BEFORE THE RYANS ROAD INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT EXPERT PANEL
FTAA 2504-1054

In the matter of of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024 (the FTAA)

the deliberations and final decision of the Expert Panel
appointed under section 50 and Schedule 3 of the
FTAA of the Ryans Road Industrial Development
project requiring:

(a) Resource consents under sections 9, 11, 14 and

(b) Authority under sectio
1953 to catch and rel

Expert Panel Chris Fowler
(Chair)

Michael Parypnso
(Membe,

Andrew

Comments received

r)

2025
under Section 53 of t :
FTAA:

co

of Decision of the Expert Consenting Panel
under Section 87 of the
Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024

Dated 7 May 2026

Decision: The Application is approved subject to conditions

Date of Decision: 7 May 2026
Date of Issue: 7 May 2026




PART A: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt st st sn s naenanaas 1

PART B: OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE.......ccciiiiiiiiiii e 3
72X 0] o T | [ ] o 10 3
PrOCEAUNE Lttt 8

PART C: LEGAL CONTEXT 1ttt ees st sesas st sssaas saesasaassaesasanssansasanssnnannss 21
Legal context for a listed project under the FTAA .. i 21
Section 81 - DeCiSIONS ON @PPrOVaAlS. . ..ot e 22
Approvals relating to a wildlife approval under the Wildlife Act 1953 ............cccentts 32
Section 85 FTAA - Ability to decline ConSent......iviiiiiii i i neeas

PART D: IWI AUTHORITIES ...euinitititie ettt e ee e e eeeeenenenennsg
Section 18 Report for a listed project
Substantive application information ..o
Statutory requirements.......coiiiii i ‘

PART E: EVALUATION OF EFFECTS ...viviiiiiiiiieeieeaeeeeeeeeen
Aircraft Safety and Airport Operations.............ccovvuenne,

Land SUPPIY coriiiii i s e
Highly productive land and NPS-HPL assessment
Transportation/Traffic - construction and operati
Urban Design ....cocvvvvviiiiiiiiiiieeeee e N e

Landscape and Visual .........c.ccvvvvininnnnn. o N

Operational Stormwater, Groundwg d So{l Cogamination..........cceevvvviinnnnnns
Water supply, wastewater and e Q ...............................................
=olo]loe )< | {0 (IR AT SR PP
Other Effects.............. I N
PART F: REGIONAL OR MRONA@BENGFITS OF THE PROJECT ...covviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee
PART G: STATUT ORI CUII EN TS P, ..ot r e e e ree e e reens

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.........c.oco i e
RegioNal Plans ... .o e
Christchurch District Plan ..o e
Treaty SEL EMENTS 1.ttt e e
PART I: PRINCIPAL ISSUES IN CONTENTION ...uuuiiiiiiiii i s e neevnne e neesnneennnens
PART J: OTHER CONSIDERATIONS ...ttt s s st s e e e s s e e s as e e



Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 ... e eas 199

Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy 2012-2042 .......ccovviiiiiiiiiieiennns 201
Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan ......oooiiiiiiii e 202
PART K: CONDITIONS ...ttt ittt st s e e s s e e ae st s s e s e e s s e snaaeraeanans 202
FTAA requirements for conditions ... 203
N I SN 1= 1 o 207
PART M: FTAA, SECTION 3 ..ttt ittt s s s s e s st s e s sne s sa e sneasness 208
PART N: OVERALL ASSESSMENT .. .uiiiiiiiiiie e s e s e s s a e s e e sees 208
PART O: FINAL DECISTON ...ttt it aeeas st ae e se s s snssssa s snesnsnaeaneanans 209

APPENDIX 1: DISTRICT COUNCIL CONDITIONS OF CONSENT
APPENDIX 2: REGIONAL COUNCIL CONDITIONS OF CONSENT
APPENDIX 3: WILDLIFE ACT APPROVAL CONDITIONS OF CONSJENT.

%
&



DECISION MADE BY THE PANEL: RYANS ROAD INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
FTAA - 2504-1054

PART A: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 This is an application by Carter Group Limited (CGL or the Applicant) to undertake
industrial development and associated activities on a rural-zoned Site comprising 3 lots
at Ryans Road, Yaldhurst, Christchurch (Application or Proposal).! In summary, the
Application encompasses the following activities:

(a) Subdivision into 126 freehold industrial lots, along with future @
industrial activities and buildings;
(b) Land development activities including vegetation cle
internal and external roading and footpath constructj
works;
(c) Installation of infrastructure for stormwaig \ wastewater and
potable water supply and power reticulatign;
(d)
(e)
2
3
4
5 nded application included changes recommended by an aviation safeguarding
d airprt compatibility assessment of the proposed development at 104 Ryans Road,
i urch, as it relates to Christchurch International Airport by L+R Airport
Constilting.>
6 In response to our invitation of 18 August 2025, the Panel received comments from

commentators, including Christchurch City Council, Canterbury Regional Council, New

2 The subject land is legally described as Pt Lot 3 DP 22679, Lot 4 DP 22679 and Pt Lot 1 DP 2837 and has a total area
of approximately 57.64 hectares.

3 Legislation Act 2019, s 10; and FTAA, ss 10 and Schedules 5 and 7.

4 The Panel requested comments on the Application by Minute dated 18 August 2025.

5 Supra at Appendix F - Christchurch International Airport Safeguarding Assessment dated 14 August 2025.
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Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA), Airways Corporation of New Zealand (Airways),
Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) and nearby property owners, by 15
September 2025. The comments included those in support of the Application and those
against.

The primary commentators against the Application were Airways and CIAL and their
comments are summarised below. A full assessment of those comments is contained in
this decision report (Decision or report). The Panel has carefully reviewed all of that
information in evaluating the Application.

The Panel has applied the statutory tests in the following provisions in determining and
approving the Application].

(@) Schedule 5, clause 17 - criteria and other matters for asse source
consent applications.
(b) Schedule 7, clause 5 - criteria for assessment of a wildlife

approval.

The Panel considers that, having considered all relg
purpose of the FTAA.

, the Project meets the

The Panel therefore grants approval for ubject to the conditions in

ppendix 2 (Regional Council

(b) isiop— throughout and summarised in Part N;

(c) e 9 he prjicipal issues in contention — Part I and summarised in Part

(d) @he main\ndifigs of the principal issues in contention — Part I and summarised
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PART B: OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE

Application
Applicant

Carter Group Limited is the authorised person for the Ryans Road Industrial
Development project as set out in Section 42 of the FTAA.

Site and surrounding environment

The Site comprises an area of approximately 57.64 ha in two separate title records

Road. Christchurch International Airport
immediately to the north and west of
is located approximately 170 m awa

. The main north-south runway
aspect. In the western aspect is

In the southeast cogfer strial block, is an old, abandoned dwelling,
clustered with vari sheds and water tanks. This section of the Site
is enclosed andg

6 Figures 1 and 2 are from the AEE filed with the Application at [33].
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The industrial block is currently accessed via private crossings on Ryans Road and Grays
Road. The balance block is accessed via a private crossing on Grays Road.

A water race flowing east to west is located on the Site's Ryans Road frontage. This is
a lateral channel of the Paparua Water Race Network (PWRN) and is owned and
operated by Selwyn District Council (SDC). It sources water from the Waimakariri River
near Intake Road and supplies irrigation and stock drinking water to the surrounding
area.

The Site is subject to several significant noise sources and experiences higher noise
levels which distinguish it from typical or more remote rural environments. Existing
noise levels at the Site already exceed the District Plan noise rules, partj

Ecological Region and is situated on t
site predominately comprises

dgerows for nesting and foraging. Additionally, the site
ts for/native lizard species, such as southern grass skinks,
s with rank grass, rock piles, and abandoned buildings. Three

ns Road). The wider area also contains a number of rural-residential
ated along the local roads and further within the landscape accessed via long
. Land use is predominantly agricultural with stock grazing and crop fields
A number of sites in the immediate vicinity are used for industrial purposes
despite their rural zoning.

To the immediate north of the site is Christchurch Airport, and to the immediate west
is land designated for airport purposes, which covers the northwestern boundary of the
Site. The AEE explains that the end of the emergency-stop for the runway associated
with Christchurch Airport is located approximately 74m from the Site at its closest point.

7 See Acoustic Assessment at Appendix 4 of the Application.
8 AEE at Appendix 6.
° AEE at Appendix 5.
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The end of the physical runway is located 170m from the north-western corner of the
site (closest point). Immediately northeast of the Site, on Christchurch International
Airport land, is a heliport that is occupied by Garden City Helicopters (GCH).

The AEE identifies key intersections in the vicinity of the site as being the Pound
Road/Ryans Road intersection, the Ryans Road/Grays Road intersection, and the Ryans
Road/State Highway 1 (SH1) intersection. To this we would add the Pound Road/State
Highway 73 (SH73) intersection to the south-west of the Site.

The Applicant provides a detailed description of the Site, the surrounding environment,
existing land uses and adjacent sites in the AEE. The AEE also provides an overview of
the geology and topography of the site, soils and existing infrastruct as well as

(b)
(c)

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP), the information below is
to the Site:

(a) The site is located in the area covered by the Christchurch-West Melton sub-
regional chapter (Chapter 9 of the LWRP).

(b) Catchment Name: Selwyn/Waimakariri Plains.
(c) Aquifer System: Semi-confined or unconfined aquifers.
(d) Christchurch Ground Water Protection zone.

(e) Christchurch West Melton Subregion / Water Allocation zone.



31 Pursuant to Regulation 10 of the National Environmental Standard for Contamination in
Soils (NES-Soil) the proposal is restricted discretionary activity.

Overview of the application

32 As described in the Application documents, the Applicant seeks resource consent to
undertake the following activities:

(a) Subdivision consent: For 126 industrial lots and infrastructures/service lots (a
non-complying activity) - s11 of the RMA.

(b) Land use consent: For future industrial activities, buildings. and site
improvements (a non-complying activity) - s9(3) of the RMA.

(c) Water permit: For the discharge of construction a
stormwater (roads to stormwater basin and glob

phase
lots

(d) Water permit: To take water for constructig

(e) Land-use consent: To undertake ear
margins (including vegetation clare
drain (a restricted discretionary

(f) Wildlife Permit: To authoris ifg and relocation of native lizards
(should they be found at ite) — s53 gF the Wildlife Act 1953.

33 On 15 August 2025 the App itional information and amended plans, as
a lot providing for the relocation of lizards on the Site, to remain in
pri nership, and a lizard management plan;
e ap aviation safeguarding and airport compatibility assessment of the proposed
evelopment;!! and

¢ amendments to conditions proposed, including additional limitations and building

heights in proximity to Christchurch International Airport.

Resource consents

34 The Panel has reviewed all the documentation and the further information provided by

10 Memorandum for Carter Group Limited dated 15 August 2025.
11 Appendix 5 - Airport Safeguarding Assessment prepared by L+R Airport Consulting.
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the Applicant and the participants and confirms that the Application requires land use,
subdivision, water take, water diversion and discharge consents under sections 9, 11,
14 and 15 of the RMA.

The Panel agrees with the Applicant that, in terms of the District Plan and the LWRP,
overall the Application is a non-complying activity.*?> The Council and CRC agree with
this assessment.

The District Plan rules and Regional Plan rules for which the application required consent
on lodgement are set out in Appendix 19 of the AEE. We note CCC’s advice that the
non-compliances identified by the Applicant in relation to Rule 8.6.4, being the number
of footpaths and road widths required within Industrial zones, do not techaically apply

disturb, catch and relocate native lizards. The n sought on a
precautionary basis in order to ensure that if any, discovered at the
time of land development works, an authority e ® be relocated.

Section 27, clause 5 of WA sets out the cri {defation of an application for a
wildlife approval namely, the purpose o FT the pgrpose of the WA and the effects
of the project on the protected wildfife in ques and any specific information on
requirements relating to the protecte

Procedure

The following matters o evant for this decision.

Appointment, site j&ct OHverview briefing

#lives ofthe Applicant. The site visit included a walkover of the Site,
sguthern and eastern boundaries of the industrial block and

oad and Grays Road. During the site visit the Panel identified the
the northeast of the industrial block and various structures associated

The Manel also drove around the immediate Site surrounds, including along Ryans Road
towards SH1, along Grays Road and George Bellew Road, and along Pound Road to the
intersection with SH73.

Following the site visit an online project overview briefing conference occurred on 14
August 2025 with the Applicant, and a humber of its specialist advisors, and statutory

12 AEE at [130]. Note that clause 17 (B) of Schedule 5 of the FTAA excludes from consideration section 104D of
the RMA with effect that one of the ‘gateway’ tests for non-complying activities does not have to be passed for
the application to be considered for approval under section 104B of the RMA.
13 Comments by the Christchurch City Council, 19 June 2025, paragraph 19.
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participants. The Panel found the briefing very helpful and is grateful to the Applicant
and other participants that attended.

Section 18 Report

The Panel was provided with a detailed report under section 18 of the FTAA, prepared
for the Panel Convener by the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) and dated 16 June
2025. The section 18 report provided the following information:

o identification of relevant iwi authorities, Treaty settlement entities and other
Maori groups with interests in the Project area; and

e the relevant principles and provisions and relevant Treaty settlg d other
arrangements.

The Section 18 Report made the following key points:

(@) The relevant Maori groups identified under sectigg

(b) The relevant Treaty settlement is the
other obligations have been identifi
project area.

(c) In the Crown acknowledgemen
Treaty obligations and cogugl

did not identify any @
settlement, or ot . YeF.

requirements
schedule 3

The Panel al a wildlife approval report prepared for the Panel Convener by
of Conservation pursuant to section 51 of the FTAA dated 1
2025 This report provided information on the following matters:

e purpose of the Wildlife Act 1953 and the effects of the Project on the
otected wildlife that is to be covered by the approval.

o Information and requirements relating to the protected wildlife that is to be
covered by the approval (including, as the case may be, in the New Zealand
Threat Classification System or any relevant international conservation
agreement).

¢ Any conditions that should be imposed to manage the effects of the activity on
protected wildlife.



Any conditions that recognise or protect a relevant Treaty settlement and any
obligations arising under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011
or the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

Invitations to comment

46 The Panel invited comments on the Application in accordance with Minute 3. Responses
to this invitation were due on 15 September 2025.

47 Comments were received on time from the following:
(a) Christchurch City Council;
(b) Canterbury Regional Council;
(c) Minister for the South Island;
(d) Minister for Regional Development;
(e) Department of Conservation;
(f)  Whitiora Centre on behalf of Te Ngai Ty
(g) Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited on beldglf o ahuriri Rinanga;
(h) New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA);
(i)  Orion New Zealand Lirgf

)
(k)

49 e brogH topics raised in the comments included:

Effects on land and surface water ecology, including effects on Herpetofauna
(lizard fauna) values and effects on instream values associated with waterways
on or bordering the Site;

Management of earthworks effects including effects on any archaeological
material disturbed on the Site and contaminated land effects;

Effects on the safe and efficient operation of Christchurch Airport and potential
risks to aviation safety;

10



50

51

Minute 3 also attached a list of questio

11
Effects on air safety and operation of the heliport operated by GCH, including
the flight path of helicopters using the heliport;

Effects on the safety, regularity and resilience of aviation services provided by
Airways to the Christchurch Airport;

Effects on groundwater;
Economic effects and industrial land demand;

Effects on land productivity capacity;

Effects on infrastructure and servicing;

Transport effects on Ryans Road and Grays Road and ¥ road
network including state highway intersections in the vinityof the

Effects on rural character and visual amenity effe

Effects on use and enjoyment, and possiblg
by adjacent landowners.

pbpMent of, land owned

Panel sought answers from
as part of their comments on
requests for further information

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

Dale, Novo Group, Planning Memo Response (Transport, Three
, Water Quality, Bird Strike, Ecology (freshwater and
, Herpetology, Landscape and Visual Amenity and CCC/DOC/CRC

Agpendix 2: Jeremy Phillips, Novo Group, Planning Memo Response (Aviation
fety, NPS-UD, NPA-HPL and Economic Benefits).

Appendix 3: Applicant proposed CCC (Land use and Subdivision) and DOC
(Wildlife Approval) Conditions.

Appendix 4: Applicant proposed CRC Conditions (and email from CRC agreeing
conditions).

Appendix 5: Capture Land Development and DCM Urban, Updated Plan Set for
Approval.

Appendix 6: Tom Lemon, Capture Land Development, Civil Engineering Memo.
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(h)

Appendix 7: Nick Fuller, Novo Group, Transport Memo Response.

(i) Appendix 8: Tom Lemon, Capture Land Development, Construction Management
Plan.

(j)  Appendix 9: Eoghan O’Neill, PDP, Stormwater Memo Response.

(k) Appendix 10: Tom Garden, PDP, Water Quality Response Memo.

()  Appendix 11: Lizzie Civil, PDP, Bird Strike Memo Response.

(m) Appendix 12: Lizzie Civil, PDP Draft Wildlife Hazard Management P

(n) Appendix 13: Jarred Arthur, PDP, Ecology Memo Response.

(o) Appendix 14:

(p) Appendix 15: Memo.

(q) Appendix 16: Gréphic Supplement.

(r) Appendix 17: L+R Airport Consuly International Airport
Safeguarding Assessment.

(s) Appendix 18: Cyrrus Limited, eguarding Assessment of Air
Navigation Equipment, Ryans iaf Development, Christchurch.

(t) Appendix 19: Naviga Road Industrial Development Aviation
Safeguarding Assessme

(u) Appendix 20: S Limited, Reply to CCC Comments on Economic
Matters.

Following M issued the following Minutes and received the following

(©)

(d)

ted 25 September 2025 regarding suspension of the Application to
the Applicant has sufficient time to respond to the comments provided

Mijute 5 dated 1 December 2025 regarding resumption of processing of the
plication following receipt of the Applicants’ response to comments (discussed
above);

Minute 6 dated 10 December 2025 requesting further information by 18
December 2025 from Airways, CIAL, NZTA, the City Council and the Regional
Council under section 67 of the FTAA;

In response, on 18 December 2025 CIAL filed a memorandum attaching an
aviation safety submission prepared by GCH regarding the effects of the proposal
on the GCH heliport. On the same date Airways filed a statement responding to
the Applicant’s response to comments. Both CIAL and Airways explained that
(among other matters) it was not possible for them to provide the information



requested by Minute 6 within the timeframe requested by the Panel. Both parties
raised significant concerns regarding the adequacy of consultation by the
Applicant and the sufficiency of the Applicant’s safeguarding assessment.

(e) Minute 7 dated 22 December 2025 regarding the documents filed by Airways and
CIAL (including GCH) in response to Minute 6. The Minute requests that the
Applicant consider how it would like the Panel to proceed with the Application in
light of the timeframe in which the Panel is required to issue its decision (at this
time the decision was due by Wednesday 18 March 2026'%), and requests that
Airways and CIAL (inclusive of GCH) reply to the Applicant’s response.

(f) By memorandum dated 19 January, the Applicant proposed a two-wagk timetable

provided by the Applicant.

