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1.1.

1.2

1.3.

1.4.

INTRODUCTION

My name is Natasha Wilson. My qualifications and experience are set out in my s42A

report. | confirm | continue to abide by the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses.

| have prepared this addendum s42A summary statement in response to directions from the
independent hearing panel as set out in Minute 13, dated 26 July 2024. That minute notes under

paragraph 4. that:

“We further note that the Nelson City Council (NCC) expert team has not provided a final ‘state
of play’ summary of issues or associated recommendations with regards to its position on
PPC30 and the three NORs. The Panel consider that we require this summary and

recommendation in the form of a stand alone addendum(s) to the section 42A Reports.”

In relation to the Nelson City Council expert team the hearing panel therefore directs under

paragraph 7 of its minute that:

“NCC to file its addendum(s) to the section 42A reports by close of business on Friday 9
August.”

Context of this Addendum

The last communication the Nelson City Council expert team (planning, noise and economics
expertise) provided to the hearing panel was through the summary statements that were presented
during the reconvened online hearing on 23 May 2024. During this session the following was
presented to the panel from the NCC expert team:

i a summary statement from Jane Hilson, covering matters raised up to the point of the
expert conferencing and the Joint Witness Statements (JWS) (dated 29 April, and 2, 3 and
8 May 2024) and in relation to the NoR component of this application;

ii. a summary statement from Nigel Lloyd in relation to acoustic matters addressed up to the
point of exchange of expert evidence and the Joint Witness Statements (JWS) (dated 29
April 2024);

iii. a summary statement from Natalie Hampson in relation to economic effects, addressing

all material and information presented to the hearing panel; and

iv. a summary statement from myself, addressing all material presented to the hearing panel

and covering:
o s42A corrections;
o s42A outstanding matters;
o matters raised at the hearing for the NoR and PPC30;

o my updated recommendations; and



o as an attachment, an update on the Tahuna Beach Camp Incorporated (TBC)
resource consent application and a statement in that regard from NCC'’s legal

counsel DLA Piper.

1.5. Since the adjournment of the hearing on the 23 May 2004 the following has occurred:

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

a memorandum was filed from Counsel for the TBC on 29 May 2024, commenting on the
material presented on 23 May 2024 on behalf of the Council in relation to the resource

consent application for the permanent residential activities located at TBC;

a joint memorandum was filed on dated 31 May 2024 on behalf of Nelson Airport Limited
(NAL), Council and TBC regarding expert planning conferencing that was scheduled to
take place on 13 June 2024. The matters for the planning expert conferencing are set out

in Appendix 1 of the Joint Memorandum;

a memorandum from Counsel for NAL was issued on 4 June 2024 regarding TBC
consenting matters and seeking written confirmation that resource consent authorising
permanent residential uses at TBC cannot be granted by the Panel and, further, that

PPC30 cannot authorise activities that require resource consent under the Plan;

planning expert witness conferencing took place on 13 June 2024 between the planners
for NAL, TBC and the Council, with further discussions occurring by email on 24 June
2024. It is noted that Jane Hilson was not included in this conferencing given her absence

at the hearing and as the matters for discussion related to PPC30 (as opposed to the NoR);

NAL filed a memorandum on the 26 June 2024 which included the JWS signed by Mr Bonis
for NAL, Mr Lile for TBC and myself for NCC as a result of the planning expert witness
conferencing that took place on 13 June 2024. NAL also provided an update on the
discussions with Nelson Golf Club and with the TBC;

a joint memorandum from NGC and NAL was filed on the 4 July 2024 confirming that the
parties 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 in its NoR to proceed;

Counsel for the TBC filed a memorandum dated 16 July 2024 commenting on the JWS
and the memorandum from NAL dated 26 June 2024;

NAL filed its written closing submission on 19 July 2024;

Nelson Airport Noise Action Council filed a memorandum on 30 July 2024 referencing a
previous direction from the Environment Court in relation to the Nelson Resource

Management Plan (NRMP) rule for engine testing;

Further memorandums were filed by NAL and the Tahunanui Business and Citizens

Association dated 5 August 2024 regarding procedural matters;



1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

1.9.

Xi. the hearing panel for Plan Change 29 (PC29) issued Direction 6 in relation to the overlap
between PC29 and PPC30 and reference made in evidence to the preparation of
submissions from any interested party on the matter of the ‘overlap’ between PC29 and
PPC30. In response the PC29 hearing panel encouraged a joint submission between the
parties where possible and requested submissions be provided no later than midday,
Wednesday 21 August 2024; and

Xii. the PPC30 hearing panel issued Minutes 11, 12, and 13, in relation to the adjournment
proceedings and to respond to the above material and provide direction on the next steps

of the process.

| confirm | have read all of the above minutes and memorandums issued to and from the PPC30

hearing panel.
Purpose and Approach of this Addendum

Further to the directions set out by the hearing panel in Minute 13, the purpose of this addendum
report is to provide an update and recommendation on the matters discussed in the Section 42A
report and my summary statement (presented at the hearing) further to receiving the information

and updated positions since the adjournment of the hearing.

