hilson and Natasha Wilson, Part E, pages157-166, dated 1 March

2024

257 Hearing - Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 paragraph [3.4]
258 |bid paragraph [8.11]

259 |bid paragraph [3.4]

260 18, Evidence of Phil Osborne (Economics)

261 Hearing - Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 paragraph [3.8]
262 Joint Witness Statement — Planning Expert Conferencing - 13 June 2024
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6.2

8.1.1

9.1

9.2

10
10.1

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)).

NAL has considered the National Adaptation Plan and the Emissions Reduction
Plan in their assessment of relevant planning provisions and documents.

The National Adaptation Plan
The Panel accepts and adopts the assessment of Ms Wilson that states:

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.?63

The Emissions Reduction Plan

We accept and adopt the assessment in the application that PPC30 and NoR
have given adequate regard to the Emissions Reduction Plan (EMR); in
particular Objectives 1 and 2 of the NoR f‘include facilitating aviation
connectivity through providing infrastructure to support future green energy
aircraft types” which aligns with Objective 2 of the EMR of that seeks to reduce
operational emissions.?%

Rautaki Hanganga O Aotearoa New Zealand Infrastructure Strategy
2022-2052

The relevant matters contained in this strategy relate to the critical role the
airport infrastructure plays in both reducing emissions from transport and
providing efficiencies in the national supply chain.

We accept and adopt the assessment provided by NAL that the runway
extension will directly contribute to achieving the objectives noted above to
achieving the vision of the Strategy.?%®

Te Tau lhu Statutory Acknowledgement 2014

We acknowledge and agree with the assessment carried out by Ms Wilson in
respect to the relevant eight iwi Statutory Acknowledgements, in particular:

.. whilst there is statutory acknowledgement area identified over the land
affected by the NoR or PPC30, all eight lwi within Te Tau lhu have Statutory
Acknowledgement over the adjoining Coastal Marine Area and have an

263 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) [Section 9, page 174]
264 Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change — Nelson Airport application, prepared by Planz, dated 8 March 2023 [Chapter

11.6]

265 Notice of Requirement and Private Plan Change — Nelson Airport application, prepared by Planz, dated 8 March 2023 [Chapter

11.1]
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10.2

10.3
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111

11.2

12

12.1

12.2

12.3

association with the coastal marine area, such as for its coastal fisheries and
kaimoana, passage and access to pa, kainga, fishing stations and areas of
cultivation along the coastal margin and to inland settlements and mahinga kai
areas, and spiritual association.26¢

We also acknowledge that the NAL has considered the relevant provisions of
Nga Taonga tuku iho ki Whakatu Management Plan but not the remaining Te
Tau Ihu iwi with Statutory Acknowledgement over the adjoining CMA.2%7

However, we are satisfied that the s42A Report has provided further
consideration to this matter and that full regard has now been given by PCC30
and the NoR approach to “managing cultural effects for runway extension
works is adequate to ensure adverse effects are no more than minor” 258

Iwi Management Plans

Whilst we acknowledge the Applicant initially did not provide an assessment of
all relevant iwi management plans it did provide further assessment through
their statement of hearing at the hearing.?®® We also further acknowledge that
there no submissions received from iwi on the application.?”

Therefore, the Panel accepts that both PPC30 and the NoR are aligned with
the Iwi Management Plan.

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.

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 Council is a Tier 2 Council, and no regulations have been made,
therefore, NCC is not subject to this amendment to the RMA.

266 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) [Section 13, page 175]

267 | bid

268 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) [Section 9.3 and 13]
269 19, Evidence of Matthew Bois and Samuel Flewellen (Planning) [pages 36-37]
270 Hearing - Legal Submissions — Nelson Airport Limited — 13 May 2024 paragraph [6.28]
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13 Conclusion/Panel Finding

13.1 Based on the above assessment, our overall finding is that PPC30 and the NoR
has had sufficient regard to the relevant statutory planning documents within
the national, regional and local hierarchy and is not contrary to any of the
relevant objectives, policies of those documents. Therefore, PCC30 and the
NoR meets the requirements under Sections s74(2), s75(3) and 171(1)(a) of
the RMA.
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PART F - PART 2 OF THE RMA

1 This section contains a brief consideration of Part 2 of the RMA.

2 As noted in the Section 42A Report?’* in terms of the interests, future growth
and development of Nelson Airport as regional significant and strategic
infrastructure that provides for the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of
people, businesses and communities, the NoR and PPC30 find support in Part
2 of the Act.

3 The NoR and PPC30 will enable the 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.

4 The sustainable management of natural and physical resources under section
5 of the Act 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.

5 In relation to the NGC, TBC and that part of the Tahunanui and Annesbrook
residential areas closest to the airport, this requires consideration also of
matters under s7(b), s7(c) and 7(f) of the RMA.

6 Taking into account all of the evidence and submissions we have considered
and our analysis of the effects in Part B of this Report we are able to confirm
that the NoR (with the conditions we have recommended) and PPC30 (as
recommended) 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 appropriately manages any adverse effects on the
surrounding area and activities within it.

27 Nelson Airport S42A Report (NOR and PPC30) Part F

111



NoR and PPC30 relating to Nelson Airport Recommendation Report of Independent Panel

PART G - RECOMMENDATION

1. Introduction

1.1 In this section of our Report, we set out our recommendation and we include
brief commentary on the conditions relevant to the NoR and the provisions
relevant to PPC30. A full set of the conditions and the provisions is contained
in the separate Appendices document to this Report.

2 Conditions — NoR

2.1 We are satisfied that the conditions proposed by NAL, which were amended as
a result of post hearing expert witness conferencing and are set out in the Reply
Submissions as Appendix A and B.16, appropriately manage the effects of the
NoR as set out in Part C of this Report. We therefore recommend that these
conditions are recommended to be included on the NoR by the Council in its
recommendation to NAL.

3 PPC30 Provisions

3.1 We are satisfied that the provisions proposed by NAL, which were amended as
a result of post hearing expert witness conferencing and are set out in the Reply
Submissions?’?, as Appendices B.1, B.2, B.3, B.4, B.5, B.7, B.8, B.9, B.10,
B.11, B.12, B.14 and B.13?"®, and Appendices B.6 and B.15 (which were
omitted from the website but were provided during the hearing and were added
to the website here?’#) are appropriate and we recommend that PPC30 can be
confirmed subject to those provisions.

4 Recommendation

4.1 For the reasons set out above, and acting under delegated authority on behalf
of the Nelson City Council, we recommend to the Council that it recommend to
Nelson Airport Limited that:

The NoR is approved subject to the conditions set out in the Appendices
document at Part 1 — Notice of Requirement Provisions.

4.2 Further, for the reasons set out above, and acting under delegated authority on
behalf of the Nelson City Council, we recommend that:

PPC30 is approved subject to the provisions set in the Appendices
document at Part 1 — Private Plan Change 30 Provisions and Part 2 —
Updated NRMP Maps, Plans 14-19.

272 Reply Submissions on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited 19 July 2024
273 Which were amended and attached to the Nelson Airport Limited - Supplementary Reply Submissions — 20 September 2024

274 https://shape.nelson.govt.nz/plan-change-30-nelson-airport-runway-extension/nal-written-closing-submissions entitled -
Additional Appendices included in Nelson Airport Limited's case but not provided electronically until 11/12/2024
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DATED this 12 Day of December 2024

HA Atkins
Independent Commissioner (Chair)

For and on behalf of:
Commissioner L J Daysh
Commissioner DJ McMahon
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