(g) Minute 8 dated 23 January 2026 requests further inf
direction instruments approved by the Governor

g national
cember from

(h) oranda from CIAL and

sMot possible for these parties
this late stage of the process

gted the Applicant requested that processing of the
until approximately 16 February 2026. By
the Applicant amended the requested suspension date

3) i ebruary 2026 summarised the responses received to Minute 7,
 Applicant’s request for a further suspension until 23 February 2026,
bd the appointment of a special advisor to provide legal advice to assist
. Minute 9 also requested advice from the legal advisor, the Applicant,

L and Airways regarding the so-called precautionary principle, and requested
thgf Applicant file the CGL Package by 23 February 2026.

(k) Minute 10 clarifies and extends the date for filing the advice requested by Minute
8.

14 Section 66(6) FTAA limited the total number of working days during which processing is suspended to 50 days.
Most of the available 50 days has already been used by the Applicant compiling the Applicant’s response to
invited persons comments. Section 66(6) FTAA was amended on 17 December 2025 by section 36(2) of the Fast-
track Approvals Amendment Act 2025 to increase the total number of working days during which processing can
be suspended from 50 days to 100 days.

15 Minute 9 at [15(b)].

13



O] Between 3-16 February 2026 the Panel received the further information requested
by Minute 8 regarding national direction instruments from the Applicant, CCC,
CRC, Airways and CIAL.

(m) On 23 February 2026 the Panel received advice from the legal advisor, and further
information from the Applicant, CIAL and Airways regarding the precautionary

principle.

(n) Also on 23 February 2026 the Panel received the CGL Package which included the
following material:

(1) Lengthy legal submissions from the Applicant;

(i) Statement of evidence of Andrew Shelley;

(iii) Supplementary evidence of Geraint Bermingham
(iv) Supplementary evidence of Simon McPhersog
(v) Supplementary evidence of Benjamin

(vi) Memorandum from Lizzie Civil r
the further CIAL commentary i

(vii) Memorandum from Niclf Fuller re

commentary from CCC a ponse to Minute 6; and

(viii) y Phillips (planning) including final suite
o by the Applicant.
(o) On 2 March $d a joint memorandum from Airways and CIAL

regarding t

(P)

(q) OnFJ4 March the Panel held an online conference with the Applicant, Airways and
AL.

(r) Minute 11 dated 4 March records that taking into account the matters discussed
at the conference, the Panel is minded to accept further information from both
the Applicant and Airways and CIAL.!® The Minute records that:

(i) The difficulty for the Panel is that as matters currently stand, there is
inadequate time available to accommodate receipt of the information

16 See Minute 11 at [14](a)-(c) for details.

14



(s)

Q)

(u)

(V)

(w)

(x)

because the Panel needs to issue a draft decision by 16 March at the latest
and a final decision by 8 April.

(i) The Panel considers that a suspension of 3 weeks would be sufficient to
enable the above material to be filed and considered by the Panel.

(iii) The Applicant has indicated it will urgently consider whether it is willing and
able to request a suspension.

(iv) Accordingly, the Panel directs that the Applicant is to advise the Panel as
soon as possible and by no later than 3 pm Thursday, 5 March whether it is
willing to request a further suspension of the Application.

Minute 12 dated 5 March extends the timeframe for a responsg blicant

to 10 am Friday 6 March.

On 6 March Counsel for the Applicant advised th dil not have
instructions to suspend processing of the Applicatigg also provided
the EPA with a statement prepared by Mr Mcp dated 5 March
2026.

Minute 13 dated 6 March 2026 addres
jhute

(i) The Applicant’s response t

(i) The Panel’s request for fi ion from the Applicant regarding a
revised set of condjjd to form pg¥t of the CGL Package;

(iii) The Panel’s gequ er information from CIAL and Airways in

Panel also requested further advice from the legal advisor regarding
interpretation and application of policy 10 and policy 11 of the National
Policy Statement for Infrastructure.

On 9 March 2026 the Applicant filed legal submissions regarding matters arising
from the conference and a statement of evidence from Mr Phillips that included a
revised suite of conditions that included new and amended conditions addressing
potential adverse aviation effects of the proposal. Also on 9 March the Panel
received advice requested in Minute 13 from Ms Hamm, legal advisor to the Panel.

On 12 March 2026 the Applicant, CIAL and Airways each filed a response to Minute
13.

On 13 March the Applicant requested a further suspension of the Application to
respond to the material filed by CIAL and Airways.

15



(y) Minute 14 dated 13 March 2026 suspended the Application to allow the Applicant
an opportunity to file further information in reply to the material filed by CIAL and
Airways.

(z) Minute 15 dated 17 March 2026 responds to a memorandum filed by CIAL dated
16 March 2026 and refines the terms of the suspension.

(aa) On 18 March 2026 the Panel received the Applicant’s further information in reply
to the material filed by CIAL and Airways on 12 March 2026.'7

(bb) On 26 March 2026 the Panel issued its draft decision to approve the Application
together with a suite of draft consent conditions.

bn the
bn and

(cc) Minute 16, also dated 26 March 2026, directs the EPA to inviz8
draft conditions from specified persons and comments o
draft conditions from specified Ministers under s72 FTA.

(dd) Comments on the draft consent conditions werg
Airways, CCC, CRC, NZTA and TWT Holding
(Comments).

DOC, CIAL,
Fe 2 April 2026

(ee) The Applicant provided an initial respggSe tq Minu¥ # and the draft conditions

on 2 April 2026.

(ff) On 10 April 2026 the Applicantffequested a er suspension of the Application
to allow the Applicant to seek i s fechnical experts on the Comments.

Mijlute 18 dated 30 April 2026 directed that processing of the Application resume
llowing receipt of the Applicants s70(4) response.

(I Minute 19 also dated 30 April 2026 requested further information pursuant to s67
FTAA regarding the Applicant’s section 70(4) response from Airways, CIAL, CCC
and the Applicant.

7 Including a memorandum of Counsel for the Applicant and six supplementary statements of evidence for
the Applicant.
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(mm)On 4 May 2026 the panel received responses to Minute 19 from Airways, CIAL,
CCC and the Applicant.

The Panel notes that this is a reasonably significant number of procedural Minutes which
demonstrates the issues with this Application and the need for clarification on a number
of important points within the challenging timeframes of the FTAA.

Given the significant material contained in the Applicant’s responses, particularly
regarding air safety issues, the Panel refers to the detail of these comments and the
various responses, including the further information requested and the Applicant’s
response to the information, in its assessment which is contained in other sections of
this decision, namely Parts E, F, G and H.

Appointment of special advisor

As mentioned, on 2 February 2026 the Panel appointed Va
Holland Beckett, as a special adviser to provide the Pa
appointment was made under clause 10(2) of Schedule

The Panel initially requested legal advice from M Mding the precautionary
principle and later requested advice regarding 4 d application of policy

10 and policy 11 of the National Policy Stategfent j gcture.t®

Further information

The further information and reports ided by the participants, including
the Applicant, pursuant to s67 , s18 and gP1 of the FTAA is detailed above.

Conditions
The Application incl conditions which was subsequently amended by

gfon set was further amended in response to comments.
respective capacities as a regulatory authority, provided

proval sought by the Applicant that included comments on conditions at
Appendix A. The Department also provided comment on the CRC water permit
sought;

(b) Te Taumutu RUnanga commented on consent conditions and advice notes
(including a proposed Accidental Discovery Protocol at Appendix A);

8 This appointment is recorded in Minute 9 at [19].
1% See Minute 9 and Minute 13 for further details of the advice requested.

17



60

61

18

(c) Whitiora Centre on behalf of Te Ngai Tuahuriri RUnanga commented that it
expects that the land development will be undertaken in accordance with best
practice and that this will be enforced through conditions of consent addressing
various matters specified in their comments (which generally align with the
Applicant’s proposed conditions);

(d) Airways provided comments on conditions of consent (at section 5.2);
(e) CRC’s comments included CRC’s proposed conditions (at Appendix 5);

(f) CIAL's comments included CIAL's proposed amendments to conditions (at
Appendix A);

(g) CCC provided a fulsome response to the proposal incl/4ga
assessments and a suite of recommended amendments to
16);

(h)  NZTA’s comments did not include specific comme

The Applicant’s response to comments included thg urments in response to
comments on proposed conditions:

(a) Appendix 3 contains an updated sui
the DOC wildlife approval and idegh§

egarding CCC consents and
maining disagreement.

(b) Appendix 4 contains an update orditions regarding CRC consents and
records that all conditionggmee agreed wpth CRC. This is confirmed by an email

regarding various
provided by the

declifled to comment on the updated conditions on the basis that CIAL
ponsibly do so in the absence of a comprehensive aeronautical study.
L considered that to engage with conditions in the absence of an adequate
evydential foundation would risk proceeding on untested assumptions the relevant
fety issues are:

can

(i)  known and fully characterised;
(i) capable of reliable quantification; and
(iii) able to be appropriately managed through conditions of consent.

(c) NZTA suggested new transportation conditions 1-8 together with an explanation
regarding each condition.
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(d) On 23 February 2026 the Applicant filed the package of documents we refer to as
the CGL Package. Mr Phillips supplementary statement of planning evidence (at
Appendix 1) provided an updated suite of conditions that among other matters
included new land use consent conditions 21A, 21B and 21C regarding air-safety.

In summary to this point, regarding the CGL Package of consent conditions:

(a) The CRC consent conditions are agreed between the Applicant and CRC;

(b) The CCC land use consent and subdivision consent conditions are largely agreed
as between CCC and NZTA except for a relatively small number of matters where

there remains dispute between the Applicant and CCC and NZTA. of these
matters would prevent the grant of consent; and

(c) The DOC wildlife approval conditions are largely agreed plicant

and DOC.
It is important to note here that Airways and CIAL w ing that the
approvals be declined so this is not a situation wherg ; comprehensive
and agreed set of conditions insofar as they relat4@a the safe and efficient

operation of Christchurch Airport and potential

draft conditions from
Applicant.

ection 72 FTAA the Panel invited comment from the Minister for Maori Crown
Relations: Te Arawhiti and Maori Development on 13 April 2026. The Minister
commented in support of the decision of the Expert Panel and the conditions subject to
that decision.

Hearing

The Panel has exercised its discretion not to require a hearing on any issue under section
56 FTAA. The Panel was able to adequately consider all issues based on the information
available including the Application, comments received, responses to comments and
the further information provided by the Applicant, the Council and invited persons. The
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material issues involved were comprehensively addressed in the documentation
provided thereby either resolving any technical expert differences of opinion or making
it clear what differences remained outstanding. Residual issues were sufficiently clear
for the Panel to consider.

The Panel considers that sufficient information was presented, in combination with the
final conditions provided by CGL and further modifications that we have made, to
appropriately understand and manage potential effects of the proposal to a level that is
acceptable to the various receiving environments and activities that could be impacted
by the proposal. This approach includes post consenting certification of various
management plans, and further technical assessment and certification of some activities
with clear outcomes set that frame the scope of effect that could occurdameach case.

and development projects with significant regig
procedural principles in section 10 FTAA that g

nal’ benefits, and the
to take all practicable

(a) Under section 67 to re
above and in Part E;

(b)

(©)

(d)

riolis directions seeking further information from these parties and
| advice shortly after the conference.

the parties have taken to matters of aircraft safety and operational efficiency of the
airport.

Meetings and Panel deliberations

Much of the Panel’s correspondence, deliberations and decision-making occurred over
email following review, drafting and commenting on drafts of further information
requests, this decision report and the conditions. Notwithstanding this, the Panel met
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(via MS Teams) on multiple occasions to either discuss the Application generally or for
specific topics, or for the purpose of discussing minutes that needed issuing.?°

Timing of the Panel decision

In accordance with the panel convenor minute dated 29 July 2025 the time frame for
the panel to issue its decision documents under sections 79 and 88 is 8 April 2026,
subject to the processing of the application being suspended for any of the reasons
outlined in Section 60 of the Act.

On 23 September 2025, the Panel, following a request from the Applicant pursuant to
Section 64(1) of the Act, suspended the Application.?!

On 2 February 2026, the Panel, following a further request from thg
to Section 64(1) of the Act, suspended the Application.??

On 13 March 2026, the Panel, following a further request
to Section 64(1) of the Act, suspended the Application upti

On 13 April 2026, the Panel, following a furt e Applicant pursuant to
Section 64(1) of the Act, suspended the i the Applicant opportunity
to seek input from its technical advi its section 70(4) response to
Comments.?*

Taking into account the four nsions, whjfh total 83 days, the due date for the
Panel's decision is 7 May 20

PART C: LEGAL CON

Legal context for a | d progect under the FTAA

e a decision on whether there are competing applications or existing
rc@consents for the same activity on 28 May 2025.%7 The EPA then provided the
Apglic n to the panel convenor and at the same time requested a report from the

20 The Panel met (via MS Teams) on the following occasions - In 2025: 9 June, 27 June, 30 July, 31 July, 6
August, 8 August, 12 August, 13 August, 14 August, 15 August, 27 August, 26 September, 10 November, 4
December, 12 December, 19 December. In 2026: 20 January, 21 January, 23 January, 29 January, 30 January,
24 February, 27 February, 2 March, 6 March, 10 March, 13 March, 19 March, 20 March, 24 March, 7 April, 14
April, 24 April, 29 April, 30 April, 1 May, 4 May and 5 May.

21 This suspension ceased on 28 November 2025 with the total suspension period being 48 days.

22 This suspension ceased on 23 February 2026 with the total suspension period being 15 days.

23 This suspension ceased on 25 March 2026 with the total suspension period being 8 days.

24 This suspension ceased on 29 April 2026 with the total suspension period being 12 days

25 FTAA, sections 4 and 42.

26 FTAA, section 43.

27 FTAA, section 47.

21
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Ministry responsible agency?® under section 18 FTAA on 4 June 2025. A report was
received on 16 June 2025.

Purpose of the FTAA

82 Section 3 of the FTAA states:

The purpose of this Act is to facilitate the delivery of infrastructure and development projects
with significant regional or national benefits.

83 In the Taranaki VTM Project (FTAA-2025-104) (Taranaki),? the expert panel consider
the meaning of “facilitate” as follows (footnotes excluded):

possible or easier; and the scheme of the Act: the purpose of«
weight, and approvals must be granted unless specific grounds for

84

85

86

ecisions on approvals sought in substantive application
(1) A panel must, for each approval sought in a substantive application, decide whether to—

(a) grant the approval and set any conditions to be imposed on the approval; or
(b) decline the approval.

2) For the purpose of making the decision, the panel—

28 The Ministry for the Environment is the responsible agency for section 18.
2% Expert panel draft decision to decline the Taranaki VTM Project (FTAA-2025-104).
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(a) must consider the substantive application and any advice, report, comment, or
other information received by the panel under section 51, 52, 53, 55, 58, 67, 68,
69, 70, 72, or 90:

(b) must apply the applicable clauses set out in subsection (3) (see those clauses in
relation to the weight to be given to the purpose of this Act when making the

decision):
(c) must comply with section 82, if applicable:
(d) must comply with section 83 in setting conditions:
(e) may impose conditions under section 84:
(f) may decline the approval only in accordance with section 85.

(3) For the purposes of subsection (2)(b), the clauses are as follows:

(a) for an approval described in section 42(4)(a) (resource consent auses 17 to
22 of Schedule 5:

(i) for an approval described in section 42(4)(h) (wildlif
of Schedule 7:

4) When taking the purpose of this Act into account g ed to in subsection
(3), the panel must consider the extent of the jg al of national benefits.

Section 81(2) directs the Panel to the matt
with, and what we may impose. It als
further below.

consider, apply and comply
appJXation of section 85, discussed

clause” for the purpose of
clauses 17 to 22 of Sch

of Schedule 5

Cla 17 is headed Criteria and other matters for assessment of consent application.
For completeness, we set out clause 17 in full:

17 Criteria and other matters for assessment of consent application

(1) For the purposes of section 81, when considering a consent application, including
conditions in accordance with clauses 18 and 19, the panel must take into account, giving
the greatest weight to paragraph (a),

30 Clauses 19-22 of Schedule 5 relate to resource consents regarding freshwater fisheries activity, aquaculture
decisions, conditions on coastal permits and decisions on coastal permits. These matters are not relevant to the
Ryans Road Project.
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(a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the provisions of Parts 2, 3, 6, and 8 to 10 of the Resource Management Act 1991
that direct decision making on an application for a resource consent (but excluding
section 104D of that Act); and

(c) the relevant provisions of any other legislation that directs decision making under
the Resource Management Act 1991.

2) For the purpose of applying any provisions in subclause (1),—

(a) a reference in the Resource Management Act 1991 to Part 2 of that Act must be
read as a reference to sections 5, 6, and 7 of that Act; and
(b) if the consent application relates to an activity that is the subject of a

determination under section 23 of this Act, the panel must treat Y

he effects of the

(c)

(3)

4) For the purposes of subclause (1), th Rgfito account that the provision
referred to in subclause (3) would ] application to be declined, but
must not treat the provision as reguirin decline the application the panel is
considering.

(5) In the case of an application

A ®ection to "take into account” identified matters requires a decision-maker to give genuine
atgfntion to each of the identified matters, weigh them, and give each matter appropriate weight

iven the circumstances. While normally weight is a matter for the decision-maker, under the
FTAA the weighting exercise is influenced by the statutory direction that “the greatest weight” is
to be given to the purpose of the FTAA. The balancing exercise is not an even one. One of the
ways in which the FTAA implements this statutory weighting is through the limited bases for
declining an application in s 85.

The Panel has taken the approach discussed in Taranaki. We have assessed the matters
incl 17(1)(a) to (c) on their own terms, before standing back and ensuring that in taking
those matters into account, it has given the greatest weight to the purpose of the FTAA.
The Panel records its understanding that the RMA considerations are matters to factor
into its decision under the FTAA and that the RMA considerations do not themselves
determine whether consent is granted or declined.
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Clause 17(1)(a) — Schedule 5 FTAA

Under clause 17 the Panel must take into account the matters listed at clause 17(1)(a)-
(c) giving greatest weight to the paragraph (a) which is “the purpose of this Act [FTAA]".
As mentioned, the purpose of the FTAA “as to facilitate the delivery of infrastructure and
development projects with significant regional or national benefits.” When taking the
purpose of the Act into account under clause 17 the panel "must consider the extent of
the projects regional or national benefits”.3!

The term “significant” is not defined in the FTAA however the panel that determined the
Maitahi Village®? substantive application looked to the ordinary meaning of ‘significant’
and on that basis used the meaning “sufficiently great or important to g worthy of
attention; noteworthy”.

as to what may be considered when the signifiglnce
the Select Committee Report is clear that ' "

The assessment of the extent of the
a factual question based on eviden

ing all those matters into account, the Panel’s approach to benefits has involved three steps.

It WBs:

a. first assessed the extent to which any regional or national benefits are
established, and the extent to which there may be comparable disbenefits by
assessing the veracity of the information provided about each;

b. second, discounted any comparable established disbenefits from any established

benefits; and

31 Section 81(4) FTAA.
32 Maitahi Village Project [FTAA-2502-1009] (September 2025) at [516].
33 Taranaki at [82].
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C. third, for the purpose of s 85(3) FTAA, considered whether any adverse impacts
(that have not already been accounted for as disbenefits) are sufficiently
significant to be out of proportion to the extent of the project’s regional or national
benefits.

We have adopted the same approach in our assessment of benefits of the proposal.