In writing this addendum | have not reassessed or discussed all issues and requests made by
submitters, but have instead focussed on those matters that were outstanding or contested at the

time the hearing was adjourned, namely:
i the necessity and alternative tests for an NoR application;

ii. the assessment of effects and proposed mitigation in relation to the Nelson Golf Club,

including localised recreation effects (NGC);

iii. the assessment of effects and proposed provisions in relation to the Tahuna Beach Camp,

in particular in relation to the long term residents;
iv. activities sensitive to airport noise (ASAN) and the associated rules through PPC30;
V. the Airport zone rules in relation to trade related activities;
Vi the Airport zone rules in relation to engine testing and compass swings; and
Vii. the overlap between PPC30 and PC29.

As Jane Hilson was not able to attend the hearing, | will be addressing both the NoR and PPC30
applications and related matters in this s42A addendum report. Given my involvement in the overall
process to date and our joint approach to considering submissions and preparing the s42A report,
in addition to my involvement in the expert conferencing and attendance at the hearing, and my
experience in resource management planning (as set out in the s42A report), | consider that | am
familiar with the NoR to provide an update on the NoR matters and a recommendation to the

hearing panel where required.



2.1.

2.2

23.

24.

3.1.

. No new material relating to economic or acoustic effects has been provided since the adjournment

of the hearing by the applicant or submitters, and as a result no further noise or economic inputs
have been required from the Council’s expert team in the preparation of this s42A addendum

report.
SUMMARY STATEMENT AND HEARING ADJOURNMENT

| concluded in my summary statement that | presented to the hearing panel on 23 May 2024, that
| considered there were still outstanding questions and matters regarding the assessment of effects
and related mitigation of key aspects of the proposal, namely in relation to the Nelson Golf Club,
the Tahuna Beach Camp, and justification for the preferred runway option. Consequently, | was
unable to provide a recommendation on the submissions on PPC30 at that time. Jane Hilson came

to a similar conclusion in her summary statement regarding the NoR application.
As set out in Minute 11, the hearings panel adjourned the hearing to:
“a. enable NAL and the Golf Club to consider an alternative golf course configuration; and

b. enable planning expert witness conferencing to take place between the planners for NAL,
TBC and the Council.”

As it transpired the adjournment period also provided an opportunity for NAL and TBC to have

further discussions.

In my summary statement | proposed that | provide an update of the PPC30 recommendations
after the applicant’s legal submission has been issued at the end of the adjournment period. The
following discussion and recommendation therefore provides that update to the s42A report and

my summary statement. My below discussion considers and addresses:

i memorandums filed by all parties (as listed in 1.5 above) where relevant to the outstanding

matters identified in 1.8 above;
i. the positions set out in the Joint Witness Statement (JWS); and
iii. NAL’s closing submission, filed on 19 July 2024.
NOTICE OF REQUIREMENT CONSIDERATIONS

As set out and discussed in the s42a report, there are a number of statutory matters that a territorial
authority is required to consider or have particular regard to when considering a notice of

requirement. These are set out under section 171 of the RMA and include:
i s171(1) — effects on the environment of allowing the requirement;

i. s171(1)(a) — any relevant provision of a national policy statement, a NZ coastal policy

statement, a regional policy statement or a regional/district plan;
iii. s171(1)(b) — assessment of alternatives;

iv. s171(1)(c) — whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary in achieving the

objectives of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought; and



3.2.

3.3.

34.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

V. s171(1)(d) — any other matter considered reasonably necessary.

| am satisfied that through the application material, expert evidence, and summary statements,
presented by the respective experts at the hearing, that there has now been adequate
consideration given to effects on the environment as a result of the proposal. In our s42a report we
had identified some shortcomings regarding the assessment of effects, including in relation to
economic effects, recreational effects, noise effects on the TBC, and a lack of assessment of
effects resulting from changes proposed through the plan change. These shortcomings have
however now been responded to through expert evidence. | do not intend to re-evaluate the effects
assessment at this point and instead have discussed what | consider to be the outstanding

assessment of effects matters in the below sections.

| also believe that there has now been adequate regard given to the higher order policy documents

and other matters, as set out and discussed in the s42a report.
Alternatives

I note that in considering a requirement under section 171(1)(b) of the RMA, the requiring authority
must have particular regard to whether adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites,
routes or methods of undertaking the work. In my view this requirement does not provide any further
direction for the evaluation or selection of the alternatives, including how many and to what extent
alternatives should be considered or which alternative, i.e. such as the best alternative, needs to

be pursued.

In relation to the assessment of alternatives Jane Hilson stated in her summary statement (page 2
and dated 3 May 2024) that:

“I believe that the matter of alternatives under sec171(1)(b) is however still very much a live
issue, and one that the Planning Experts felt requires robust discussion between the Aviation
Experts engaged by NAL (Mr Munro) and TBC (Mr Race)”.

Ms Hilson’s then went on to say that:

“I believe however that there is sufficient expert opinion on what | raise as the ‘hybrid option’ in
the sec42A report to allow this option to be thoroughly tested through the hearing and potentially
create a pathway for support under sec171(1)(b).

The summary statement of Ms Hilson was prepared prior to the hearing. During the hearing
evidence was presented by the expert and legal team for NAL that demonstrated that there was in
fact not a “hybrid option” (being a partly north and partly south extension) available. It was explained
to the hearing panel that the preferred northern option was set up against the most southern
perimeter of the land and that any partial extension at this end of the runway (to allow for a hybrid
extension) would require reclamation of the Waimea Estuary. An extension into the coastal

environment has been agreed by planning experts as being problematic.

In addition to a hybrid option for the runway extension requiring land to the south, | believe the part

south and part north extension option sought by submitters was also raised given alternatives (i.e.



3.9.

3.10.

3.11.

3.12.

3.13.

3.14.

EMAS and starter extensions) being available in place of the proposed Runway End Safety Areas
(RESA). The RESA dictate a certain amount of runway length being required for safety reasons
which is considered to be more than what would be required should an alternative option be

adopted.

During the hearing the aviation experts for NAL and TBC explained in detailed how they considered
the different safety options and technologies would work in the context of the Nelson Airport.
Further, the closing submission for NAL (dated 19 July 2024) discusses and explains in more detail

the assessment of alternatives consideration.

In summary, pulling together all the material provided in the application documentation, expert
evidence, summary statements, and NAL'’s closing submission, it is my view that the applicant has
satisfied the requirement of section 171(1)(b) of the RMA. That is, that NAL have given adequate
consideration to alternatives to the proposed runway extension in the preparation of the notice of
requirement. In saying that, | do believe that a more robust assessment of alternatives could have
been presented (in writing) to the hearing panel (or provided in the application) that included other
alternative options, rather than just a southern or northern option and including an option that
incorporated alternative safety technologies. In addition, further to economic expert assessment by
Natalie Hampson for the Council, the alternatives assessment could have also been improved
through an alternative evaluation tool to that of the multi criteria assessment adopted. It was
disappointing not to receive these improvements to the assessment of the alternatives, however, |
do not believe that the absent of these “improvements” alters my overall conclusion, that adequate

consideration has been given to alternatives.
Necessity

With regards to the section 171(1)(c) consideration of whether the work and designation are

reasonably necessary, Jane Hilson concluded in the s42A (page 63) that:

“I believe that the NoR provides sufficient support for the necessity of an operational runway
extension to Nelson Airport. The works and altered designations are reasonably necessary for

achieving the objectives of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought.”

At the end of the hearing proceedings, prior to the adjournment, it was signalled by the hearing
panel that they considered that there could still be an information gap with regards to the necessity
test. This was raised as a result of submitters querying the use of alternative options (i.e. EMAS
and starter extensions) for the runway extension safety area which would see a reduced runway

length, and therefore questioning the “necessity” of the proposed extension.

In response to direction by the panel, the closing submission for NAL (dated 19 July 2024)

discusses and explains in more detail the need for the runway extension.

In my view, | do not consider that the evidence presented at the hearing, particularly in relation to
alternative safety areas/technologies for the runway extension, alters the conclusion that Jane
Hilson reached in the s42A report, that the works and altered designations are reasonably

necessary for achieving the objectives of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought.
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3.15.

3.16.

3.17.

41.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

In considering this requirement of the RMA, | note that | agree with an observation made by the
hearing panel that NAL'’s objectives for the proposed works have a built in outcome, and therefore
in my opinion do not provide the opportunity for subjective and unbiased assessment. However,
the RMA does not provide the opportunity for critiquing or assessing the objectives of the proposal.
The requiring authority’s role is rather to assess if the proposed works are “reasonably necessary”

to achieve the pre-determined objectives.

It is also worth noting, as raised in the NAL summary submission, that in considering the
‘reasonably necessary” test, this does not need to encompass whether the works for the
designation are vital or critical, nor that they are the only or best way to achieve the works, just

reasonably necessary.

| therefore conclude that | consider that the NoR satisfies the requirement of section 171(1)(c) of
the RMA.

NELSON GOLF CLUB (NGC)

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.
The joint memorandum further states that (point 4):
“In coming to this conclusion, consideration has been given to:

(a) the ability for NAL to construct and operate the northern runway extension configuration on
NGC land as notified and maintain its existing operational capabilities, including the parallel

grass runway;



4.5.

4.6.

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

54.

(b) the ability for NGC to retain an 18-hole championship links course in this location (without
reliance on land that is not within NAL's or NGC's respective control), and to construct
centralised club rooms and maintenance areas without penetrating the obstacle limitation

surfaces; and
(c) how the reconfigured golf course would be accessed from the road network.”

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 course, that the effects of the proposal on NGC will be no

more than minor.
TAHUNA BEACH CAMP (TBC)

As stated in the memorandum filed on behalf of NAL, dated 26 June (paragraph 7), during the
adjournment period NAL met with representatives of the TBC to discuss TBC's resource consent
application for permanent residential occupation. The memorandum informed the hearing panel

that NAL and TBC will continue to discuss these matters outside this hearing process.
In Minute 12 the hearings panel stated that:

“we are not sure why this matter is noted to be continuing outside the hearing process and we

consider that this needs to be specifically addressed in NAL’s closing.”