Clause 17(1)(b) — Schedule 5 FTAA

Schedule 17(1)(b) sets out the RMA provisions that the Panel must take into account
when considering a consent application as follows:

(b) the provisions of Parts 2, 3, 6, and 8 to 10 of the Resource Manage
direct decision making on an application for a resource consent (# 3
104D of that Act);

1991 that
Y section

The Parts of the RMA referred to in Schedule 17(1)(b) are as
(a) Part 2 - Purpose and principles (sections 5-8);
(b) Part 3 - Duties and restrictions under this A

(c) Part 6 — Resource consents (sections 84AA < 139F
(d) Part 8 — Designations and herita

rde i 166-198M); and

(e) Part 10 - Subdivision and recla i ns 218-246).

Part 6, and particularly secti
Panel to consider in the corfte

RMA, e most relevant Part of the RMA for the
Road Application. We have also considered

the c@nsent authority must, subject to Part 2 and section 77M, have regard to-
any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity, and

(ab) any measure proposed or agreed to by the applicant for the purpose of ensuring
positive effects on the environment to offset or compensate for any adverse
effects on the environment that will or may result from allowing the activity, and

(b) any relevant provisions of—

(i) a national environmental standard:

(ia) a wastewater environmental performance standard:

(ib) a stormwater environmental performance standard:

(ic) an infrastructure design solution:

(ii) other regulations:

(iii) a national policy statement:

(iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement:

(v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:
(vi) a plan or proposed plan; and
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(c) any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably
necessary to determine the application.

2) When forming an opinion for the purposes of subsection (1)(a), a consent authority may
disregard an adverse effect of the activity on the environment if a national environmental
standard or the plan permits an activity with that effect.

(6) A consent authority may decline an application for a resource consent on the grounds
that it has inadequate information to determine the application.

(7)

103

104 planning provisions in evaluating the

g Framework. Noting the FTAA is clear

8% provision in a specified Act (notably the RMA
uch as NPSs). The Panel’s assessment of effects

105 i at the Applicant, Airways, CIAL and legal advisor to the Panel, Ms

106 often both conflates and distinguishes the ‘precautionary principle’ and the
nary approach’, with the term being used interchangeably at times. The
ave acknowledged that the precautionary approach as it applies in the RMA has
evolved from the precautionary principle as established in the 1992 Rio Declaration. For
the purpose of this decision, we have focused on the precautionary approach as it is

generally applied in the RMA and considered its specific applicability to the FTAA.

107  Civil aviation hazards have been held to be relevant effects under the RMA to the extent
that they relate to human safety. The Court has recognised the importance of human
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safety in the purpose of the RMA in cases involving potential civil aviation hazard effects
and have held that these effects must be considered.3*

108 The Supreme Court in Environmental Defence Society v New Zealand King Salmon
Company Ltd?> summarised the principles of the precautionary approach as it applied
to deciding resource consent applications as distilled by the Environment Court in Sea-
Tow Ltd v Auckland Regional Council:3®

(a) A careful balanced judgement is required; in some cases that may only be achieved
by adopting a precautionary approach;

(b) The precautionary approach may be applied to influence the exercise of a discretion
to the extent consistent with the purpose of the RMA;

(c) Even if there is a dispute of material fact, that does not neg4
evidence; and

(d) A precautionary approach should only be applied where
or ignorance about the scope or nature of the )

precautionary approach.

109 Ms Hamm also advises that an Expert Panel
approach to an approval sought under th
into the FTAA as matter that an Expert
FTAA. There are no modification ons that are relevant to the
precautionary approach.

o apply a precautionary
FTAA imports s 104 RMA

110

111

rt of considering the actual and potential effects on the environment under s 104(1)(a)
, the Expert Panel will need to consider the nature of the effect at issue and the evidence
red@rding those effects to determine whether a precautionary approach is warranted.

The Expert Panel will also need to consider whether there is any policy or plan direction requiring
a precautionary approach. We note that in the absence of a direct obligation, the Expert Panel

34 Rotorua Regional Airport Ltd v Fischer ENC A113/09 at [79], citing Glentanner Park (Mount Cook) Limited Anor
v Mackenzie District Council W50/1994. Refer also Aviation Activities Ltd v Mackenzie District Council ENC
C72/2000 at [13] and [27].

35 Environmental Defence Society v New Zealand King Salmon Company Ltd [2013] NZHC 1992 at [74].

36 Sea-Tow Ltd v Auckland Regional Council EnvC A066/06 at [462].

37 Waihi North Project [FTAA 2504-1046] 18 December 2025 at [32], [36], [64], [297]. We note that the New
Zealand Policy Statement of Indigenous Biodiversity 2023 was in play, and Policy 3 directed a precautionary
approach when considering adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity.

38 Memorandum of Venassa Hamm dated 23 February 2026 at [28] - [34].
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ultimately has a discretion whether to apply a precautionary approach, and to decide the weight
to be given to a precautionary approach.

If the Expert Panel considered a precautionary approach was necessary, it would follow the same
principles to that approach as set out above (but for the question of decline, which we discuss

further below). The Expert Panel would consider:

(a) The evidential basis as to the nature of the effect, including whether the effect is within
the level of effect contemplated in the RMA;?°

(b) The extent of environmental risk (which can include the risk to human health and safety
based on the definition of ‘environment’);

(c) The degree of uncertainty and risk as to whether that effect will occurgaating that the

(d) The appropriateness of conditions to manage that effgft (wh
accordance with clauses 18 and 19, sch 5, FTAA and i Ij

the Expert Panel must consider under section
as required by s 85(3)(b)(i) and (ii) FTAA.

FTAA.

112 We have adopted the ghproach
of the proposal at P,

ined above in our assessment of air safety effects

Section 104(1 Yy I planning provisions

113

114 t of the Panel’s consideration of the project under the planning provisions is
not det inative; rather it must be factored into the section 81 and section 85 analysis.

Section 104(1)(c) - Any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and
reasonably necessary to determine the application

115 The Navigatus assessment filed with the Applicant Response refers to CAA Advisory
Circular AC139-8 (AC139-8) which provides guidance regarding heliport approach and

3% Noting that the Courts have consistently emphasised that there needs to be a plausible basis, not just a
suspicion or innuendo, for adopting the precautionary approach. Conflicting opinions about whether a proposal
would result in adverse effects, where the expert witnesses were in no doubt about how the effects arise, what
creates them, what might cause them, are not lack of scientific knowledge.
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take-off paths.*® Documents filed by CIAL and the Applicant refer to Australian NASF
Guideline H: Protecting Strategically Important Helicopter Landing Sites (Guideline H).

116 AC139-8 and Guideline H are matters that the Panel may have regard to under
s104(1)(c) RMA. The meaning of the words “relevant” and “reasonably necessary” in
section 104(1)(c) are relatively straightforward. The test of relevance is that the matter
relates in some way to the consent authority's decision so as to achieve the purpose of
the Act. Being “reasonably necessary” imports a concept somewhere between
“expedient” on one hand and “essential” on the other.*! There are no provisions within
applicable RMA planning instruments specifically related to the issue of air safety effects
relating to the GCH heliport. This issue is directly relevant to the purpose of the RMA
and in the absence of other guidance we consider that reference to these dgcuments is
reasonably necessary in the circumstances of this case.

117 Minute 13 requested further information from the Applicant, CIA
an assessment of the proposal against these documents.
responses received which we have carefully considered.

in Part E below.

Section 104(2) - permitted baseline

118 Section 104(2) provides that when formin

environment if a national environme
that effect.

119 Mr Phillips introduces a propo
purportedly in response
greenhouses are releva

line of greenhouses located on the Site
ning evidence. Mr Phillips argues that
hey demonstrate that large-scale built form
d wouId only be managed by the standards and

120

121

baseNne for the following reasons:

(a) The proposed permitted baseline of greenhouses located on the Site has been
introduced very late in the FTAA process through the Applicant’s evidence in reply.
Consequently we have not had the benefit of evidence from CCC, CIAL or Airways
on this point. In particular, CCC has not had an opportunity to verify the

40 Navigatus assessment filed with the Applicant Response to comments at Section 7.1, page 28.
1 J F Investments Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council 2006 WL 1174360 at [31]-[32].
42 Phillips supplementary statement of evidence 18 March 2026 at [20]-[26].
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Applicant’s assessment of the relevant planning rules applicable to greenhouse
development on the Site of the scale and location proposed by the Applicant.

(b) We understand that GCH heliport was established after the CDP became operative
and we are not aware of any CDP provisions specifically related to management
of development beneath the southern approach to the heliport. Given the
timeframes of the FTAA process, we have not been able to explore this point
further but it suggests to us that a cautious approach to application of the
proposed permitted baseline should be adopted in the circumstances.

(c) Planning matters aside, we have not received any evidence regarding the practical
feasibility of locating greenhouses at this scale on the Site. For gagmple, it is
unclear whether sufficient water supply would be available
development of this scale to be successful. In this regard
Reeftide assessment filed with the substantive ap
Christchurch West Melton Groundwater Zone is fully a
there is limited available water supply.*

(d) Further, it is unclear whether establishment of #4
be financially viable on this Site. None of th
Applicant address this question.

Section 104(6) - A consent authority may

122 Section 104(6) provides that a con may decline an application for a

resource consent on the grou bat it has igBdequate information to determine the
application. Section 104(7% es th the consent authority, in making an
assessment on the ade mation, must have regard to whether any

request made of the i Wfusther information or reports resulted in further

information or any able
123  The Panel’s cg St e project under section 104(6) is not determinative;
rather it to the section 81 and section 85 analysis. The Taranaki

inadequate information to determine the scale of adverse impacts,

have adequate information to determine the appl/cat/on these scenarios would meet the
ition of an ‘adverse impact’ in s 85(5), which is “any matter considered by the panel in
plying with s 81(2) that weighs against granting the approval”. As such, the inadequacy of
Information could provide the basis for declining the approval if the panel considers that adverse
impact, by itself or in combination with any other adverse impact, is sufficiently significant to be
out of proportion to the project’s regional or national benefits.

124  Afeature of this case is that the argument of CIAL and Airways is not that the Applicant’s
experts have reached the wrong conclusions; rather they contend that the material
before the Panel does not enable a proper understanding of the potential aviation effects
of the proposal and corresponding conclusion on the validity of the expert assessments.

43 Reeftide Assessment dated 4 March 2025 at pages 7-8.
44 Taranaki at [184].



In particular they contend that the information presently available does not enable the
Panel to determine:

(a) What aviation safety or operation effects may arise;
(b) The scale of any such effects;
(c) How these effects might appropriately be managed;*®

(d) The costs of those risks (effects) - either in terms of safety or the costs of
ensuring safety is not compromised; and

(e) Ultimately, whether the adverse impacts of the proposal are suffj ificant
to be out of proportion to the project’s benefits.4®

125 We assess whether the Applicant has provided adequatgf infoymati enable
assessment of the proposal in Part E below.

Approvals relating to a wildlife approval under jfe 953

126 Schedule 7, clause 5 sets out the criteria for asseds
approval.

pplication for a wildlife

127 For completeness, we set out clause 5 in full:

For the purposes of section 81, wherfgconsi lication for a wildlife approval, including
conditions under clause 6, the pan into account, giving the greatest weight to
paragraph (a),—

(a) the purpose of this

(c)

128

129 Sect®n 85 FTAA sets out the limited circumstances when approvals must or may be

declined.

130 Section 85(1) and (2) sets out the matters that apply to a mandatory decline decision.
Section 85(3) sets out the matters that must be considered by the Panel in forming a

45 Memorandum for CIAL dated 12 March 2026 at [28].
46 CIAL memorandum of 12 March in response to Minute 13 at [13.1].

32
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view that the approval sought should be declined. Again for completeness we set out
section 85(3) in full below:

Approval may be declined if adverse impacts out of proportion to regional or national benefits

(3) A panel may decline an approval if, in complying with section 81(2), the panel forms the

view that—
(a) there are 1 or more adverse impacts in relation to the approval sought; and
(b) those adverse impacts are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the

project’s regional or national benefits that the panel has considered under section
81(4), even after taking into account—

(i) any conditions that the panel may set in relation to t

and
(ii) any conditions or modifications that the applic
to avoid, remedy, mitigate, offset, or cogfipengate fo
impacts.
4) To avoid doubt, a panel may not form the vie pact meets the
threshold in subsection (3)(b) solely on the basgl 3 pact is inconsistent

ent that a panel must

(5) In subsections (3) and (4), adverse matter considered by the panel

131 We note the Expert Panel for in Wahi i i mportant differences between the
RMA and FTAA approval process:*’

instrument objecti
have causedqsiii

Eavy emphasis in the Schedules on the purpose of the Act;
) he way in which s 85(3)(b) is expressed; and

(c) The prohibition in s 85(4) from concluding that 85(3)(b) threshold has been met
“solely on the basis” of inconsistency with a statutory provision or document that
must be taken into account or considered

[12] The differences just referred to include the following overlapping considerations:

(a) The s 85(3) test and the decision-making criteria in the Schedules require a weighing
of incommensurables between what are claimed to be economic benefits on the one
hand and, on the other, actual or potential adverse effects (perhaps environmental
or cultural). Carrying out the weighing exercise is likely to involve something akin to
the overall judgment approach that was rejected by the Supreme Court in

47 The Wahi North Project [FTAA-2504-1046] Expert Panel (18 December 2025) at pg 318.
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Environmental Defence Society v The New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited &
Ors.*8

(b) Associated with this, there are no "bottom lines” of the kind applied in King Salmon.
(c) Planning objectives and policies do not play as critical a role in relation to resource
consent applications (particularly for non-complying activities) as they would under

the RMA.

(d) Where the activities (or effects) are not consistent with provisions in the planning
instruments, there is thus scope for greater focus on the significance of the effects
in issue than would be permissible under the RMA.

132 For the reasons set out later in this decision report (see Part E, Part F

PART D: IWI AUTHORITIES

Section 18 Report for a listed pr

133 The relevant iwi authorities, Trg

9

ettlement gntities and other relevant Maori groups

134  The application do n assessment of cultural effects and a consultation

summary?, agement undertaken prior to lodgement of the
application unanga and Te Ngai Tuahuriri RUnanga. The Application
also inclu ; nary féedback on the proposal from Te Taumutu Rinanga and Te

135 T tdahuril§ Rinanga provided preliminary feedback to moderate the effects of

in the Tollowing recommendations:
An Accidental Discovery Protocol (ADP) must be in place during all earthworks required
to exercise this consent to deal with archaeological finds and protect the interests of mana
whenua. This condition does not constitute a response under the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act (HNZPT 2014).

2. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for any earthworks required to give effect to these
consents must be prepared, inspected, and maintained in accordance with Environment

48 Environmental Defence Society v The New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited & Ors [2014] NZSC 38;
[2014] 1 NZLR 593.
4% AEE at [290]-[295] and page 75, Table 4: Consultation Summary.
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Canterbury’s Erosion and Sediment Control Toolbox for Canterbury until such time the
exposed soils have been stabilised.

3. Indigenous planting is required to enhance the cultural landscape, increase indigenous
habitat, filter sediment and sequester carbon.

4. Every indigenous vegetation removed must be replaced with two equivalent species (like-
for-like) at or near the site through transplantation or other methods, as an offset
measure.

Ecology:

1. Fish salvage by a suitably qualified fish expert must be undertaken prior to diverting the

water race into pipes.

2. A suitably qualified ecologist needs to be present during any work; ociated W

the water race for de-fishing.

piping

136 Te Taumutu Rinanga also provided preliminary feedback to

137  The AEE contains an assessment of Mana Whenug reCg ons (at Table 22) which

provides the applicant’s response to each of t mendations/requested

accepted by the Applicant. The Applicagion

sugge

rds thpt the preliminary assessment

st that the proposal will not givgfriseMo si t cultural effects.>®

50 AEE at [297].
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Comments

Pursuant to s53(2)(b) - (g) the Panel invited comments from Te Ngai TGahuriri Rlinanga
and Te Taumutu Runanga.

Te Ngai Tuahuriri Rinanga commented on the Application through its mandated
representative (Whitiora Centre Limited (Whitiora)). Whitiora referred to Table 22 and
the Mana Whenua recommendations noted above. Whitiora acknowledged that the
matters identified in consultation between the applicant and Te Ngai Taahuriri Rlnanga
have been addressed in the project description and conditions of consent.

Te Taumutu RUnanga also provided comments on the Application which gea similar to

Discovery Protocol (at Appendix 1).

We note that the EPA provided us with a separate letter fro
Ngai Tuahuriri Rlnanga exercise rangatiratanga and kaitia
than Te Taumutu Rinanga. We acknowledge this state

ite, rather
requested to

the matters raised by the respective comments frq
Taumutu Rdnanga. We have referred the letter

Statutory requirements

Treaty settlements and recognised ¢

Section 7 requires all persons perfor ions and exercising powers under the
#h the obligations arising under existing
Treaty settlements and cu gnised under the Marine and Coastal Area

The Ryans Road Pr6j i itin or adjacent to the common marine and coastal
area and accordj

@ i ohe moana o nga hapu o Ngati Porou.

For completeness the Panel notes that under Schedule 7, clause 5 regarding the
wildlife approval, there is no reference to Treaty settlements or equivalent.

PART E: EVALUATION OF EFFECTS
Schedule 5 clause 5(4) requires a consent application to provide an assessment of an

activity’s effects on the environment covering the information in clauses 6 and 7.
These matters include:

36
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(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

)

(9)

(h)

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

37

an assessment of the actual or potential effects on the environment:

if the activity includes the use of hazardous installations, an assessment of any risks to
the environment that are likely to arise from such use:

if the activity includes the discharge of any contaminant, a description of—

(i) the nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to
adverse effects; and

(i) any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any other
receiving environment:

a description of the mitigation measures (including safeguards and contingency plans
where relevant) to be undertaken to help prevent or reduce the actual or potential effect
of the activity:

identification of persons who may be affected by the activity and ;
views of any persons consulted, including the views of iwi or,
consulted in relation to the proposal:

have specified for that decision:

if the scale and significance of the activity’s effects g
a description of how the effects will be monitored g#id by

an assessment of any effects of the activit e exerci

right.

of a protected customary

any effect on the people in the
including any social, economi

if relevant, the wider community,

any physical effect on the loc dscape and visual effects:

any effect on ecosystg R j on plants or animals and physical disturbance

any effect on o/ yoe® resources having aesthetic, recreational, scientific,
historical, | value, or other special value, for present or future
generati

reports attached as Appendices). Parties who commented also raised a
ctual and potential effects.

Appr®ach to effects evaluation

The Panel has identified the following categories of actual and potential effects on the
environment that, in particular, require more detailed discussion. The discussion of
these effects is set out in detail later in this section:

(a) Transport effects on Ryans Road and Grays Road and the surrounding road
network including state highway intersections in the vicinity of the Site;
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(b) Effects on the safe and efficient operation of Christchurch Airport and potential
risks to aviation safety, including effects on the safety, regularity and resilience
of aviation services provided by Airways to the Christchurch Airport;

(c) Effects on air safety and operation of the GCH heliport, including the southern
flight path of helicopters using the heliport;

(d) Visual amenity and landscape effects; and
(e) Economic effects / benefits of the proposal.