As a result the panel issued a direction to this effect. | concur with the hearing panel’s position and
direction on this matter. The TBC is a submitter of PPC30/the NoR and has been identified to be
potentially affected, to some degree at least, by the proposal, with proposed NRMP rule changes
having an impact on activities of the TBC. As such it is essential for the hearing panel to be informed
of any agreement or change in position between TBC and NAL to allow the panel to be make a full

and fair recommendation/decision.

The TBC consents are subsequently addressed under paragraphs 9.8 to 9.17 (pages 30 — 32) of
NAL’s closing submission (dated 19 July). The potential effects of the proposal on the TBC are
also addressed in the closing submission under the discussion for noise, economic, air quality and

social effects.

The discussion of the TBC consents in the closing submission of NAL reiterates the arguments
presented to the hearing panel in relation whether the permanent residential activities at the TBC
are lawful or not and what can be considered as part of the environment in terms of assessing
effects on the environment, including what constitutes an existing environment. The NAL statement

concludes that as permanent residential activities in the Open Space and Recreation zone require



5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

5.8.

resource consent, which TBC currently do not hold, it would be unlawful to require NAL to consider

effects on such activities, or to mitigate them. It is further stated that:

“NAL remains willing to continue to work with the TBC on ways in which it might advance its
proposed redevelopment of the Camp (including any permanent sites) in a way which reconciles

the effects of aircraft noise (existing and proposed) on residents, and reverse sensitivity effects”.

No new or additional information is provided in the closing submission to assist the panel in making
a recommendation/ decision on submissions received on PPC30 and NoR in relation to TBC. This
is disappointing and, in my view, leaves a gap in the information available to the panel and puts

the panel in a difficult position in its decision making.

The Council provided the panel with their position on whether the permanent residential activities
required resource consent under the NRMP, an update on the TBC resource consent application
and certificate of compliance and their position of what constitutes an existing environment. | do
not intend to discuss any further the matter of lawful vs unlawfulness of the TBC permanent
residents, other than to agree with the hearing panel’s position set out in Minute 11 that they do

not have the jurisdiction to authorise permanent residential uses at TBC as part of this process.

Instead, if the hearing panel consider they have enough information to do so, the panel needs to
decide/make recommendations on whether to accept or reject submissions on PPC30 and the
NoR, in this instance where they relate to the TBC. This specifically includes submissions that,

based on the identified impact to the TBC, generally seek:
i. overall decline of the Nor and/or PPC30;

i. an alternative runway extension to that proposed, generally to the south, and/or

consideration of an alternative approach to aviation safety areas;
iii. application of the mitigation programme to residential units in the Open Space zone;
iv. changes to the relevant rules, in particular the ASAN rules; and
V. greater community consultation.

With respect to these matters of relief | note the following as a summary of my position on each

matter:

i my position on a decline relief due to a potential impact on the TBC is addressed in my
discussion on submissions that seek overall support or decline of the proposal as set out
under section 3 above, relating to the NoR tests under the RMA, and section 8 below,

regarding my overall recommendations;

i. consideration of alternatives (including options for the runway extent, location, and aviation
safety areas) is addressed under section 3 above. My position set out under this section

also applies to submissions that seek such relief in relation to potential effects on the TBC;

iii. application of the mitigation programme to other ASAN activities in other zones is

discussed under 6.5(ii) below. My position set out under 6.5(ii) also applies to activities in



5.9.

5.10.

5.11.

the Open Space zone and the TBC. This however is limited to lawful activities given the

advice set out in the Council’s legal memorandum (attached to my Summary Statement);

iv. my position on the proposed changes to the ASAN rules (as they relate to the Open Space
zone) are generally discussed below under 6.4 to 6.7, and more specifically under 5.8 to
5.11 below; and

V. regarding PPC30, there is no change to my position to submissions that seek greater
community consultation as set out in the s42A report (section 6.15, page 110), that being

that consultation on the plan change is not a relevant consideration for the hearing panel.

In considering submissions which seek proposed changes to the rules that affect the TBC, the
panel will need to consider how the proposed designation alteration, including proposed conditions,
and proposed NRMP plan provision changes (to objectives, policies, rules and noise contours)
relate to the TBC. | consider that the most significant provision change is in relation to ASAN, and
the related changes to Schedule OSs.7.i(a), rule OSr.53 and the mitigation programme set out in
Condition DAA2.3.

While as stated above, | do not propose to address the appropriateness or provision for permanent
residential uses at TBC, or any potential effect on these uses as a result of the airport’s proposal,
| still believe it is reasonable to give some consideration to TBC as a whole, including the future
redevelopment of this site, and how the effects of aircraft noise (existing and proposed) on users
of this site, and associated reverse sensitivity effects, can most effectively be addressed through

the proposed PPC30 and NoR provisions.

| consider there is a package of potential improvements (including changes within the scope and
out of scope of this PPC30/NoR process) in relation to the TBC (putting aside the lawful vs unlawful
debate), that could assist in addressing concerns raised by both NAL and the users and operators

of TBC. This package could include:

i for buildings located within the TBC site and the AECO, site specific amendment of the
noise level that a building design is to achieve inside a new or altered habitual space to
being greater than 40 dBLdn (rule OSr.53(b) and OSs.7.i(a)(i)(b)) (being a level advised
by the acoustic experts). This is proposed on the basis that given the design and form of
these buildings, an internal level of 40 dBLdn is unachievable however residents
acknowledged through the hearing proceedings an acceptance of the existing noise levels.
A no-complaints agreement offered by TBC in conjunction with this change would be

reassuring for NAL in terms of managing reverse sensitivity effects;

i. acknowledgement by TBC that all activities containing a habitual space (short term and
long term and both existing and proposed), will not be located in that part of the camp that
falls within the proposed amended Air Noise Boundary (ANB), being consistent with the
intent of such provisions for the ANB. Site specific provisions could be added to the NRMP

(rule OSr.53A and 0Ss.7.i(a)) to ensure this is achieved and maintained in perpetually;
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within the AECO, an agreed maximum limit of permanent residents that can be located
within the TBC at any one time, where the acoustic insultation provisions of Appendix 19.1
are achieved (including with the amendments identified in (i) above). Site specific
provisions could be added to the NRMP (rule OSr.53 and Oss.7.i(a)) to provide for this
limit. This is recommended on the basis that, while not legally acknowledged through the
appropriate legislation (the Reserve Act), the reserve management plan prepared for the
TBC site anticipated a certain number of permanent residential units to be located on the

site;

acceptance by TBC of a process for achieving the limit referenced in (iii) above, where

existing residential units (lawful or not) currently exceed that limit; and/or

site specific amendment of Rule OSr.53 and Oss.7.i(a)(i) to delete reference to the text

“lawfully establish as of ...” in relation to the TBC.

5.12. | consider that there may be scope to make amendment to PPC30 through a decision in relation to

6.1.

6.2.

(i), (iii) and (v) above, and that these changes would go some way in terms of mitigating potential

effects of the proposal on the ongoing use and operation of the TBC.

JOINT WITNESS STATEMENT

As set out in the memorandum filed on 31 May 2024 on behalf of NAL, the Council and TBC, expert

planning conferencing was scheduled for the 13 June 2024 and was to address the following

matters (as per Appendix 1 of the Joint Memorandum):

1.

7.

The activity status of new Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise (‘ASAN”) in all zones, and
the planning provisions and framework of development of ASAN in the Airnoise Boundary

and Airport Effects Control Overlay.
All Policies relating to ASAN and management of airport noise.

Rules, including definitions and objectives and policies, relating to Industrial activities and
Trade Related activities in the Airport zone (AirPz.23 and AirPz.26).

Rules relating to aircraft engine testing and compass swings (AirPz.29 and AirPz.30).

Whether "essential unscheduled engine testing" and "essential compass swings" should be
defined in the NRMP.

Whether the definition for Aircraft Engine Testing should be amended to be clarify what "on

wing engine testing” and "off wing engine testing" means.

Whether the definition for ASAN requires further amendments to include other activities.

Mr Bonis, Mr Lile and myself met in person on 13 June 2024 and had further email discussions on

24 June 2024. The conferencing session resulted in additional areas of agreement (since the expert

conferencing in April and May 2024) and further confirmation of where our positions varied. A Joint

Witness Statement ("JWS") was prepared from this session and was included as Appendix 1 to the
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6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

memorandum dated 26 June 2024. A summary of my position on each of the matters addressed

following the expert planning conferencing is set out in the following discussion.

| note that additional information and clarification provided in the memorandums filed with the
hearing panel (as listed in 1.5 above) and included in NAL'’s closing submissions have not altered
my position set out in the JWS dated 13 June 2024.

Activities Sensitive to Airport Noise (ASAN)

The proposed provisions for activities sensitive to airport noise (ASAN) apply to multiple zones and
activities within the NRMP. The additional expert planning conferencing session provided the
opportunity to separate out these different activities and zones and consider the appropriateness
of the proposed provisions in greater detail. As ASAN is however a new concept and term for the
NRMP and encompasses a number of different activities, this required careful consideration to be
given to each activity and zone. It was agreed by the planners that any amendment to the NRMP
in relation to ASAN should not result in a more elevated status of activities within the AECO / ANB
where such activities are otherwise currently afforded a more stringent activity status in the
applicable Zone (under the status quo). | believe that my position set out in the JWS dated 13 June
achieves this, noting that it is important not to confuse the proposed rules which relate to “buildings”

(i.e. a residential unit) with the rules for a “land use” activity (i.e. a residential activity).