150 Other actual and potential effects of the Application are not generally inggdispute and,
subject to appropriate conditions, appear to be acceptable on
information provided to us, whether via the Application, invited com#@Rts, or re@onses
to further information requests. These effects have been ass the Mnel to
varying extents and include: positive effects, rural land u iaf effects,
infrastructure servicing effects, noise & vibration effects, C Znd effects,
geotechnical effects, natural hazards, construction effe rchaeological

effects.

151 Where this decision report does not discuss a pai In the environment, we
record that the Panel has nevertheless careffly cqpsi j information provided to
us. Unless stated otherwise, we are sa at tReXonclusions offered by the
Applicant's technical experts are acce so had regard to the relevant
planning provisions in considering thefeffects of th ject, as noted in Part H: Planning
Framework.

152 Some of these matters are tjg Iitions on which the Panel provides further
commentary within our 3 ts and in Part K of this decision report, in

some cases proposing

153 Finally, we record entary offered by CCC and CRC on the Application

154 Th ssed these effects thematically throughout our discussion below.
o0 had regard to the relevant planning provisions in evaluating the

oject, as noted in Part H: Planning Framework.

effects of

155 In termy of the relevant receiving environment, the Panel has applied the test in

Ha rn.>* The environment includes that which presently exists. It also:

...embraces the future state of the environment as it might be modified by the utilisation of rights
to carry out a permitted activity under a district or regional plan or by the implementation of
resource consents which have been granted at the time a particular application is considered,
where it appears likely that those resource consents will be implemented.?

51 Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd [2006] NZRMA 424 at [84].
52 Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd [2006] NZRMA 424 at [84].



Aircraft Safety and Airport Operations
Proposal

156  While other matters have been contested to various extents by parties, and notably
issues around transport effects and design, the primary issue of contest is the extent
to which the proposed development might adversely impact the function and
management of airport communications, navigation and surveillance (CNS) equipment,
and corresponding impacts on aircraft safety and airport operational efficiency. In brief:

e the Applicant contends that it has undertaken sufficient specialist technical
investigations, supported by appropriate conditions, to conclude that the
proposal will not result in any adverse impact on the function of tj ystems
to the extent that:

(a) would adversely impact aircraft safety and airpor; 3
to make any

(b) would trigger any requirement for Airways and
i rrent levels of

changes to their systems or operations
service; while

e Airways and CIAL consider that such ¢ i be definitively made on
ation provided®*. Rather,

-15 and ICAO EUR Doc 015> .,

That would take six to nine clude. While they have offered
comments on some conditions nt that the Panel was minded to grant
the consent, both par er that the consent should be granted
based on the curr gap created by the lack of appropriate

assessment.

Planning controls a tibn

157 and restriction areas are described below and referred

rpose (Airport) Zone: Airport and surrounding land, including the land
adjacent to the Site. This is divided into an Aviation Precinct and a
velopment Precinct. The matters addressed in this section relate to potential
fects on the operation of the Aviation Precinct.

53 Originally the Applicant identified that GCH may need to alter southern flight approach paths for all helicopters
except but Performance Class 1 (those with two or more engines). Conditions have now been offered to avoid
that outcome.

54 As discussed later, Airways also identify what it considers to be significant errors in the assumptions made by
the Applicant’s experts regarding the Airport CNS systems. While this is not the primary reason for requesting
an Aeronautical Safeguarding Study, Airways identifies that as one risk of not undertaking that study, with full
engagement of the relevant participants.

55 International Civil Aviation Organization: European Guidance Material on Managing Building Restricted Areas.
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. Designation Al (Designation): includes an Aviation Precinct and a Development
Precinct under the CDP. The designation requires approval under section 176A
of the RMA from the Airport as the Requiring Authority for any use of land.

e  Protection Surfaces. Penetration of these surfaces by structure associated with
the proposed development is a prohibited activity under the CDP.

o Take-off Slopes and Approach Slopes Protection Areas: To preserve the
unobstructed airspace within these areas for the safe manoeuvring of
aircraft at low altitude during take-off and landing these restrict any
building, structure, tree or utility that penetrates the Protection Surfaces
other than for navigational aids and maintenance or repgiaaof existing
building, structures or utilities and specified national grig

o Runway End Protection Areas (REPA): protect
runways ends including by restricting develop
land and associated airspace for the safe fun Mrport. The
REPA overlay prevents buildings, structure ctivities from
establishing in this location by way of a d activity status.

. Other control areas.

o Bird Strike Management Ar

activity standards are
controlled, restri

r/activities within these areas, with
, discretionary activities status’ for
the permitted standards.

ds (horizontal and vertical lux spill) apply to outdoor
is area. The CDP also provides a restricted discretionary
hen not meeting some standards.

menced operations at its current site in 2017. The approach paths
ere developed within the Guidance of CAA Advisory Circular 139-8 and under
vil Aviation Rule Part 139-8.
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Civil Aviation Authority

. Building Restricted Area (BRA)>®: The area extending from CNS facilities where
buildings have the potential to cause unacceptable interference to CNS
functions. They are managed in accordance with ICAO EUR DOC 015%.

e Radar Building Restricted Area®®. A surface that controls the hight of buildings
within proximity of airport radar. Buildings to be avoided within 500m and
beyond that, building should be below a defined conical surface.

e  Civil Aviation Rule (CAR) Part 77: The objective of Part 171 is to set standards,
specifications, restrictions, and requirements for the issue and exercise of an

2023, and to ensure New Zealand meets and maintai
operating and technical standards for aeronautical telec
and facilities. Part 171 includes rules governing the ¢
of organisations providing aeronautical telecommu
of IFR flight or an air traffic service.

e CAR Part 172: The objective Part 172 j
restrictions, and requirements for the iss

ndafds, specifications,
isdiof an Air Traffic Service

and maintains applicable ICAO sta ended practices related to
certification and operating requir
service in the New Zealand
Part 172 also prescribes the
of an air traffic service

chnical standards for the provision
rganisation.

ith Civi Aviation Rule Part 139 requirements relating to the undertaking
ical studies. Relates to rules 139.21, 139.131 and 139.457.

158 e locaion and proximity of the site to the airport is described earlier in our Decision.
It ated south of the Aviation Precinct of the Airport, being approximately 170m
south of the southern end of Runway 02 (the main north-south orientated runway). The
end of the emergency stop for the runway associated with is located 74m from the site
at its closest point. A western portion of the site within the area covered by Designation

56 Airways comments Appendix B.

57 Airways comments Appendix A. International Civil Aviation Organization: European Guidance Material on
Managing Building Restricted Areas; Third addition 2015.

58 Airways comments Appendix C.


https://www.aviation.govt.nz/rules/rule-part/part-139/
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Al and REPA A2>. A larger portion of the site part of the site also lies under the Airport
Protection Surfaces.

The site lies within the BRA and Radar Building Restricted Area.

The GCH heliport is located immediately north of the north-eastern boundary of the
site, adjacent to proposed Lots 121 and 122. The Final Approach and Take-Off (FATO)
for the GCH operation extends across the Applicant’s site. The Touch-down and Lift-off
(TLOF) point is approximately 188 from the boundary of proposed Lot 121.

While the design of the development and proposed conditions have remained relatively
static since the Additional Comments material on which comments wergagaought, the
Applicant has provided additional technical assessments and me
Minute 14 response. It Progressively amended conditions up u
response to Minute 13 . These assessment and responses are dj
later.

With specific relevance to aircraft safety and airport operghi
as it currently stands is as follows.

e No building will occur within the designa
imposed through conditions).

further limited through conditions to
the technical assessments undertaken,

d Congftion 84).

venants to be registered against each lot to give effect to the conditioned
rcraft safety requirements (Condition 21).

e Additional obligations regarding requirements under Civil Aviation Rule Part 77
for penetrations of protection surfaces, such as during construction (Condition
21A).

¢ An Aviation Contact and Incident reporting requirement (Condition 21B).

5% The western portion being Lots 59 and 60, and part of lots 58, 123, 124, 125, and 126.
80 With a process to assess exceptions that is discussed later in this Decision.
61 With a process to assess exceptions that is discussed later in this Decision.
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e A requirement for a further Aviation Risk Assessment to confirm acceptance of
proposed works (Condition 21C) incorporating engagement with CAA, CIAL,
Airways and GCH.

e An additional Aviation Risk Assessment to refine the design within specific lots
that could impact the southern approach path and emergency landing
procedures of GCH (Condition 21D).

e A dispute resolution condition (Condition 21E).

e Incorporation of matters relevant to aircraft safety and operations within the
construction Environmental Management Plan (Conditions 26 and

e Stormwater design to minimise the period and extent of ;%
after rainfall (Conditions 58 to 77).

e Avifauna management (bird strike) in accordan
Management Plan (WHMP) to be updated in cqQ

163

nt Landing System (ILS): a ground-based radio navigation system that
ovides pilots with precise horizontal and vertical guidance for landing an
rcraft, especially in low-visibility conditions like fog or heavy rain. It consists
of two main components: the localizer for horizontal alignment with the runway
centre-line, and the glide slope for correct descent angle guidance.

) Primary Surveillance Radar (PSR): a non-cooperative radar system that detects
an aircraft by receiving reflected radio signals to provide bearing, distance and
in some cases altitude information to air traffic controllers.

62 Descriptions taken from Appendix 19 of the Applicant’s Response.



o Secondary Surveillance Radar (SSR): a system that works with an aircraft's
transponder to provide air traffic control with information like an aircraft's
identity and altitude.

164 At the time of lodgement, the Applicant relied on its first iterations of conditions and
compliance with the various CDP protections to achieve aircraft safety.

165 In its Additional Information, it included at Attachment (F) a Safeguarding Assessment
prepared by L+R Airport Consulting. That report considered the project design, the
draft WHMP, CDP, and the Australian National Airports Safeguarding Framework
(NASF), in line with the guidance in the New Zealand Airports Association (NZAA)
Airport Master Planning Best Practice Guide, the Civil Aviation Rules (CARY Part 139

the development would impact on the emergency landing &p
to GCH.

Comments Received

166  As for all comments and RFI responses rec
them in detail. The following summarises s faifed, much of which is based
on complex technical and regulatory regfigem
Airport.

Airways Corporation of New Z

167  Airways detailed its role
services to all aircraf
oceanic airspace.
(Air Navigation Sg

nterprise, providing air traffic control (ATC)
ilising airspace throughout the country as well as

168  Airways i ments regarding potential impacts of the proposed development
e DVOR, ILS and PSR/SSR for the Airport. It identified that
ions are relevant to assessing the effects of the proposal. The CDP
ation and protection surfaces do not address all relevant effects.
169 hat under the Ground-Based Navigation Aid Panel (GBNA), the CAA and the
New Sogthern Sky programme identified the Christchurch ILS and DVOR as essential
ele ts of the national aviation infrastructure. The Application would enable
development of buildings that would penetrate the BRA of the CNS systems®3. The
International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) publishes guidance on BRAs where
development and buildings might compromise the operation of navigational and
surveillance equipment and services.

170  Airways stated that due to the limited timeline available for it to provide comments, it
was not possible to categorically determine the effect of the development on these
services, and further analysis is needed. It considered an Aeronautical Safeguarding

63 But not, as noted, the protection surfaces imposed by the CDP.

44
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Study, prepared in accordance with ESASSP v1.3%, is required to examine the risk
created by the development on the safe operation of all navigational and surveillance
equipment and services. That study had not been undertaken. Airways sought that
such a study be completed before the Decision on the Application was made, and that
that subsequent covenants be placed on proposed lots to require implementation of the
development parameters that are identified as necessary through that study.

171 Airways considered that the development will likely impinge (directly or indirectly) on
the signal paths emitted from equipment (DVOR, the ILS, and PSR/SSR) currently used
for navigation and surveillance of aircraft within the Canterbury region. Individually and
combined, this infrastructure is critical to the safe management of airspace at
Christchurch Airport and surrounding areas.

172 It challenged the L+R findings regarding the DVOR, stating that
effects, and building type, had not be considered.

would lead to higher carbon emissions overall and
Christchurch by compromising the viability of |

173 Christchurch Airport is also listed in Sche e Civil Defence Emergency
Management (CDEM) Act 2002 and i of New Zealand’s Minimum

function effectively without the DVOR as
a backup navigation aidgAir ed that low-cost jammers are increasingly
available to the publ i in, local GPS interference becoming increasingly

174 The ILS is i ikraft onto the runway in all weather conditions. It consists
s correct angle of decent) and localiser (provides lateral guidance
onents, each of which have multiple RF beams. These beams
stéms onboard the aircraft guiding it down to land at the correct area
he progressive nature of the ILS beams requires extremely precise
pecially equipped flight inspection aircraft for each specific installation.
unding environment must be taken into account as the beams are sensitive
hanges. The development reflections may impact the function of the ILS.

a “major” impact on a majority of aircraft using the airport such as military (Antarctic
Support Operations), air ambulance, freight and general public travelling on domestic
and international flights. A number of airlines require this navigational aid to be in
operation and will have no choice but to restrict their operations into Christchurch. Some
procedures used by aircraft operators link the ILS and DVOR together. Compromise of

64 EUROCONTROL Specification for ATM Surveillance System Performance (ESASSP) v1.3.
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the DVOR renders the ILS inoperative because missed approach procedures require the
aircraft to use navigational information from the DVOR.

Radar is the most sensitive of the potentially affected CNS facilities and is a crucial
navigational and surveillance asset for the airport as it is the only service that can ‘see’
non-cooperative aircraft. Its minimum performance limits are set by ESASSP v1.3 which
is a Eurocontrol standard for aviation radar facilities. The Application proposes to enable
a permitted baseline of industrial development of the Site with a height limit of 20m,
with some additional height restrictions, and of a significant density with industrial zone
building coverages. Airways considered that any development of this height and
or/density on the Site will almost certainly have detrimental effects on the radar system
causing it to fail its minimum safe limits.

outcomes of the Aeronautical Safeguarding Study are "ma pPlied to any
prospective lot buyers of the development in perpetuity ts are placed
on future lots to “prevent future buyers from impingig§ on 3 i vices”, including
but not limited “the number of buildings, building £ ype, height limitations,
crane use, glint and glare assessments, po and Electromagnetic

I

Christchurch International Airport

CIAL provided comments and two a oMiprising draft conditions and a peer
review of the Applicant’s bag pund to CJAL's operations, assets and strategic
navigation and surveillance systems, and

safety. It soug development does not compromise those functions and
assets, perate unrestricted as critical regional and national
infrastru

ns and requirements relating to the operation of the Airport and its
nal and surveillance equipment.

had not occurred. That had resulted in what it considered to be a proposal that
constitutes a high risk to the operational and aviation safety of the Airport. A
comprehensive aeronautical study was requested before consent is granted, comprising
consultation with key stakeholders, including CIAL, and making suitable amendments
to the Application in light of the outcomes of the study.

As the holder of the aerodrome operator certificate for Christchurch Airport, Part 139 of
the Civil Aviation Rules 2023 require CIAL to protect the operation from any electronic
or visual navigation aid or air traffic service facility for the aerodrome.
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CIAL stated that the Safeguarding Assessment undertaken by L+R did not accurately
identify the relevant New Zealand Airport safeguarding regulations and guidelines and
in particular aerodrome safeguarding requirements, and failed to confirm that adverse
effects on aviation safety from the proposed development will be avoided. The
Safeguarding Assessment failed to undertake consultation with potentially impacted
stakeholders, which is a key component of any comprehensive aviation safeguarding
assessment. CIAL observed that the Safeguarding Assessment is also not a full
aeronautical study of the proposal and therefore is not sufficient to assess the aviation
effects of the proposal. The aeronautical study requested should be undertaken in
accordance with all CAA guidelines and best practice aviation guidelines, including
relevant guidance prepared by the International Civil Aviation Organization.

Concerns were also raised regarding insufficient assessm
and dust.

With respect to bird strike risk, CIAL noted that the
for the Airport applies within a defined radius
runways). Any development that has the
within the BMA presents a significant risk
included a peer review undertaken by Ay
had been provided, and it should be
be prepared in consultation with CIAL quire certification by CCC. Detailed
requirements for the WHMP w

the thresholds of the
gase the number of birds
afe ppdration of the Airport. CIAL

located and designed chpical compliance with standard 6.7.4.3.1 of the
CDP i rule may have been achieved, the basins still
presented a risk s and providing nesting habitat via the ponding of

water and sur, s. CIAL considered that the basins would increase the
j strike risk in the BMA thereby posing a risk to the safe

ort. CIAL requested that stormwater basins be avoided and that

ater features be limited to those plant species listed under Appendix
the CDP. It did not consider the Concept Landscaping Plan provided by the
to be sufficiently detailed. It requested that the Panel require a detailed

submitted before any Decision on the Application can be reached.

CIAL acknowledged the proposed conditions that require the submission of a
Construction Management Plan or Earthworks Management Plan. It did not consider
those conditions to sufficiently address the matters relevant to bird strike risk. CIAL
requested that the Panel require the submitted Construction Management Plan and
Earthworks Management Plan be updated to adequately identify the potential for
construction and earthworks activities to attract birdlife and management measures
that will be put in place to minimise this risk before any Decision on the Application is
made.

47
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Notwithstanding CIAL’s overall request that the application be declined, a suite of
amendments to conditions was offered that, to the extent it considered possible,
addressed the range of potential effects that it identified as being occasioned by the
proposal.

At section 4.3 of its document, CIAL addressed matters of specific relevance to the GCH
operation, noting that the FATO area for that facility extends over the Applicant’s site.
It referenced CAA Advisory Circular 139-8 that advises that FATO should be:

over terrain which affords emergency landing areas in relation to the proposed altitude of the
helicopter and its autorotative performance and that should have approach and take-off paths such
that, if the helicopter is not a performance Class 1 helicopter, an autorotative landing can be
conducted without any undue risk to any person on the ground.

CIAL acknowledged the Applicant’s proposed conditions preventing S@aetratiorof the
FATO protection surfaces. It sought amendments to those co . alsglsought
an updated safeguarding assessment addressing down i Wflarly for
proposed Lot 121.

opment than the Application seeks to provide
for. Therefore, the risk of cog j j operations and emergency landings by current
or future rural developmg
the proposed industria

At section 5, CIAL
requested that j

pplication be declined. Without prejudice, it also
inded to grant the application, the following specific

n DVOR)YILS, Radar, Protection Surfaces (against the incoming ICAO OLS).

guarding Study to address potential visibility effects of dust.

etailed amendments to the WHMP, Construction Management Plan and
Earthworks Management Plan conditions.

e An updated Safeguarding Study to address helicopter downwash; avoidance of
development under the FATO, and an independent aeronautical study assess the
potential risks to helicopter operations by the proposed development, and
amend the Application accordingly to suitably address identified adverse effects.

. More stringent REPA restrictions.

¢ Amended conditions to address building generated windshear and turbulence,
including certification.
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e More restrictive conditions to address light effects.
e Additional conditions to address reverse sensitivity.

Applicant Response

In the Applicant’s Response, three specific airport safety assessments were provided:
e Appendix 17 L+R Airport Consulting (Ben Hargreaves);

e Appendix 18 Cyrrus Technical Safeguarding Assessment (Simon McPherson);
and

e Appendix 19 Navigatus Aviation Safeguarding Asgé
Bermingham).

The Panel has read those assessments in detail, in conju Mppendix 02
Planning Memorandum Response prepared by Mr Phillig e le submissions
M andum correctly

fiays, which he stated as
occurring through August
and September 2025. Through that ught advice from Airways on
suitably qualified and experienced could prepare an “aeronautical
safeguarding study”®>. Airways re licant to Cyrrus (UK aeronautical
consultancy) and Navigatus (a w Zealandgbased consultancy) as specialists it has
used.

At paragraphs 34 to
assessment as follo

0o Mr Phillips summarises the findings of Cyrrus

Confirms that the effects on air navigation equipment from development of the
Ryans Road land are manageable to an acceptable standard.

ji. Has modelled a worse-case scenario. The actual effects are expected to be less
than those predicted by the worst-case model.

jii. Confirms that effects on air navigation equipment from development of the Ryans
Road land will be of an acceptable standard, provided that:

(a) Development occurs in accordance with the modelled parameters of the
development as detailed in paragraph 2.2.1 of their report; or

(b) Development is of no greater height or width than the modelled parameters
of the development as detailed in paragraph 2.2.1 of their report; or

65 The term used by Mr Phillips at [26] of his Appendix 02 memo.
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(c) Alternative development is re-modelled and assessed to confirm it has
acceptable effects on air navigation equipment.

35. Conditions of consent described later in this memorandum require development to be in
accordance with the modelled parameters shown in drawing 2024_051 Carter Group 104
Ryans Road - Building Heights D; or otherwise re-modelled and assessed by a suitably
qualified and experienced professional as having acceptable effects on air navigation
equipment.

36. Subject to such a condition of consent and based on the findings in the Cyrrus Report,

any adverse effects on air navigation equipment are concluded to be minor and
acceptable.

198 For the Navigatus Report, Mr Phillps summarises this as follows.

37. As relevant to Airways’ concerns regarding effects on naviga

38. In regards Airways’ comments on air navigation s

Cyrrus safeguarding assessment applieg
(methodology).

39. In section 11.7 of its report, Navigaty,
‘The analysis by Cyrrus

development proposal o
that development is of

r width than the modelled parameters of
y relative angles of building surfaces are

199

impRcts ‘on airport safeguarding matters, 'will be adequately managed to an acceptable
levgy through the mitigating measures proposed’.

200 s were proposed to give effect to the recommendations of the technical
assessments, including:

o Specification of building location, heights and orientations.

e Requirement for further safeguarding assessments where buildings are
proposed that deviate from those specifications.

o Covenants to lock in the above requirements on the lot titles.

66 Aerodrome Navigation Equipment.



201 In response to CIAL comments, Mr Philips repeated his assessment of effects on CNS,
being “minor (at most) and acceptable and not otherwise of a significant magnitude”®’.

202 With respect to lighting, the Applicant adopted CIAL's requested modification of
conditions.

203 With respect to visibility (dust impacts), Mr Phillips summarised how such effects will
be addressed and appropriately controlled through the construction management plans
as required by conditions. This approach was confirmed as acceptable in the L+R
assessment. Madifications of the originally proposed conditions were offered to tighten
those requirements, including management of stockpiles, waste and debris. Mr Phillips
also note the Construction Management Plan and any conditions of resQueee consent,
and the Civil Aviation Rules Part 77 also impose obligations on the de -
and future buildings.

204 Mr Phillips noted that Civil Aviation Rules Part 77 also i
developer of the site and future buildings, stating “As note
(including construction activity) with the potential to affe

object or efflux constitutes a hazard and, if sg
‘determination’) to mitigate risk”. A consent c
that regard.

enfents (known as a
e note was included in

205  The Applicant’s Response on bird strik
prepared by Lizzie Civil of PDP, and t
by Clare Dale of Novo Group. Appen
to CIAL for review on 30 OctosigR0D?25. That

anning Memo Response prepared
a draft WHMP, which was provided
as followed by a meeting between the

206  Inresponse to that er conditions were offered to ensure that planting
within lots to en liancg with CDP Appendix 6.11.9 Plant Species for Water

207 other matters discussed have been added in the updated draft

208 redraft of the bird strike conditions 109 - 112 was included in its response,
ication of the content of the final version of the plan, and provision for
rther review and comment on the draft before being finalised. This includes
ent for the WHMP to be finalised and certified before implementation.

209 Ms Dale did note further correspondence from CIAL that stated “CIAL considers that the
potential for increased bird activity and associated bird strike risk cannot be

meaningfully assessed in isolation from other aviation safety matters”®8,

210 At that stage of the project, the following matters where apparent to the Panel:

67 [45] of his Appendix 02 memo.
68 [88] of her Appendix 01 memo.
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e The safeguarding assessments provided were not described as aeronautical
safeguarding studies or aviation safeguarding studies.

e While it is acknowledged that the technical reports stated that the assessments
were based on ‘conservative’ or ‘worst case’ assumptions, there were several
references to effects being ‘acceptable’ rather than avoided. Those effects were
specifically noted by the Panel, and are addressed below in the further responses
received from the parties.

¢ We also noted reference to equipment upgrades that could be made by Airways
to address any ‘worst case scenario’ residual impacts so as to maintain existing
CNS performance. The cost of any such upgrades was not addgagsed by the
Applicant’s experts.

e Impacts of buildings on the performance of CNS would
for the developer to engage with CAA under CA
obligation would be limited to physical effects ofcur during
construction or building height if they were togaenet i ft protection

RFI Responses

Minute 6

211 rom Airways and CIAL on the Applicant’s

ents provided and any new conditions or

212 o the collective safeguarding assessments (the Cyrrus, Navigatus,

ng that they were not the “aviation safeguarding study”®® as
d 1t had recommended to the Applicant. Airways did not provide
attributed to a specific technical author.
213 i echnical concerns focused on:
on-cumulative assessment bias;
e Over-reliance on specific building orientation;

e ILS glidepath disturbances;

. DME loss of information during runway approach;

8% We infer this to mean the Aeronautical Safeguarding Study sought in their comments, and as confirmed in
subsequent responses.
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. Radar degradation;

¢ Notwithstanding the overall lack of an aviation safeguarding study, the
inadequacy of proposed conditions.

Airways stated that its CNS engineers “do not consider the study is of sufficient depth or
rigour to address aviation safety risks, nor the solutions discussed to properly mitigate
the risks to aviation safety if the development is approved as currently proposed.
Principal areas of concern are:

e The safeguarding assessments are a desktop exercise, assessing the
interference of the proposed development in isolation, not in copdgnction with
the surrounding area.

e Some proposed mitigations are unrealistic or implausib,
(e.g. rotating a building by 2 degrees, or ‘code removi
the display).

e The modelling and parameters depicted ervative which

underplays the risk involved.

mitigate those effects at the desig
burdens and costs for Airways, and is
should primarily be achieved b 9

s broad safety concerns and opposition to the proposal. It provided
issions with the following attachments:

Attachment 1: A description of its expected approach to a full aeronautical
safeguarding study and comparison with the approach taken by the
safeguarding assessments prepared for the Applicant;

e Attachment 2: Examples of recognised aeronautical study process;

e Correspondence prepared by GCH; and

e Correspondence prepared by CIAL (Michael Singleton - Chief Strategy &

Stakeholder Officer and Jesse Aimer - Senior Environment and Planning
Advisor).
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CIAL’s submissions challenged the reported extent of consultation and reiterated its
opposition to the proposal in the absence of a full aeronautical safeguarding study. It
outlined the various responsibilities of CIAL, Airways and CAA and reiterated that the
airport is ‘“critical infrastructure, providing essential connectivity and supporting
domestic, international, defence, and emergency operations. It is a key designated
lifeline utility under the Civil Defence Emergency Management framework, enabling rapid
movement of emergency personnel, medical supplies, food, fuel, and relief equipment
during natural disasters and national emergencies”.

CIAL advised that it is required to notify its global insurers under its aviation insurance
cover of any potential change in the risk profile of its operations at the Airport. It stated
that insurance is a core risk-management tool for airport operators, proyigiag financial
protection against residual operational risks that cannot be eliminated
operational controls.

In Attachment 4, Mr Singleton and Mr Aimer addressed ongoing conggrns 2ing bird
strike risk and the draft WHMP. They considered that the shu k€& account of
wider risk, and identified the following issues:

o Potential increase in the prevalence of hig

e  Focus on the REPA instead of the 3k plagement Area.

o Species risk classification.
. Insufficient passive managem

umber” for assessing bird risk.

and, fogfvarious reasons including the completion of the aeronautical safeguarding
stu hich took nine years to complete.

CIAL acknowledged that the Navigatus assessment proposed a controlled area across
the southern approach to the GCH site, with an aeronautical study in accordance with
Advisory Circular AC139-15 to be prepared to, amongst other matters, determine
acceptable building footprints, heights, and positions within the flight path control area
to ensure safe straight-ahead emergency landing capability. CIAL considered that
process to lack sufficient certainty of outcome for GCH.
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224 CIAL noted that proposed condition 6 does not strictly prevent buildings from deviating
from the design constraints on which the Applicant’s assessment were based, and does
not include sufficient safety assessment requirements to assess such alternatives.

Garden City Helicopters

225 GCH provided a statement included at Appendix 3 of the CIAL memorandum detailing
its operations and concerns about the proposal. It stated:

e Garden City Helicopters is a strategically important helicopter landing site in the
context of NASF Guideline H. That guideline is relevant to the facility and is
expressly referenced by the New Zealand Airports Association Aiagort Master

departure paths.
e Preserve emergency and autorotative lang
e Minimise risk to people and propert

e Avoid future reverse sensitiv#
operations.

e Land-use planning as the
operational or procedur i

and operational staging for the Otago-based emergency medical
scue helicopter operations provider (Heli-Otago).

Operations conducted in night, adverse weather, and time-critical
environments.

e For the 12-month period 16 December 2024 to 16 December 2025:

e 1,144 helicopter movements transited directly over the exact footprint of
the proposed development site, not merely in its vicinity.

¢ 995 movements were conducted by GCH, including training, operational,
and emergency service flights.

e 149 movements were conducted by Heli-Otago, utilising the GCH facility as
a refuelling, staging, and operational stop.
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e 200 further helicopter movements were recorded in the immediate area
south of the GCH Final Approach and Take Off (FATO), including
manoeuvring, circuit, arrival, and departure activity closely associated with
the same flight environment.

e The GCH facility is also used by other itinerant and ad-hoc helicopter traffic,
including but not limited to:

e Inter-regional helicopter operators transiting through Christchurch.

e Commercial and private helicopters utilising GCH for refuelling, weather
avoidance, or operational staging.

e Emergency and contingency diversions where GCH
suitable helicopter landing site within the Christchur,

Loss of autorotative emergency landing opportunities via t

pAra&ch path for
single engine helicopters is not an acceptable impa i

facily®. It is also

GCH also expressed concern about r
in close proximity to new industrial b

response

The Appllcant responded suggesting that parties engage, with the intent to prepare an
ag set of conditions that could satisfactorily address the concerns of Airways, CIAL
and GCH. The Applicant suggested a two-week period was suggested for that process.

Memorandums of counsel for Airways and CIAL stated that those parties did not
consider engagement on conditions to be a worthwhile process, in the absence of a full
aeronautical safeguarding study. Airways reiterated its obligations under the Civil
Aviation Act 2023, specifically Civil Aviation Rule Parts 171 and 172 (expositions dated
27 Nov 2025) to ensure there are no safety issues associated with the Air Traffic Control
services to all aircraft throughout New Zealand. CIAL expressed a lack of evidential
foundation does not allow resolution within the available FTAA timeframe, even if a
further suspension was sought.
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Minute 8

Minute 8 requested parties to provide planning and / or legal memoranda on the
relevance of the National Policy Statement for Infrastructure 2025. This is discussed in
a separate section of our Decision. In brief, CIAL and Airways submitted that the NPS
is of general relevance, while the Applicant submitted that it was of limited relevance
and in particular, that policies 10 and 11 were not relevant.

Minute 9

Minute 9 requested that the Applicant provide a final set of conditions, expert
commentary on whether consent conditions are appropriate, and legg bmissions

explaining how the application should be assessed in the framework g . The
Applicant could, if it wished, include a response to substantive ng air
safety / airport operation raised by CIAL and Airways.

Minute 9 also sought advice from the parties on the rel e\precautionary
principle to this application under the FTAA.

In response, the Applicant provided an updated g bns;/ legal submissions,
and the additional technical statements on air, ~ ers that we list in the
section of Procedure at Part B of our Decisio i gfresponses concluded that

have adopted appropriate
and sufficiently confirm that
e acceptable, with residual risks
conditions, and otherwise controlled

effects on aircraft safety and airportfoperations
to be appropriately managed through

by the CA regulations.
In summary, at [8] to [40] © entary statement, Geraint Bermingham of
Navigatus stated:
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8. It is my view that:

(a) The Applicant’s proposal adheres to all the requirements set out in the CDP, with
regard to aerodrome safeguarding.

(b) The Applicant has had [sic] the aerodrome safeguarding framework as recommended
by New Zealand Airports Associations (NZ Airports) applied and the relevant analysis
undertaken.

(c) The proposed maximum building envelope for the development reflects the
safeguarding findings and the CDP constraints — this addresses almost all potential
aviation impacts.

(d) The established CAA Part 77 process will enable any physical obstg

(e) While the technical assessment by Cyrrus concludes tha,
impacts are anticipated to arise from the proposal”, itigations
are available should radio signal interference issue

(f)  Should development result in existing emerg

may need to be developed. This may refu
utility costs on GCH.

9. Irrespective of the assessment work, gife e grotecfon/offered by CAR Part 77 and the
applicable clauses of CAR Parts 139, s 1 d 172Pand CAR 91, aviation safety will be
maintained.

10 The assessment provides confidenc at avition safety risks are identified, and can be
managed, and mitigated.

239 In his statement Simon rus clarified at [20] that he did not propose
that the ILS status d (Cat 3 to Cat 1) and did not rely on that as
mitigation in the c i iskarlier assessment. Mr McPherson also stated that
at the point that g i

240 ed various other CNS matters. He acknowledged some potential

241 of L+R queried the relevance of the NASF Guideline H to the GCH
and stated at [10] “"While the NASF Guideline H indicates a number of matters
Id be considered in relation to the safeguarding of SHLS, its primary purpose
is to¥guide land use planning authorities on the incorporation of planning controls to
protect SHLS operations”. Rather, he referred to CAR Part 77 as the more relevant

control, relying on the statements of Dr Shelley and Mr Bermingham in that regard.

242 Dr Shelley was engaged by the Applicant in January 2026. He provided a peer review
based on material provided by the Applicant, including the reports prepared by L+R,
Cyrrus and Navigatus; comments and responses by Airways and CIAL; and commented
on the relevance of the CDP. Dr Shelley relied heavily on the respective roles of the
CDP and CAR Part 77 to work in tandem to appropriately manage effects on the Airport
CNS and GCH operations. In his opinion at [3.4] “They [the Applicant] have adopted
consent conditions and development constraints that provide surety as to such matters.
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On this basis, essential aviation safety requirements are met and no residual issues of
significance should affect CIAL or Airways and their obligations under CAR Parts 139,
171 and 172”. He included “engaging with CIAL and Airways” as part of the appropriate
process undertaken. Dr Shelley considered a number of the conditions offered by the
Applicant to be unnecessary based on the predicted effects and risk.

Ms Civil of PDP provided a detailed response to the CIAL comments on bird strike risk
and the draft WHMP. At section 2.1, Ms Civil considered that the conditions proposed
“in many respects exceed the normal industry standard expected for a development of
this type in this location”. In summary, Ms Civil stated:

Ms Civil commented that the CIAL Avisure peer revie

some aspect of the WHMP, which did acknowledgg r risk species may

persist or increase, within an overall reduction ig bi & She clarified that the
WHMP does take account of the full 3km radi agement Area. Various
other technical and classification matters ed and clarified.

The economic assessment preparedgby and Greg Akehurst of Market
Economics attempted a comparative ofthe benefits of the proposal against

potential effects externalised to Adwvays, CIAL ajfd GCH. The aviation safety statements
also commented on this ma these issues in a sperate section of our
Decision.

Minute 12

tepfs the timeframe for a response from the Applicant to
OnY¥ March Counsel for the Applicant advised the EPA that it

memo, Mr McPherson clarified that his prediction of DME multipath
e proposed development will be at shallow / low angles relative to the
02 approach. Based on his modelling, an approaching aircraft will fly above
ose rejJections during the final 0.5 nautical miles (926m) of its approach and will only
@€ with the reflection in the final 85m of approach. Mr McPherson reiterated his
opinion that:

aircraft will not be using the DME at this point of their approach or at any other point within this
final 0.5 nautical mile of the approach. The DME would only be used prior to (south of) the
DVOR/DME site, following which pilots will fly visually to land without using DME information. If
the visibility is too poor, then pilots will be required to fly a go-around procedure climbing to
4,000 feet initially on the runway heading, again without relying on any DME information in this
location.

In section 4 of his memo Mr McPherson clarified that he does not consider that it will
be necessary for Airways to alter its systems. He does not “propose, rely upon, or
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require any change to Airways’ operational procedures as being necessary to mitigate
any effects of the development”.

In section 5 he considered that:

The development has already internalised effects on CNS by:

. modifying building orientation where modelling showed potential ILS glidepath
disturbance (2° rotation), now embedded in the proposal;

. limiting building heights and envelopes to those assessed; and

. proposing conditions requiring reassessment if development dgasa from the
modelled envelope;

Minute 13

Applicant

rovided legal submissions and memoranda
llgy, Mr Bermingham (Navigatus), and Mr Phillips.
the responses from Airways and CIAL described

In response to Minute
from Mr McPherson (
This was received
below.

are under the visual control of the pilot during the final 0.5 nautical mile of
luding the final approximately 85 metres of approach where the modelled
ference gntersects the approach path. DME information is only used prior to passing the
ite (i.e. to the south), and there is no reliance on DME during the visual segment of

approach to landing. Accordingly, for all aircraft landing at Christchurch Airport there is no
réeNwnce on DME within the relevant portion of the final approach.

Dr SWelley expended on his earlier statement on the distance of the GCH TLOF to the
development, with the closest point being at Lot 121, approximately 187.7m from the
centre of the TLOF. Any buildings on lot 121 and lot 122 will be subject to a specific
aviation risk assessment by way of Condition 21D.

Dr Shelley distinguished between mandatory requirements of CAA rules compared with
Advisory Circulars. AC139-8 is an Advisory Circular. He did consider that significant
weight should be given to compliance when that is achieved, but only limited weight
when compliance is not achieved, given that AC139-8 explicitly recognises that there
are other methods of achieving compliance with the associated rule. Dr Shelley
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provided an assessment of compliance with AC139-8 with respect to the GCH operation.
He concluded that it complied.

Dr Shelley stated that the NASF Guideline H is “informative, but it should be afforded
limited weight”. He continued to assess that the GCH heliport is not a strategically
important heliport, as defined in Guideline H.

Dr Shelley confirmed that agreement with Mr McPherson’s position regarding the
reliance on the DEM / DVOR in the final 0.5NM of approach to Runway 02.