The outcome of this exercise and the planners’ individual position is recorded in the table set out
under section 4 of the JWS dated 13 June 2024. Changes to provisions (since the hearing) or

differences in position of particular note include:

i With regards to the Open Space zone and the Tahuna Holiday Park | reiterated my position
set out in summary statement that | am open to the option of adding a site specific clause
to rule OSr.53 / Schedule OSs.7.i(a)(i) to exclude the Tahuna Holiday Park site from the
reference of being “lawfully established” to address the complexities with regards to this

site. My current understanding is that NAL would not support such a change.

ii. The proposed change which sees DAA2.3.vi extend the acoustic mitigation programme to
all ASAN is only applicable to lawfully established residential units in the Residential Zone
and to 1-5 and 9-12 Golf Haven Way within the Open Space and Recreation Zone. |
believe that this should be extended to all (lawful) ASAN. | have not been presented with

any reasons which justifies or supports the exclusion of other ASAN from this mitigation.

iii. It was agreed that the proposed activity status for new caretaker accommodation in the
Open Space zone (Rule OSr.23) should be changed from non-complying to restricted
discretionary activity, on the condition that any such application will not require written
approvals or notification. | believe this change to be more aligned with the status quo for

these activities.

iv. It was agreed that the activity status for residential units ‘ancillary’ to an industrial activity

in the Industrial Zone should be changed from non-complying to restricted discretionary
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6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

6.10.

activity. | consider this change to be more aligned with the intent of the zone and that a

non-notification clause should apply in this situation.

V. With regards to other ASAN (in all zones), my position remains that all new ASAN in the
AECO should be permitted (or potentially controlled in relation to residential zone should
that offer a solution to concerns raised by NAL) subject to acoustic insultation in
accordance with APP19.1. This is what | consider to be the status quo. | still have not seen
any evidence that shows that the status quo is ineffective or inefficient and therefore

requires a more stringent rule regime.

Given there are still some differing positions between Matt Bonis for NAL and myself, with regards
to the management of the different ASAN in the different zones, this means that there are also
some differences of position in terms of the intent and content of the objectives and policies
supporting the ASAN rules. Specifically, the policies where agreement on proposed changes could

not be reached include:
i Policy DO11.1.2 (a) and (b); and
i. Policy DO11.1.3.

The planners’ individual position on these policies is recorded in the table set out under section 5
of the JWS dated 13 June 2024.

Industrial Activities and Trade Related Activities in the Airport Zone

Regarding Industrial Activities, | support the activity status of a Permitted Activity within the Airport
Zone. My reasons for this are set out in the JWS dated 13 June 2024.

Regarding Trade Related Activities, as there were no changes to these provisions put forward by
Matt Bonis at the expert planning conferencing, | reiterate my position set out under 4.20 in my
summary statement presented to the hearing panel. That is, such activities should be deemed a
Restricted Discretionary Activity with the Council’s discretion including the scale of the activity and
impact on Nelson’s commercial centres. My primary concern relates to the lack of management
and control of this activity, together with the broad definition, would by my interpretation could lead
to large format retail activities being able to establish at the Airport Zone as a permitted activity. |
believe this to be inconsistent with the intent of such a zoning, and the underlying objectives and
policies of the NRMP.

Aircraft Engine Testing and Compass Swings

Matters of enforceability of the engine testing and compass swing rules were raised at the hearing
and in my summary statement. In response Mr Bonis suggested some amendments at the expert
planning conference to provide greater clarification (to assist with enforceability). Mr Bonis also
proposed that the activity status for a breach of the rules be non-complying as opposed to
discretionary activity. | believe these changes address the concerns raised in submissions and
improve the workability of these rules. Overall, | support these rules based on the agreed changes
in the JWS dated 13 June 2024.
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6.11.

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

8.1.

8.2.

I note that NANAC issued a memorandum on 30 July 2024 that makes reference to previous
direction from the Environment Court in relation to the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP)
rule for engine testing. | do not consider this to be relevant to my considerations, particularly given
that that direction was from 2001 and since that time the applicable rule has been shown (as raised

by submitters) to be ineffective in terms of enforceability.
PPC30 AND PC29

The matter of the alignment between the natural hazard rules proposed through the NAL’s PPC30
and the Council's Housing and Hazards Plan Change (PC29) was raised in submissions. Similar
submissions were received on PC29 and are currently being considered through the pre-hearing

phase and preparation (s42a report and expert conferencing) for that Plan Change.

In my summary statement | stated that it was my view that a decision on the natural hazard and
flood issues raised through PPC30 is limited due to being subject of another plan change process
that is yet to be heard. Based on the evidence supplied by NAL, it was agreed through the JWS
and further touched on in Mr Bonis’s summary statement, that the proposed hazard provisions set
out in PPC30 are satisfactory as an interim measure to managing potential flood hazard risks until
if and/or when NCC can amend and align these provisions through any necessary subsequent plan

change process.

As touched on in 1.5 above, the hearing panel for PC29 issued Direction 6 in relation to the overlap
between PC29 and PPC30. My position remains that a decision on the natural hazard and flood
issues raised by the hearing panel for PPC30 is limited due to being subject of another plan change
process that is yet to be heard, and that the proposed hazard provisions set out in PPC30 are
satisfactory as an interim measure. While | therefore do not consider that there is scope to change
the relevant the natural hazard and flood provisions through this process, | will leave it in the hands
of the hearing panels for PPC30 and PC29 to determine if there is scope to change the provisions

through PC29, as opposed to through a separate plan change process at a later date.
UPDATED RECOMMENDATIONS
In relation to the NoR application, it is my recommendation that:

i the Hearing Panel recommend to NAL as ‘Requiring Authority’, that its requirement for the
extension to the runway be confirmed under section 171(2)(a) of the Resource
Management Act 1991, subject to the addition of conditions imposed under section
171(2)(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991; and

i. to give effect to Recommendation (i) above, the conditions, as amended through the NoR
hearing process and attached to NAL'’s closing submissions, are included in the Nelson

Resource Management Plan.

In relation to the PPC30 application, | have set out my updated recommendations on submissions

received, by topic/relief sought, in Table 1 below.
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8.3.

My recommendations are based on the information provided to date. | reserve the right to
reconsider these positions, or any aspects of them, should any new information or expert evidence

eventuate prior to the closing of the hearing adjournment.
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TABLE 1: UPDATE ON SECTION 42A PPC30 RECOMMENDATIONS

Section of s42a Report (Part C:
PPC30 Report)

S42A Report Recommendation

S42A Addendum Report Updated Recommendation

6.1 Overall decline

No recommendation.

Subject to a satisfactory reconfiguration of the Nelson Golf
Club, | recommend that these submissions be rejected in
part and that the PPC30 be accepted in part.

Those parts of PPC30 which | recommend are not accepted
(and those parts of the submissions which | recommend are
not rejected), unless there are amendments made as
identified in this addendum, relate to:

¢ the effects on the TBC (for the reasons set out in the
discussion under section 5 of this addendum report),

¢ provisions for activities sensitive to airport noise (for the
reasons set out in the discussion under section 6.4 to
6.7 of this addendum report), and

¢ the Airport Zone rule for trade related activities (for the
reasons set out in the discussion under section 6.9 of
this addendum report).

6.2 Overall decline with options if
approved

No recommendation for submissions seeking overall
decline.

Reject submissions seeking relief in relation:
¢ conditions controlling fossil fuels,

e conditions requiring greenhouse gas emissions
reporting, and

e compensation.

Subject to a satisfactory reconfiguration of the Nelson Golf
Club, | recommend that these submissions be rejected in
part and that the PPC30 be accepted in part.

Those parts of PPC30 which | recommend are not accepted
(and those parts of the submissions which | recommend are
not rejected) unless there are amendments made as
identified in this addendum, are as per the recommendation
above for overall decline.

No change to the S42a recommendations on submissions
that relate to controlling fossil fuels, greenhouse gas
emission reporting and compensation.

6.3 Overall accept

No recommendation

Subject to a satisfactory reconfiguration of the Nelson Golf
Club, | recommend that these submissions be accepted in
part and that the PPC30 be accepted in part.




Those parts of PPC30 which | recommend are not accepted
(and those parts of the submissions which | recommend are
not accepted), unless there are amendments made as
identified in this addendum, are as per the recommendation
above for overall decline.

6.4 Alternative options

Reject

No change to the S42a recommendation.

6.5 Extent of runway extension

No recommendation

Subject to a satisfactory reconfiguration of the Nelson Golf
Club, | recommend that these submissions be rejected in
part and that the PPC30 be accepted in part.

Those parts of PPC30 which | recommend are not accepted
(and those parts of the submissions which | recommend are
not rejected) in relation to these submissions and unless
there are amendments made as identified in this addendum,
relate to:

¢ the effects on the TBC (for the reasons set out in the
discussion under section 5 of this addendum report),
and

¢ provisions for activities sensitive to airport noise (for the
reasons set out under the discussions under section 6.4
to 6.7 of this addendum report).

6.6 Airport Effects Control Overlay -

Extent

Reject submissions that seek relief in relation to retaining
the existing extent of the Airport Effects Control Overlay
until a time that the Airport decides on the preferred option
for the runway extension location.

Reject submissions that seek relief in relation to the noise
maxima within zones.
No recommendation on submissions that seek the

proposed changes to the noise boundaries/ overlays be
declined/replaced.

| recommend that these submissions be rejected.

6.7 Airport Effects Control Overlay
and Airnoise Boundary / Activities

Sentivitive to Airport Noise
Provisions

No recommendation.

I recommend that these submissions be accepted and
rejected in part.

Those parts of the PPC30 provisions that relate to the
Airport Effects Overlay and the Airnoise Boundary which |
recommend are not accepted (and those parts of the




submissions which | recommend are not rejected/ accepted)
relate to those matters set out under 6.5 of this addendum
report.

6.8 Compass swings

The submission that seeks that the compass swing rule
be deleted and that a similar rule be placed instead in the
designation conditions, be accepted in part, to the extent
that a recommendation be made to NAL to consider
adding a condition to this effect to the designation
conditions. Until NAL could confirm such an amendment
to the designation conditions, | recommended that this
rule be retained in the zone provisions.

No recommendation on the submissions which seek
PPC30 be declined.

That further noise mitigation measures be considered by
NAL for this activity and are reflected in an amended rule.

Subject to the changes to this rule being implemented as
set out in the JWS dated 13 June and as attached to NAL'’s
closing submissions, | recommend that these submissions
be rejected.

6.9 Aircraft engine testing

The submission that seeks that the engine testing rule be
deleted and that a similar rule be placed instead in the
designation conditions, be accepted in part, to the extent
that a recommendation be made to NAL to consider
adding a condition to this effect to the designation
conditions. Until NAL could confirm such an amendment
to the designation conditions, | recommended that this
rule be retained in the zone provisions.