Mr Bermingham acknowledged that CAA AC139-8 only applies to the aerodrome
operators or heliport operators, and that it should be given “significant aight” as an
acceptable means of compliance with the associated rule. He agreeg
that relevant matters were addressed in the Navigatus report. At

Mr Bermingham considered that for GCH,
weight, reiterating the points he had raise

d at the 4 March 2026 conference,
reliance on adjustments to GCH

(as consent holder), CIAL, Airways, and / or GCH in the additional aviation assessments
now offered.

Airways

In response to Minute 13, Airways provided legal submissions and a statement of
evidence from Robert Grimm, Manager National Operations and Maintenance, Airways.
Mr Grimm outlined his qualifications and experience. While acknowledging himself as
an employee of Airways, we accept that he has specific relevant technical expert
knowledge of the operations of Airways CNS systems, including at Christchurch Airport,
and can appropriately provide expert assistance to the Panel in that regard. While it



would have helped us greatly to have been provided his statement earlier in the process,
we now have it before us and must give it due consideration and weight.

265 Mr Grimm outlined what he considered to be the normal and appropriate stepwise
approach to an aeronautical safeguarding study, providing examples of where this has
been adopted and the timeframes required for completion. At [3.5], he listed what he
considered to be the seven established steps for that process:

Early actions and risk control (minimum indicative timing — weeks 0-4)

e Step 1: Initial stakeholder meeting to understand the proposal and agree Decision
pathway.

e Step 2: Further correspondence with applicant and applicable g
airports / airlines to confirm and agree scope of encroachment of

eg reflection, refraction, multipath, shadowing,
ure distortion),

: Once the development is confirmed as safe from an aviation safety perspective,
agree appropriate consent conditions with applicant and stakeholders.

266 considered that the Applicant had only completed Steps 1 to 3 and refuted
irways has been sufficiently engaged. He also stated that not all proposals need
to go through all steps, but that the process must be adopted to determine at which
point sufficient assessment has been made. His context for this comment was for
smaller developments or developments further away from Airways infrastructure.

267 He acknowledged that the Applicant’s experts have concluded that suitable mitigations
have been incorporated to minimise risk. However, he stated that Airways cannot
“accept that evidence (nor can the Panel have confidence in it) without confirmation by
the Design Engineers employed by Airways whose job it is to verify exactly that fact
using the process above” (Aeronautical Safeguarding Study).
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Mr Grimm contended that Dr Shelley was incorrect to assume that CAR Part 77 will
appropriately address effects on the Airport operations and CNS. At [5.3] he considered
that despite the identified (but in his opinion not yet sufficiently quantified) effects, Part
77 may not be triggered by the Application. “Part 77 is one component of safeguarding;
it does not, of itself, answer whether nearby conductive / reflective structures will
degrade navaid or radar performance to an unacceptable level”. At [5.4] he stated that
Part 77 “does not confer on the Director [of CAA] a direct administrative power to
compel a private landowner to stop construction, modify a building, or remove an
obstacle”. Instead, the burden would be on Airways / CIAL to make operational changes
to their infrastructure as result of the Application, to ensure aviation safety.

He did not agree with Dr Shelley’s opinion that a full Aeronautical Safe dy "goes
well beyond what would typically be expected”. He considered t being
requested by Airways and CIAL is a standard requirement reque#® posed
developments in close proximity to Airways infrastructure.

Critically, Mr Grimm refuted a number of assumptions ado conkludions drawn

in the Applicant’s assessments. These include:

e With reasons provided, he “strongly” disagM
Applicant’s experts that ILS scalloping
In his opinion, such claims may be in
and further tested by Airways’ engi

ou$ statements by the
b an "acceptable level".
event, must be validated

e At [6.2] to [6.5] he refuted
operations from the DME, bein
being an acceptable cog

pilots would not be rg @
Mr Grimm stated ghat

conclusion regarding effects on
I&st 0.5NM from the runway threshold
pn traffic. Mr McPherson assumed that
ipment in the final 05NM of the approach.
ption is “not correct or appropriate”. In his

in some (but not all) aircraft avionics systems and is
able design mitigation. The loss of DME information
hristchurch approach will be a problem for some aircraft,
en carrying out an IFR (instrument) missed approach. The

pilot to switch to VFR (visual) as Mr McPherson suggests. Mr
's statement that pilots simply switch to visual on final approach is
e with the published procedure. Whilst this may be less of an issue for

odern commercial jet aircraft, the many smaller, older or regional carrier

rcraft (who also regularly use Christchurch Airport) do not have the avionics
systems necessary to avoid the continuous use of DME in this situation. Loss of
a consistent DME signal in a go around will also add unnecessary stress to a pilot
when their workload is already at a high level. The published approach procedure
is designed for DME to be maintained throughout, not for a pilot to switch to
VFR (visual) as Mr McPherson suggests.

e At [6.6] and [6.7], Mr Grimm explained how the provision of full DVOR / DME
coverage is a requirement of the 161116 GBNA Strategy document (agreed
between the CAA, Ministry of Transport and Airways), and is part of the
Minimum Operating Network, the minimum infrastructure necessary to support
safe recovery operations.
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e At [4.6(c)] he noted Dr Shelley incorrectly stated that Airways has moved to
ADS-B because the older radar system was reaching end-of-life and ADS-B was
seen as a cheaper option. Mr Grimm stated that ADS-B is a globally accepted
standard technology for air surveillance and was not brought in to replace
primary radar coverage. The New Southern Sky agreement between the CAA,
the Ministry of Transport and Airways requires that Airways provide primary
radar coverage for high density or 'Main Trunk' airports, such as Christchurch
Airport, as an agreed contingency’®. This is precisely because it is independent
of satellite-based navigation system.

e At [4.6(d)] Mr Grimm commented on Mr Bermingham's evidence. He stated it
was incorrect to conclude that “further viable mitigations arg ailable to

offending building(s)'. Mr Grimm stated that this capabd
the Christchurch radar equipment, nor would it be hel
to local buildings would also reduce sensitivity to airér
the principle [sic] reason for its use”

271 At [4.4], Mr Grimm is “unable to verify anywhere y
or substitute real time / environment assessm

b mOdelling can replace
ons”. He stated that:

There is currently no global regulatory o ivf Aviation Organisation guidance
documentation that allows this (or any

recommend practices document. In @& annot find precedent anywhere that the
use of software a software alone [sic

172.
Christchurch Internati

272

273 ssiohs addressed limitations afforded to CIAL to respond based on the

| what they considered to be the Applicant’s approach, and its case (at
e Panel does not have adequate information to decide:
Wpat the safety risks are;

(b) The extent of those risks;

(c) The costs of those risks - either in terms of safety or the costs of ensuring safety
is not compromised; and

70 This is confirmed in the 17160706 New Southern Sky Concept of Operations 2023 document, point 6.4.4 (page
24) stating "Complete removal of the existing ground based radar network is not envisaged, as this would result
in too much reliance on the satellite system..."

71 Evidence of Mr Bermingham dated 23 February 2026 at [78(b)].
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(d) Ultimately, whether the adverse impacts of the proposal are sufficiently significant
to be out of proportion to the project’s benefits.”

With respect to the ‘evidential dispute’”? between parties, CIAL submitted at [25], " The
breadth of s 58(3) reflects the procedural context in which Expert Panels operate under
the FTAA and the Panel is at liberty to rely on information that may not otherwise be
afforded material weight in an RMA or other Court process”, and at [26]:

In any event, CIAL’s latest response is accompanied by three Statements of Evidence. Airways’
response is similarly supported by evidence. The evidence does not introduce new material or
new grounds of opposition. It confirms the reliability of comments made since September 2025
relating to aviation safety concerns, including especially the December 2025 material of CIAL and
Airways.

Submissions also addressed the acceptability of adverse effects, #
CDP planning framework. We address this in a separate sectio

Mr Robertson confirmed his expectation of a structured avi gment to be
undertaken, listing the matters and outcomes to be achj assessment.
He did not consider the desk-top studies underta sufficient. He
confirmed the Airport is recognised as nationally si hstrlicture and is also a
lifeline utility under the CDEM. He deferre address the technical
expectations and requirements of assessing

Mr Robertson provided additional back ry of the establishment of the
GCH facility and the significance of i i W¥ie noted that the identification of
the current site “included the commi Itiple extensive aeronautical studies

for potential alternative sites : jh affected safety participants. For the
heliport, this included GCH, ansit NZ (now NZTA), Canterbury District
Health Board, NZ Police, #nce Service and BP Oil”. Two key factors in

its location are operatj ¢ rescue and emergency services, including rapid
access by personn i eyl ground surroundings that provided unobstructed
and unconflicted departure paths, together with suitable areas for

ideratiof) of a range of operational factors. These include prevailing wind conditions, the
1 etween helicopter operations and the Runway 02 approach path, and the separation
uired between helicopter and fixed-wing operations. Those constraints limit the extent to
wikh approach or departure paths can be altered. In my experience, any proposal to change
eggbblished helicopter flight procedures would require detailed assessment and the involvement
f Garden City Helicopters’ pilots and Airways before it could be considered a viable option.

At [28] he acknowledged that “In the absence of quantified analysis of the operational
and safety consequences of any reduction in forced landing area, and without a
description of the alternative flight procedures contemplated, I am unable to reach a
conclusion on the extent of adverse impact this proposes. But it seems a clear signal
there will be an adverse impact.”

72 Submissions for the Applicant prior to Minute 13 responses being that CIAL and Airways had not provided
expert evidence.
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280 Mr Robertson provided additional explanation of the role of CAR Part 139, and how that
impacts the CAA certification that the Airport operates under. Under CAR 139.131, as
a certificate holder, he stated that (at [36]):

CIAL must monitor operations and conduct an aeronautical study for any "significant change”
that may affect the safety of aerodrome operations. Where a "“significant change” occurs, the
aerodrome operator must:

(a) Conduct an aeronautical study;

(b) Review the operation of the aerodrome;

(c) Amend its exposition if necessary in the interests of aviation safety; and
(d) Provide the results of the study to the Director of Civil Aviation.

281 At [38] he stated that “If a significant change arises, the statutoy

under CAR Part 139.131, not Advisory Circular 139-15
Bermingham”3. Equally, the regulatory responsibility only fall

282 Is limited to objects and
t apply to effects on CNS
ith ppotection surfaces. “However,

283

AWL39-8 emphasises the importance of maintaining suitable forced landing areas and
ugpbbstructed approach and departure paths. The potential reduction in forced landing area
availability identified in the Applicant’s assessment indicates those considerations may be
affected.

284 At [60], Mr Robertson addressed the relevance of NASF Guideline H:

NASF Guideline H (Protecting Strategically Important Helicopter Landing Sites) is an Australian
framework. Whether or not Guideline H formally applies in a New Zealand planning context, the
principles it reflects are consistent with recognised aviation safeguarding practice including the

73 Supplementary statement of evidence of Geraint Rhys Price Bermingham dated 23 February 2026 at [89].
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protection of approach and departure paths and the importance of consultation in relation to
strategically important helicopter landing sites.

At [61] he noted what he considered to be ambiguity in how the Mr Hargreaves in the
L+R assessment had considered the guideline, and at [62], how Dr Shelley had
discounted the GCH facility as meeting the guideline without addressing all potentially
relevant factors.

At [63] to [69] Mr Robertson considered that Guideline H is relevant, including because
the "GCH heliport exhibits the characteristics of a strategically important helicopter
landing site as described in Guideline H”. He explained the relevance it plays in the
consideration of the proposed development; including:

e Emphasis on the protection of helicopter approach and
preservation of suitable emergency and forced landipg
engagement with heliport operators where developme
airspace.

e Discouraging incompatible development beg
particularly where those paths support time ncy operations.

e Recognising the risks of incremental
aviation safety margins.

e Emphasis on the importance
operators so that safeguardin

ent with heliport and airport
can be incorporated at the design

stage.
Mr Kyle specifically address€ i esponses provided for the Applicant by Mr
Phillips. He considere over-reliance on conditions in place of an
appropriate risk assegfmen e stated “In my opinion, the conditions proposed
by Mr Phillips attempt & framework around missing information, rather than
addressing the QA ssegfment gap”. At [20] he noted the proposed condition
21E dispute and considered that to be “fundamentally antithetical to

ditions. However, he did not consider them to resolve the “underlying

a dational information gaps regarding risk”. Nor did he consider that Council
d appropriately certify compliance with those conditions as they relate to aircraft
sa iven its lack of specialist knowledge on that issue.

My Kyle considered that the Applicant placed too much reliance on CDP controls, given
that it is proposed to be located within the Rural Fringe zone. The current planning
instruments do not expressly anticipate the proposed activity at this location. At [31]
he stated “In my opinion, reliance on rules designed for different land use assumptions
does not demonstrate that the potential aviation effects of this development are
adequately managed, especially where those effects remain unidentified and/or
unquantified”.

67
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At [35] Mr Kyle stated:

35 In my opinion, compliance with general plan provisions is not a proxy for a full
understanding of risks arising from a non-complying activity in a sensitive, operationally complex
environment. In my opinion, reliance on general aviation-protection provisions in the CDP does
not resolve the planning issues associated with a large-scale non-complying activity in close
proximity to a major international airport. Those provisions were not developed on the
assumption that development of this scale would occur in this location. The Rural Urban Fringe
Zone provides for a very different array of land uses than an industrial subdivision.

In paragraphs [35] to [40] Mr Kyle addressed CRP objectives and policies and at [41]
he addressed the NPS-I. He noted a strong direction to avoid impacts on regionally
significant infrastructure and considers that to be at odds with the Applicant’s
conclusions that effects on the function of the Airport will be accepta ddress
this separately in our Decision report.

Mr Balchin provided a review of the ME Minute 9 response, havj onomic
information presented by the Applicant and CCC. He consi Ic benefits
of the proposal to be overstated. We discuss this in detail in a ection of our
Decision report.

Applicant
Subsequent to receiving the responses fro, irw arRd PIAL that as outlined above,
the Applicant sought a further suspensfgn to pond those statements and legal

submissions. That is addressed in Miffute 14.

Minute 14

Applicant

o pplementary Statement of Andrew Shelley;

e = Supplementary Statement of Ben Hargreaves (L+R Consulting)

e Supplementary Statement of Geraint Bermingham (Navigatus);

e Supplementary Statement (Simon McPherson (Cyrrus);

e Supplementary Statement of Greg Akehurst (Market Economics);

e Supplementary Statement of Jeremy Phillips (Novo Group)
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We have read the Memorandum of Counsel and each supplementary statement in detail.
We are satisfied that Appendix 1 of the Memorandum of Counsel accurately reflects the
key responses that each statement provides to matters raised in the Minute 9 response
by Airways and CIAL statements of evidence.

We discuss specific comments provided in the supplementary statements in our findings
below.

Minute 16

Under section 70 of the FTAA ,Minute 16 invited parties to comment on the Panel’s draft
decision and condition. Comments specific to aircraft safety are noted 3

Christchurch International Airport Limited and Airways Corporatig
Limited

CIAL and Airways provided a joint memorandum of ¢ ments on
conditions. Both parties continued their opposition to t
proposed development. They maintained that the
effects on airport operations could not be identifig
full aeronautical safety study. Consequently, th
to be unlawful under the FTAA.

Specific matters of ongoing concern in

. The lawfulness of the conditio
conditions.

of outcomes, and enforceability of

e Deference of aircr, and timing of construction.

approppiate reliance on the CAA processes to manage effects on the airport.

ck on control and enforceability of enduring consent requirements under
ultiple ownership and occupation of lots.

Notwithstanding its overarching opposition, the parties also provided commentary on
the draft conditions. We respond to those comments later. Notably, they offered a
condition that required the implementation of an aeronautical safety study to be
completed before final design is confirmed and development commences on the site.

Christchurch City Council

CCC provided comments on various aircraft safety related conditions to improve
interpretation and enforceability. CCC continued to be supportive of the proposal
subject to conditions.

69
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Applicant

The Applicant provided initial responses to Minute 16. These were generally supportive
of the Panel’s draft decision and conditions. Specific comments on conditions sought to
resolve matters raised by the Panel and further strengthen the certainty of outcome
intended by the conditions. An expanded advice note addressing the management of
helicopter downwash hazard was provided in a memorandum prepared by Mr
Bermingham, as an appendix to the Applicant’s Minute 16 legal memorandum. No
modification to the overall proposal was made.

The Applicant subsequently sought a suspension on processing to prepare further
detailed responses to conditions to address CIAL and Airways com ts. That
information was provided by the Applicant in its response to Minute 1

Minute 17

Applicant

The Applicant provided a detailed set of comments ap ed O C gions in response
mofandum of Counsel,

planning memorandum by Ms Dale and Mr Phillj emorandum prepared
by Ms Civil, and an aircraft safety memor 8 f by Dr Shelley. These
statements related to the comments on Lt r&lterated matters previously
addressed.

Overall, the Applicant’s experts and maintained that the consents can

reasonably and lawfully grante

orted by evidence and would go beyond the stated purpose of the
e FTAA (and RMA) condition-setting framework”’>.

o w subdivision consent condition 1AA that establishes a management entity
comprising the consent holder and the owners / occupiers of future lost to ensure
compliance with ongoing conditions obligations; and

¢ Removal of options to amend the building location and design limits that were
embedded in the conditions. Rather, such proposed changes would be subject
to separate s127 RMA processes.

74 Memorandum: FTAA2504-1054 Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant section 70(4) response to
comments - planning; prepared by Clare Dale and Jeremy Phillips, 28 April 2028 [28]
75 Ibid [24]



308

309

310

311

312

313

314

71

e Requirement for the additional aircraft safety assessment assessments to be
completed before s224C RMA certification is obtained or otherwise before
buildings are constructed.

e Clarification of the separation of the Civil Airways Part 77 authorisation from the
obligations of the proposal under the resource consent conditions and relevant

District Plan permitted activity standards.

e Deletion of the dispute resolution condition (21E) as requested by CIAL and
Airways, while noting that the Applicant does not oppose its retention.

Minute 19

Minute 19 sought comment from the Applicant, CCC, CIAL and Airy#4
of specific conditions addressing lighting, covenants, helicopt

newly proposed Industrial Park Management Eny
useful addition to conditions triggered by the

CCC also provide recommended additj
condition to improve its enforceabilitfl
Christchurch International Airp,

CIAL provided memorandum d a statement of evidence prepared by Mr

ovidegl evidence on the Universal Exterior Lighting condition, including the
it should apply to land use activities more broadly, rather than being
to buildings. He also provided feedback on the Glare condition, which in his
op|n|on ould include performance standards, the helicopter downwash condition, the
avi risk assessment condition, and the proposed Industrial Park Management
Entity, raising concern about the vires of the condition. Notably, Mr Kyle did not support
the deferral of changes to building location, height and orientation to s127 RMA
processes on the basis that that process would not guarantee engagement with CIAL.

Airways Corporation of New Zealand

Airways provided a memorandum of counsel response to Minute 19. In this it addressed
the lighting and glare conditions, noting that the Universal Exterior Lighting does not
(but should) require consultation with Airways and CIAL, and that the proviso “as far as
practicable” should be removed from the glare performance standard.
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Airways also commented on the Industrial Park Management Entity condition,
considering that is deficient and should be replaced by clear and enforceable conditions
requiring consent notices or covenants.

Applicant

The Applicant provided a response prepared by Mr Phillips. That addressed the matters
requested in the Minute, including a standard to include with Condition 9B (Glare)
prepared by Mr Evans, a recommendation to require Condition 9A (Universal lighting)
in a covenant, an updated list of land use consents that should be included by way of
covenants, a helicopter downwash hazard condition, and an update to the
environmental management plan condition.