Reject submissions that seek the engine testing definition
be deleted.

No recommendation on submissions which seek PPC30
be declined.

That the engine testing rule comply with NZS 6802.

Subject to the changes to this rule being implemented as
set out in the JWS dated 13 June and as attached to NAL'’s
closing submissions, | recommend that these submissions
be rejected.

6.10 Other provisions — Airport Zone

No recommendation.

Subject to the changes to this zone being implemented as
set out in the JWS dated 2 and 3 May, 8 May and 13 June
and as attached to NAL'’s closing submissions (except as
noted below), | recommend that these submissions be
accepted and rejected in part.




Those parts of the PPC30 provisions that relate to the
Airport zone which | recommend are not accepted relate to
those matters set out under 6.9 of this addendum report.

Those parts of the submissions which | recommend are not
accepted/rejected relate to:

e changes made to the notified zone through the JWS (2
and 3 May, 8 May and 13 June 2024),

e changes made to the notified zone by the applicant
through expert evidence, and

¢ those matters set out under 6.9 of this addendum report.

6.11 Other provisions — Definitions

Various depending on the definition, including reject,
accept and no recommendation — refer to pages 104 to
105 of the s42A report.

Subject to the changes to Meaning of Words Chapter being
implemented as set out in the JWS’s (dated 2 and 3 May, 8
May and 13 June) and as attached to NAL’s closing
submissions (except as noted below), | recommend that the
submissions be accepted and rejected as set out in the table
on pages 104 to 105 of the s42A report, except in relation
to submissions on the definitions for:

¢ Aircraft operations — | recommend these submissions
be accepted in part in relation to amending the rule to
delete reference to air shows.

e Airport related activities - | recommend these
submissions be accepted in part in relation to amending
the rule to provide for ATC.

¢ Automotive and Marine Supplier - | recommend these
submissions be rejected.

¢ Building Supplier - | recommend these submissions be
rejected.

e Farming and Agricultural Supplier - | recommend these
submissions be rejected.

e Garden and Landscape Supplies - | recommend these
submissions be rejected.

e Office Furniture - | recommend these submissions be
rejected.




e Trade Related Activity — | recommend these
submissions be accepted in part in relation to those
matters set out under 6.9 of this addendum report.

e Yard Based Activity - | recommend these submissions
be accepted.

6.12 Other provisions — District wide
objectives and policies, other zone
provisions and general rule requests

No recommendation.

Subject to changes to these provisions being implemented
as set out in the JWS dated 2 and 3 May, 8 May and 13
June and as attached to NAL'’s closing submissions (except
as noted below), | recommend that these submissions be
accepted and rejected in part.

Those parts of the PPC30 provisions | recommend are not
accepted relate to those matters set out under 6.4 to 6.7 of
this addendum report.

Those parts of the submissions which | recommend are not
accepted/rejected relate to:

e changes made to the notified zone through the JWS (2
and 3 May, 8 May and 13 June 2024),

e changes made to the notified zone by the applicant
through expert evidence, and

o those matters set out under 6.4 to 6.7 of this addendum
report.

6.13 Mitigation Reject. No change to the S42a recommendation.
6.14 Compensation Reject. No change to the S42a recommendation.
6.15 Consultation Reject. No change to the S42a recommendation.
6.16 Further investigation and | Reject. No change to the S42a recommendation.
information

6.17 Submission period Reject. No change to the S42a recommendation.
6.18 Decision making process Reject. No change to the S42a recommendation.




6.19 No decision sought

No decision can be made.

No change to the S42a recommendation.

6.20 Other matters

Reject submissions that seek relief in relation to:
e works to roads,
¢ a sound-proof refuge for residents,
¢ emissions, flight path routes, and larger aircraft, and
¢ delaying the application.
No recommendation was provided in relation to:
¢ the Tahuna Beach Holiday Park,
o future development of Tahunanui,
¢ avoiding negative impacts on people/residents,
NAL noise assessments,
¢ considering all/other factors/aspects of the proposal,
the golf course, and

¢ residents' right to quiet enjoyment of their own homes
and area.

| withheld a recommendation on the relief sought to

extend the runway north instead of south and give the
opportunity for the submitter to clarify this relief.

No change to the S42a recommendations on submissions
regarding works to roads, a sound-proof refuge for
residents, emissions, flight path routes, and larger aircraft,
and delaying the application.

Subject to a satisfactory reconfiguration of the Nelson Golf
Club, | recommend that the remaining submissions be
rejected in part and that the PPC30 be accepted in part.

Those parts of PPC30 which | recommend are not accepted
(and those parts of the submissions which | recommend are
not rejected), unless there are amendments made as
identified in this addendum, relate to:

¢ the effects on the TBC (for the reasons set out in the
discussion under section 5 of this addendum report),

¢ provisions for activities sensitive to airport noise (for the
reasons set out in the discussion under section 6.4 to
6.7 of this addendum report), and

o the Airport Zone rule for trade related activities (for the
reasons set out in the discussion under section 6.9 of
this addendum report).

Natasha Wilson
Consultant Planner, Planscapes
9 August 2024