Panel Findings

The matters addressed in this section are technically comp
relative imbalance in the number of technical assessments
we have received from the parties, we record our appraai
received. This has been critical to the evolution of
issues.

In summary, and as expanded on below, wegfameg our s on the following:

e The application is for an ent on rural zoned land.
Notwithstanding Mr Phillips’ dence regarding the permitted
baseline (which we briefly a d recognising the requirements of
transfer effects off-site to the extent

lon of aircraft safety systems can be costed in economic terms, albeit
at in this case no estimates of such have been provided.

ny effects on the operation of the Airport in terms of efficiency, insurance, and
any other contractual or regulatory issues would be a consequence of effects on
CNS systems. Those matters could be costed in economic terms, albeit that in
this case no estimates of such have been provided.

e Separately, the operation of the GCH helicopter facility was predicted to be
impacted by the proposal. Those impacts, while not agreed in terms of
significance, were identified by the Applicant, CIAL and GCH. They have not
been costed.

e In the context of the technical assessments it has undertaken, the Applicant has
provided conditions that it considers will ensure that impacts on Airways CNS
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systems will be minimised to an “acceptable” level such that no modification of
those systems will be required to maintain the current standard of aircraft safety
at the Airport, and avoid adverse effects on Airport operations.

e The Applicant has also proposed conditions that it considers will provide a
process to ensure ongoing operation of the GCH facility.

At its heart, the difference between the parties is that Airways and CIAL maintain that
all possible impacts on CNS and Airport operations cannot be identified and quantified
without a full aeronautical safeguarding study, while the Applicant considers that it has
provided the necessary studies to ensure that the potential effects are sufficiently
understood and mitigated by design, and will be ensured through copditions. We
structure our findings on the following topics.

Permitted baseline

ork of the
proposal is for an urban industrial scale and density develom | zoned land.
In that regard, we do not accept the applicant’s g he proposal is
consistent with the district plan. In terms so tj type of development
proposed, it is entirely inconsistent with the I¥ would, if granted, be
generally consistent with corresponding indughri oviglons and it seeks to lock
those in by way of reference through co iti But it is not afforded any
assumed rights in terms of the potentialji
properties and activities. This is mo
of the Airways CNS systems.

d i.e. do they apply to any adjacent land use or would they have been
suming an industrial development on the Applicant’s site. As we have
Kyle raised this matter in his statement, saying “Those provisions were not
d on the assumption that development of this scale would occur in this
n”. This matter is unresolved. Mr Kyle did not substantiate his statement with
reference to text from the CDP or from material associated with the development of the
relevant provisions. However, we confirm that our findings and Decision on the
application is not dependent on determining that issue. Our approach to aircraft safety
effects is one of ensuring that effects are ‘acceptable’ in aircraft safety terms. We are
satisfied that the Applicant has also taken that approach. Below, we explain the
significance of that effect.
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Is an “acceptable” effect an appropriate outcome for aircraft safety?

323  As expressed by Dr Shelley at [34] of his supplementary statement,

‘Acceptable’ is a defined and conservative risk threshold used internationally in aviation
regulation, and it is materially different from a planning judgement about whether an effect is
merely tolerable. In the aviation context, the term 'acceptable’ means that risk is "As Low As
Reasonably Practicable" (ALARP) and does not exceed defined safety targets established by
international aviation standards (e.g., ICAO EUR Doc 015). At the same time, ALARP does not
mean that risks are nil. To achieve nil risk in the aviation context it would be necessary to ground
all flights: not a single flight would ever be allowed because there is always some level of risk.
The “"Reasonably Practicable” part of the ALARP definition also requires that the costs of risk
controls are not grossly disproportionate to the risk — a standard that is also embodied in the
Health and Safety at Work Act 2015. I stand by my conclusion that the effeg g assessed
are acceptable, in that context.

324 We identified this distinction in our review of referenced docu . pful to
have it confirmed. The Applicant’s technical assessments fj s on the
CNS systems will be ‘acceptable’ . Mr Phillips relies on tho in his AEE

and evidence, aligning that with ‘no more than minor’ j
the context that the term ‘acceptable’ has been 3 ecialist technical
experts engaged by the Applicant. In that regard; e following statements
from the Applicant’s experts.

Dr Shelley at [36]:

With reference to the classification ofeffects n Table 1 of the AEE, and accounting for
the mitigation or remediation achie f the proposed consent conditions, it is my

insofar they ‘are noticeab, lat a conC8&rning level, and mitigation or remediation may not

be necessary’.

Mr Hargreaves at [

ingham at [28]:

ased upon the above scales, and given the additional, and what I view as effective, protections
afforded by proposed Conditions 21D and 21E (in regard to GCH operations and CNS
performance), I consider that the proposal’s actual effects will be ‘minor”’.

Mr McPherson at [21]:

With reference to the classification of effects as set out in Table 1 of the AEE, and accounting for
the mitigation or remediation achieved by way of the proposed consent conditions, it is our

76 ICAO EUR DOC 015. CAA Advisory Circular AC139-8: CAA Advisory Circular AC139-15.
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opinion that any potential adverse effects on air navigation equipment will be ‘less than minor’
insofar that they 'are discernible but too small to have any meaningful impact’.

Based on this expert advice, as well as our own review of CAA AC139-015, we find that
“acceptable” in the context of the of aviation safety terminology, can be relied on as an
appropriate outcome to ensure the ongoing safe operation of the CNS systems at the
Airport. We comment below on whether we are satisfied that the approach proposed
by the Applicant will achieve that outcome.

Will CAR Part 77 sufficiently engage all potential effects?

326
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The parties have disputed the function of CAR Part 77 in relation to the effects of the
development of aircraft safety.

It is undisputed that penetrations of protection surfaces and eygeed3 ghting
controls during construction would tigger a Part 77 authoris foparent
that such an authority may impose management restrictio dertaking
the work and / or some temporary restrictions on the Airport.

heliport caused by buildings is more complex.
received, it is apparent that where a legally a
industrial development) results in adverse j
obligation sits with Airways or CIAL to u
maintain the current level of service
services. Either option could, eith

ication “the Director must conduct an aeronautical study to determine
cific proposal, if executed, will constitute a hazard in navigable
. at process will engage CIAL and Airways. The Director may impose
on the Applicant where an activity is determined to be a hazard. As a result,
hat the Part 77 process will concurrently and separately address potential
effe®s of protection surface penetrations during construction. We do not consider that
the consented development ‘relies’ on Part 77 to control effects. The conditions of
consent as now imposed in our final decision do independently address effects of height
in relation to construction, buildings and other structures, and otherwise reinforce the
Part 77 requirements. They include hold points that will be subject to approvals.

77 Part 77.1(a).

78 In addition to other general height limits imposed in the regulation.

72 Noting that no protection surfaces are proposed to be penetrated by permanent buildings and the conditions
to not provide for that to occur.

8 part 77.17
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We accept Mr Grimm’s statement that relying on Part 77 as a trigger for additional
aviation safety assessments, as proposed in some conditions, will not necessarily
require such an assessment for building bulk and / or reflection impacts on CNS
systems. We also accept Mr Grimms statement that “Part 77 does not confer on the
Director a direct administrative power to compel a private landowner to stop
construction, modify a building, or remove an obstacle. Instead, the burden would be
on Airways / CIAL to make operational changes to their infrastructure as result of the
Application, to ensure aviation safety”. Accordingly, while we acknowledge the
Applicant’s current intent to ensure that any unacceptable effects (in aeronautical
terms) are avoided, we have made amendments to conditions to ensure that the
additional studies proposed are not reliant on Part 77 triggers. We also support and
adopt the Applicant’s Minute 17 response proposing deletion of conditioga.that would
allow consideration of alternative building orientations and heights that N those
presented in the consented documentation. We further discuss thi

In his memo provided in the Applicant’s Minute 17 response, Rg¥f support
changes to land use consent Condition 4 sought by CIAL i . ¥t condition
limits the activities that can be undertaken on the future lots. i

within the designation is included in
and Airways sought to broaden the ¢

ion to the entire development site.
not support that change. In his
consider there to be an evidential basis

appropriately g clause a., clause b. and various other consent
conditions. A

Sufficiency of the technical assessments undertaken

Mr Grimm and Mr Roberston were clear in their expectation of a full aeronautical
safeguarding study that should have occurred prior to lodgement of the FTAA
application. We have noted earlier the seven structured steps that Mr Grimm outlined
as required for a full aeronautical safeguarding study. He acknowledged that not all
proposals needed to apply all steps, but we accept that he did not imply that this
proposal should be exempt from all steps. His reference was to small or more distant
proposals.
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Mr Robertson has made us very aware of the various critical issues associated with
maintaining aircraft safety, and the procedural and operational implications for the
Airport of any modification to the current CNS systems.

Mr Grimm, Mr Robertson and Mr Kyle considered that the early and ongoing
engagement of Airways and CIAL through a full aeronautical safeguarding study is
necessary and a critical gap in the process undertaken by the Applicant. We note that
Mr Kyle stated that advancing the application as it has been through the FTAA process
“has meant that the substantial risk issues identified by CIAL and Airways remain
unexamined in sufficient depth by the arbiters of such matters.”

is within the Airport. Those statements progressively r
conclusions made by those experts. The statements a
Airways and CIAL has led to that progressive refinement

(c)
only entail further refinemen ofice final design details (such as materials
and construction methgds) are known, sing the same modelling techniques already
y idenNgig® methodological deficiency, there is no technical
gberony outcome.
(d) i: eflector" and maximum built form (impossible worst-case)

orldMtesting would show reflections less than a perfect reflector, (b) rotation of a
flat s@rface is a known way to reduce radar reflections — this is the reason for the angled
urifices on the F117 stealth aircraft, (c) rough surfaces reduce reflections, and (d)
surfaces such as wood and composites reduce reflections (the radar waves pass through
them). For those same reasons I would be very surprised if empirical testing of reflections
from a structure conforming to the proposed consent conditions would produce reflections
as strong as those modelled. This is a situation where the 'perfect’ assumptions of physics
models creates a genuinely worst-case outcome that will not be exactly replicated in the
real world.

We accept this proposition. His and the other technical assessments have been clear
to identify the worst-case scenarios applied, and how residual effects that result from
those are ‘acceptable’ in aviation safety terms. They also state that the worst-case
scenarios will not eventuate, given various options available in terms of building design
and construction. As a matter of logic, if the first three steps are based on worst-case
assumptions, the refinement will not result in effects greater than those already
identified.
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342  To the challenges raised by Mr Grimm regarding the risk of impacts on the ILS glidepath
approach system, in his Minute 14 response Mr McPherson reiterates that the "modelling
shows that once the building is rotated as proposed, disturbance is negligible and does
not affect flyability” [10]. Mr McPherson has also addressed this point in his earlier
statements, memos and reports.

343 To the challenge on the unacceptability of interference with DME coverage across any
part of an aircraft approach path®, in response to our question in Minute 13, Mr
McPherson stated:

In all cases, aircraft are under the visual control of the pilot during the final 0.5 nautical mile of
he modelled

DVOR/DME site (i.e. to the south), and there is no reliance on DME durin
the approach to landing.

344 In their Minute 14 responses, Mr McPherson and Dr Sh

emphasised that that point is beyond the point an ks te DEM and beyond

to execute a ‘missed
approach’ procedure®?. At [13] Dr Shelley stg#es

established then the pilot may once
aircraft is well clear of the aer

345

346

347

ely simple and available technical measures (such as lifting beams or code
remove) that could address any residual reflection effects from ground obstacles. Mr
Grimm confirmed that the assumption regarding ‘code remove’ was incorrect. That
capability does not exist for the Christchurch radar equipment. Nor did he consider it
a helpful measure as “reducing sensitivity to local buildings would also reduce sensitivity

81 And the need to avoid any interference, based on the requirement of the New Southern Sky agreement between
the CAA, the Ministry of Transport and Airways that Airways provide primary radar coverage for Christchurch
Airport, as an agreed contingency, because it is independent of satellite-based navigation systems.

82 If they do not have sufficient visibility to switch to a visual approach or because they are instructed by Air
Traffic Control to execute a missed approach.
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to aircraft”. At [10] of his Minute 14 response, Dr Shelley acknowledged the technical
benefits of ADS-B radar system that has been utilised by Airways at the Airport and
explained his earlier comments on its cost benefits being based on existing CAA
documents and an associated 2020 Cabinet paper approving it. In his Minute 14
response Mr Bermingham notes that alternative options to code remove are available.
He does not detail what those are but we acknowledge other technical evidence
regarding the orientation, location, size and cladding of buildings that reduce
reflections. On the basis of the evidence presented and conditions proposed (with
modifications that we discuss later), we are satisfied that the Applicant is not relying on
Airways to modify its radar systems to maintain the existing level of function and aircraft
safety.

then re-modelling changes to the proposal to address initia
intend to discount the knowledge and experience that Mr Grim

, they have not
. Where challenges

for aircraft safety, “"The system must
limits are known not claimed, tested
on the evidence received from as

y defined parameters where the
nd confirmed not inferred”. Based

Mr Bermingham replies that it is unusual for a development such as that
proposegd to adopt that same approach.

CIAL and Airways provided a revised aircraft safety condition in their Minute 16
response, which would require a full aeronautical safeguarding study to be completed
prior to s224(c) certification of the lots.

The question for us is whether the absence of this full study prior to development
occurring on the individual lots creates a critical gap in identifying, quantifying and
mitigating potential effects on aircraft safety and Airport operations. In our finding it
does not, subject to the implementation of the conditions proposed (and subject to our
amendments). Those conditions are based on, and seek to give effect to, the technical
assessments undertaken for the Applicant. Those assessments, and subsequent
responses provided through this consenting process, have refined such effects down to
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an acceptable level in aircraft safety context. The Applicant’s aircraft safety experts
consider a number of the conditions proposed to be unnecessary and additional to what
is required to ensure that aircraft safety effects are appropriately avoided or minimised.
Nonetheless, these were adopted by the Applicant to achieve what it considers to be
additional surety of outcome. As we note elsewhere, in its Minute 17 response the
Applicant has further modified conditions to remove the opportunity to deviate from the
consented building orientations and heights. This further strengthens the certainty of
outcomes. We find that the full study requested by CIAL in its comments and as
proposed through its offered condition is not necessary to ensure the protection of
aircraft safety and airport operations.

Will the proposal avoid or sufficiently minimise effects on the GCH opergi

353  We have identified that the critical potential impact that the devel

354 GCH and Mr Robertson in particular, provided backgrougd

of helicopters, many (and potentially most) of whig
the construction of structures within the eas eastern portion of the
Applicant’s site could impact emergency lan i X hich are required to be
clear of obstructions.

355 Mr Robertson stated that impactin landing approach would likely
constitute a ‘significant change’ und As we have noted earlier, CAR
139 imposes obligations on theggdder of an aegbdrome operator certificate to establish

procedures to ensure aircrg restricted or prohibited where unsafe
conditions may exist and g's and conduct an aeronautical study for any
“significant change” th the safety of aerodrome operations. At [46] of his
statement Mr Rober a forced landing event is statistically infrequent,
but within aviation sa manaljement systems it is treated as a high-consequence
scenario. The atid glitable emergency landing areas, as contemplated by

Advisory Cir -8, is JPPrimary mechanism for managing that consequence risk.”

356 ingham For the Applicant considered that Civil Aviation Rules are mandatory

parties developing land outside an aerodrome. Mr Bermingham stated that the
requirements of AC139-8 should be given significant weight on the basis that the
Director of CAA has established this as an acceptable means of compliance with the
associated rule - namely CAR Part 139.83

357 Mr Bermingham considered the requirements of advisory circular AC139-8 will be met
because the proposed constraints (conditions) on development, including new condition

83 Bermingham supplementary evidence 12 March 2026 at [7](a)-(c).
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21D now provides for more detailed assessment of the risks potentially created for
helicopter operations from and to GCH heliport by that part of the development site
immediately south of the GCH heliport as well as the potential risk of helicopter
downwash.® That view was supported by Dr Shelley for the Applicant.®>

Mr Robertson for CIAL considered that Advisory Circular 139-8 provides guidance as to
what would be an “acceptable means of compliance” with CAR Part 139-8 in the period
leading up the establishment of a heliport. It does not provide the primary framework
for assessing the operational consequences of adjacent development affecting an
established heliport. AC-139-8 emphasises the importance of maintaining suitable
forced landing areas and unobstructed approach and departure paths. The potential
reduction in forced landing area availability identified in the Applicant] sessment
indicates those considerations may be affected.®®

Guideline H

Mr Bermingham and Dr Shelley for the Applicant considere
afforded limited weight. Mr Bermingham noted that:®’

(a) It was developed within the Australian regu
by New Zealand legislation or regulation

(b) The GCH heliport does not meet
helicopter landing sites (HLS) as set 0

(c) The GCH heliport is located ofgan and Guideline H is concerned with
“an area (not located on an a meywholly or partly used for the arrival or
departure of helicopter

the GHC heliport as not meeting the stated
liport under Guideline H. Even so, Mr Bermingham

cteristics of a strategically important helicopter landing site as described
uideline H; and

(b) he proposal involves development within the operational environment of that
heliport, including beneath established helicopter approach and departure paths.

(¢) I understand that GCH is investigating the potential introduction of instrument
flight procedures, which would further increase the importance of safeguarding

84 Ibid at [10].

85 Dr Shelley supplementary evidence at [14]-[17].

8 Robertson evidence at [58]-[59].

87 Bermingham supplementary evidence at [11](a)-(c).

8 Bermingham supplementary evidence at [12]-[13]; Dr Shelley supplementary evidence at [22] and [23].
8 Robertson evidence at [63].



the heliport’s operational airspace in a manner consistent with the principles set
out in Guideline H.

362 Mr Robertson noted that Guideline H emphasises the protection of helicopter approach
and departure paths, preservation of suitable emergency and forced landing areas, and
early engagement with heliport operators where development may affect operational
airspace. Mr Roberston considered that, based on the information presently available,
it is unclear whether those matters have been comprehensively evaluated in the
Applicant’s assessment. In Mr Robertson’s experience, these issues would ordinarily be
addressed through an aeronautical study when considering development adjacent to an
operational heliport of this nature.®°

363 Mr Robertson considered that the proposal is not well aligned with
principles Guideline H articulates because: **

e The Applicant’s own assessments acknowledge that t resultin
the loss of existing straight-ahead emergency landi outh of the
GCH heliport;

e Guideline H discourages incompatible dey® edth helicopter flight
paths, particularly where those path gFcritical or emergency
operations;

e Guideline H recognises the risk
erodes aviation safety margi

croachment that progressively

e Guideline H emphas;j
airport operators
design stage.

import®ice of early engagement with heliport and
th ng considerations can be incorporated at the

364

Wer Guideline H. Services provided for by the GCH operation
ry “ emergency services and supporting Otago-based emergency
nsideration includes the responses that the Applicant’s experts have
ponse to Minute 14. Accordingly, we accept that statements made by
tson and GCH that NASF Guideline H and AC139-8 are relevant to the
ent of operations at the site, and must be given significant weight in the

aviation safeguarding practice including the protection of approach and departure paths
and the importance of consultation in relation to strategically important helicopter
landing sites. These principles are relevant to the GCH site. For the reasons discussed
below we find the requirements of advisory circular AC139-8 and Guideline H will be met

because the risks potentially created by that part of the development site immediately south of

%0 Ibid at [64].
91 Ibid at [65]-[69].
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the GCH heliport will be adequately managed by development design controls and through the
proposed and amended conditions.

The potential impact on GCH has been a matter of particular concern to the Panel. The
initial recommendations provided by Mr Bermingham that an alternative approach or
even division to an alternative location troubled us. The functional impact of such
changes, and the potential effect of such changes on other properties was not addressed
in the Applicant’s evidence but was raised as matters of particular concern by GCH and
CIAL.

Since the initial aircraft safety assessment submitted in response to comments, this

Aviation Safeguarding Assessment provided in the Applica
descent plane of the approach path. The aviation risk 3

o For Lots 121 and
materiality, and fag
equipment.

The condition requi
and GCH for co

if the purpose of the condition is to ensure the ongoing provision
of an em ing approach path that meets relevant CAA requirements and does

imary concern raised by CIAL and GCH. To strengthen the certainty
we have identified additions to the conditions that we consider
propriate minimise the effect of development on the GCH flight path.
provided as amendments to the conditions provided in Appendix 1 of our
nd adds the inclusion of “all helicopters’ using the GCH facility, as the critical

Proposed Condition 6 also imposes additional controls on Lots 121 and 122 associated
with wind shear and CNS reflections, and also control area, height and location of
buildings. We provide further comment on that condition later but here note that it is
a component of the controls imposed by conditions to minimise effects to an acceptable
level.

Subject to the amendments noted above and discussed later, we find that the proposal
will sufficiently minimise impacts on helicopter landing and departures from the GCH
site and will not result in significant alteration of the site operations.

83
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GCH also raised concern about the potential reverse sensitivity effect that could be
caused by occupation of buildings under the FATO and TLOF. Dr Shelley addresses this,
identifying that the distance of the GCH TLOF to the development, with the closest point
being at Lot 121, approximately 187.7m from the centre of the TLOF and with actual
building locations being determined through Condition 21D. Given that the GCH
operation is an existing legally established facility, and the exclusions of use of the
future lots imposed by proposed Condition 4, we consider that reverse sensitivity
regarding helicopter noise does not require any further assessment or control through
conditions. In particular, the Condition excludes residential activities and units,
education activities, and mass assembly of people.

GCH raised concern about downwash hazard from its operations disturbigg materials

windblown debris or hazards to aircr
requires the location and managem
Sediment Control Plan. We note t&

gement. Proposed Condition 22
to be included in the Erosion and

state that “"Stockpiles
or cause other risk

pr Ively developed a draft WHMP. The Applicant sought initial feedback from CIAL
and Was also responded to the comments provided by CIAL’s expert. It has sought
alignment with CIAL's broader WHMP, which manages off-airport hazards.

Ms Civil for the Applicant considered that the current version of the WHMP adopts best-
practice approaches and is satisfactory. Nonetheless, it is to be updated and submitted
for certification prior to construction in accordance with Condition 109. That process is
to provide CIAL and in particular their suitably qualified Ecologist specialising in Avifauna
and Wildlife Manager an opportunity to participate in further consultation with the
Consent Holders suitably qualified Ecologist / Avifauna expert. The condition explicitly
lists the matters to be addressed in the updated WHMP, which are consistent with the
existing document. The certified WHMP is to be implemented during and post
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construction. Consent notices are required to be placed on each Lot to require the
WHMP by each lot owner / operator.

We have addressed the proposed changes to stormwater treatment design elsewhere
in Part E of our Decision. There we find that the currently proposed design will
appropriately minimise the period of temporary water ponding within Lots 200 and 201,
and otherwise avoid ponding on completed development lots. This approach aligns with
the draft WHMP.

We noted earlier that CIAL considers that the potential for increased bird activity and
associated bird strike risk cannot be meaningfully assessed in isolation from other
aviation safety matters. In the context of our conclusions on other giccraft safety
effects, we find that that outcome has been achieved.

We have carefully considered the responses received from partie
As we detail later, we have accepted some of the modification
in its Minute 17 and Minute 19 responses with respect to r i sion of the
WHMP in additional conditions. We find those modifications t
matters raised by CIAL and Airways, and will ensure th#C Tt
are integrated across all construction and op
development.

We are satisfied that bird strike risk will inijg¥eed tdPan acceptable level by the
development design, implementation of}he P andpcompliance with the proposed
conditions.

Will adverse impacts of lighting gad glare be ad#eptable?

orary penetrations of protection surfaces will be managed through a CAR 77
These requirements are addressed in various conditions which require

The Environmental Management Plan and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan are both
required to also address control of matters associated with potential effects on Airport
and GCH operations.

We find that the compliance with the proposed conditions will appropriately minimise
temporary construction effects on aircraft safety and Airport operations.

Are the proposed conditions sufficient to ensure the ‘acceptable’ outcome?
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Mr Kyle in particular raised concern about the appropriateness of deferring control of
aircraft safety matters to conditions. At [20] he noted the proposed condition 21E
dispute resolution process and considered that to be “fundamentally antithetical to the
collaborative process encapsulated in a true aeronautical study” signalling the lack of
collaboration that would be typically expected through an appropriate approach. At
[28] Mr Kyle acknowledged the procedural steps imposed by the Applicant’s most recent
set of conditions. However, he did not consider them to resolve the “underlying and
foundational information gaps regarding risk”. Nor did he consider that Council could
appropriately certify compliance with those conditions as they relate to aircraft safety,
given its lack of specialist knowledge on that issue

The points raised by My Kyle have also been included in submissions recejxagfrom CIAL

application. Based on our discussion and findings on technical ma
satisfied that the conditions do not seek to fill “foundational info

fdnctions will
rations. The

‘acceptable’ level in aircraft safety terms such that modific
not be required to maintain the existing level of CNS

d copsent notices. It is also
additional aircraft safety
to ensure their assessed

pyte resolution process indicates any
tion gap. The additional aircraft safety

n as the format and content of the conditions has now been advanced
nts received in response to Minute 17 and Minute 19. In the previous
f this report we have included discussion on the various matters included in
commepls received from parties in response to those Minutes. Overall, we found those
co nts to be helpful.

The condition sets now before us have been subjected to multiple and interactive
amendments and additions since first included in the substantive application on which
comments were sought via Minute 3 on 18 August 2025. This is in part due to the
requirements of the FTAA, and in part due to the nature of issues that have arisen and
the approaches adopted by the Applicant and parties. As a result, and in particular with
respect to aircraft safety and airport operations, we have a highly complex set of
conditions that have been progressively backloaded in response to issues raised. This
has resulted in inconsistency in style and format between conditions, and has required
us to undertake very careful forensic consideration of how they function and the
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certainty of outcomes that will be achieved. We record that since receiving final
comments from parties and the Applicant in response to Minute 19, we have made
refinement of various conditions to better reflect their intent, internal consistency, and
ability for the Consent Holder and regulators to implement and enforce compliance. We
have been careful to avoid changing the primary intent or function of conditions.

Below we provided specific commentary on various conditions now imposed. But first,
we respond to a matter raised by CIAL in relation to Dr Shelley’'s Minute 19
Supplementary Statement of evidence dated 28 April 2026. We agree with CIAL and
had independently noted that some of the statements made by Dr Shelley were beyond
his stated field of expertise and do somewhat step into the realm of advocacy. We have
taken these matters into account when assessing the weight to be accordaghto parts of

through the various statements of evidence and memorand
The Panel would have preferred that Dr Shellley limited hi

In the context of our concern above, we config C atisfied that Dr Shelley
gf experience. We have

experts for the Applicant. In
that context, his assessments have those other experts. Where we
have disagreed with, or modified t h ‘bromoted by Dr Shelley, we have
explained that in the previous ons of thisglecision. We also note that despite Dr
Shelley emphasising that L @ umber of the conditions offered by the
Applicant to be unnecessgry, has adopted them .

dments and additions to the sets of conditions;
d subghvision conditions. Some of these amendments are
e been accepted without further comment. Other

additional itions to be unnecessary. They are components of an integrated suite
jons that together ensure the outcomes assessed and sought by the Applicant
hieved, and they appropriately respond to matters raised by commentors.

Land use consent

New Condition 3A

We have added new condition 3A as follows:

For the avoidance of doubt, the development and associated activities authorised by this consent
must not:

a. result in any change in performance of the communication, navigation and surveillance
equipment operating at Christchurch International Airport, to an extent that would comprise
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aircraft safety and / or necessitate a modification of that equipment to maintain its current
standard of performance; or
b. resultin any other unacceptable effects on aircraft safety and / or necessitate a modification
of legally authorised aircraft operations at the airport, including use of the heliport operated
by Garden City Helicopters ("GCH heliport”).
The implementation of all other conditions must give effect to this condition.

396 The intent, design and conditions, as refined during the consent process, are based on
avoiding effects on legally established aircraft safety and airport operations that would
necessitate a change in those operations or upgrade of existing CNS facilities.

397 The Panel considers that a single guiding outcome condition assists in thegagarpretation
and implementation or all other conditions associated with aircraft
operations. It will also assist in considering any future s127 RMA
orientation or height. The new condition 3A is imposed by t

Importantly, the Panel does not consider 3A to be a precedén
any material gap in information or could otherwise frus
for by the consents. The Panel is satisfied that it
confirm that the design of the proposal and the «
ensure the outcomes imposed by Condition 3A

Condition 4 Restrictions on activities

398 We discuss this condition earlier in thfs repor.

399 We do not accept CIAL’s reque roaden thgffull scope of this condition to the entire
the condition are complimentary.

400 itignal wording requested by CIAL for the Clause c.
j i cificity to the restrictions of the conditions

401 ay or ‘could’ in the condition. Those words introduce

of acllvities that might be acceptable.
building controls and Condition 7 Buildings and structures
402 proposed adding ‘structures’ into the title of Condition 7 to recognise

403 The Appjlcant sought removal of the option to alter the consented building and structure

deferring that to a sperate s127 RMA process (should it be desired by a lot owner). We
accept this change. Given the basis of the effects assessment are the restrictions
imposed by those conditions, and other conditions require those outcomes through
additional aircraft safety assessments, we do not consider it preferable to provide for a
deviation from that design within the condition. While acknowledging Mr Kyles Minute
19 comment that the s127 RMA process would not guarantee that CIAL is engaged in
future applications to change the matters locked in by those conditions, we find that
the overarching requirement of new condition 3A and other conditions throughout the
consent document will ensure that CIAL is engaged by the correct implementation of
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the s127 process. We also include an advice note in Conditions 6 and 7 to reiterate this
expectation.

The Panel agrees with the Applicant’s interpretation of the CDP rules and the opportunity
for temporary construction plant to exceed protection surfaces as permitted under rule
6.2.4.1.1 P1 and which has otherwise obtained the relevant authorisations from CAA
under CAR Part 77.

We also remove the purpose chapeau included by the Panel in its draft decision as that
is now provided by Condition 3A.

Condition 8 Noise

The Panel accepts that future development of lots created by these 3
comply with the permitted standards of Rule 6.1.7.2.2 of the d¥fresses

noise insultation and reverse sensitivity issues for airpor e Panel
considers that it is useful to add that clarification as an adv O‘lahd Adse consent
Condition 8, and adopts the Applicant’s Minute 17 respgase su n that regard
to include reference to compliance with the permittedglandd 6.1.7.2.2 of the

Christchurch District Plan, unless otherwise author resource consent.

Those standards relate to noise insultation requj

The addition of a requirement for a c
(LUC Condition 8A), provided

néise and vibration management plan
response to our request.

We accept this addition wi prcation, acknowledging that this approach is
also supported by . odify subdivision condition 26 (Environmental
Management Plan)

ubstitute for appropriate land-use controls and conditions that avoid
or manags Btion safety and operational effects at the source. We find that is the
that all other relevant effects are addressed by separate conditions. We do
further modification of the condition to delete the word ‘existing’. We agree
tha condition should apply to all activities within the airport that could occur under
current legal authorisations.

Condition 9A Universal exterior lighting

The addition of a universal exterior light performance standard condition (Condition 9A)
and corresponding amendments to other lighting and glare conditions (9b, 10, 11 and
12). We accept these additions with minor modifications to ensure consistency and
integration between their outcomes. We include compliance with Condition 10
(construction lighting), 11 (control of light spill) and 12 (lighting within 500m runway
threshold) as requirements of Condition 9A.
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With respect to Airways’ request that CIAL and Airways be engaged through the
preparation of the lighting plan, we find that specifying the engagement of those parties
in the condition is not necessary to ensure compliance and certification.

Condition 9B Glare

In response to Minute 19, the Applicant offered glare standards provided by its expert
Mr Evans and a requirement to avoid the use of highly reflective or specular materials,
and to minimise the reflectance of surfaces that are directly illuminated, to reduce the
potential for reflected glare “as far as reasonably practicable in the opinion of the
suitably qualified and experienced lighting engineer”. Airways opposes that qualifier.
We agree and find that achieving of the standard and outcome should pecessitate
such flexibility provided for by that wording. We have deleted that “asg
practicable” qualifier accordingly.

Condition 13 Aircraft protection

In their Minute 16 comments, CIAL and Airways sought g inctigh between the
1 by the airport
designation, and the corresponding approval proceg RMA. In its Minute 17
response the Applicant indicated that the wor i d preglously offered was that

and reference in the condition
the Condition 7F(a) process.
We find these amendments are affpropriate a dopt them. They clarify that
construction structures and activities to the listed CDP permitted activities,
except as provided for under i le Part 77, and subject to any s176
approvals necessary for a the designation. We are satisfied that
obligations under s176
consents.
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Condition 17b Landscaping

We accept and adopt the Applicant’s Minute 17 response to include the WHMP in the
condition that guides plant species necessary to minimise bird strike. This responds to
a Minute 16 response request by CIAL and Airways.

Condition 20A Wildlife Hazard Management Plan

Explicit inclusion of the Wildlife Management Plan into the land use consent by the
Applicant. We adopt this condition which strengthens the applicability of the WHMP to

the land use consent activities.

Condition 21 Covenants

requirements embedded into other clauses within this con
ensure that the technical detail within Condition 21 is gdi

significantly simplified this covenant condition to j
implementation.

terfial consistency and

Condition 21A - Civil Aviation Act 2023

and Airw ommented that Condition 21A
d €he CAA” in relation to construction
se, the Applicant responded that the

In their Minute 16 response, CIA
“inappropriately elevates the rule of
and building effects. In its M4

alerted to the potential drt 77, and to promote transparency in the
management of any a i [ determinations that may arise. For the avoidance
is not to elevate Part 77, or the role of the CAA,
source consent framework”. The Applicant offered

21AA Helicopter downwash

ProwgOn of a helicopter downwash management conditions, recast from the earlier
advice note, was provided by the Applicant at our request. We have adopted this as a
condition with minor modifications. We find that the detail introduced by the previous
advice note is more correctly imposed as an enforceable condition to ensure the
anticipated outcomes. We also include lot 122 in this condition based on the advice of
Mr Bermingham in his Memorandum dated 1 April which records (among other matters)
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that the extent of downwash hazard extends “...about 35 metres to each side of the
published approach/take-off-climb path” for the GCH heliport.®?

An advice note that clarifies the overarching role of the airport designation and s76 RMA
process necessary for works by third parties within the designation

We have adopted this advice note. While it reiterates the law, its inclusion is acceptable
and addresses a particular concern raised by CIAL.

Condition 21B - Aviation Contact and Incident Reporting

The Panel considers that the condition, with amendments offered by the Agalicant in its
Minute 17 response, appropriately provides for contact with CCC, dirways

during construction, until superseded by the Industrial Park Manag The
Applicant’s amendments are adopted

Condition 21C Aviation risk assessment
To provide surety of independence, we have included a reg at itably qualified
and experienced aviation practitioner that is ng he“consent holder to

undertake the aviation risk assessment is to
function, CCC must limit its consideration yfconflicts of interest that

To provide certainty regarding the
replaced the former advice note with n‘of Condition 3A as a stated outcome

The Panel accepts the agaiti the Applicant has provided in its Minute 17
response. They appro#ri the role of the condition from the CAA approval
process, and also aviation risk assessment undertaken under this
condition must hg ed pgBr to lots being released for development. They also

Specific aviation risk assessment

| accepts the Applicant’s Minute 17 response. We agree with and adopt the
ments that require the aviation risk assessment to be completed before building
development occurs. We have further modified clause A to ensure that that is explicit.

We also include Lot 72 for consideration in the aviation risk assessment. While only a
small portion of that lot is located within the ‘control area’ identified in Mr Bermingham’s
evidence, industrial development might be anticipated up to the northern lot boundary
such that it should be considered within the assessment.

92 Memorandum of Geraint Bermingham regarding Lot 121 Helicopter Downwash Hazard - Advice Note dated 1
April 2026 at [5(i)]
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Condition 21E Dispute resolution

The Applicant deleted this condition on the basis that it interpreted that CIAL did not
support the condition. In its Minute 19 response, CIAL clarified that if the revised
aviation risk assessment condition it sought in its Minute 17 comments was not adopted,
the Condition 21E should be retained.

We have added text to clause B to provide a specific trigger process for a dispute to be
raised, with that being limited to the findings and recommendations of the completed
aviation risk assessment required by Condition 21C and / or the completed specific
aviation risk assessment required by Condition 21D. On that basis, the Condition
21E dispute resolution process will be limited to the completed asggaggpnents, at

documents. We have imposed a timeframe of 15 working
the completed assessments are received for disputes to
holder and CCC.

We have also applied the dispute resolution process itionyZ 1E to the aviation
risk assessment required by Condition 21C. This t with changes to the
aviation safety conditions requested by CIA i thout providing the full
aeronautical study requested by these partj es an inconsistency in the

by these conditions are similar, req
followed by the Consent Holder sub

with CIAL, Airways and GCH
assessments to those parties. In

e implementation of that condition. We
ited in scope, straightforward, time-bound
and provides for indepg/ ision-Making. Consequently it provides an effective
and efficient mechag ¢/ any disputes regarding air safety / aviation
performance that
condition 21D),

lly, am@gdmghts to the subdivision consent conditions are minor and not
sed below. They address various matters including strengthening of
etween landscaping and the WHMP, and the linkage between these

er p@hding. Notable amendments are as follows.
New ondition 1AA Industrial Park Management Entity.

Offered by the Applicant it its Minute 19 response to provide an overarching
management entity to ensure the consented obligations that apply to each new lot are
understood and implemented. CIAL expressed concern that this does not create an
effective and enforceable process for ensuring compliance. We find that the obligations
on each lot are imposed through covenants and consent notices. We support the
establishment of the management entity, comprising the consent holder and owners /
occupiers of each lot, to strengthen the management of those obligations both via the
individual lots and the primary consent holder. For completeness, we record that this
condition does not remove or reduce obligations on the consent holder, future lot
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owners or future lot occupiers to comply with the conditions of the land use consent
and the subdivision consent.

Condition 26 Environmental Management Plan

Condition 26 provided the content to be provided in the Environmental Management
Plan (EMP). The Applicant had included wording proposed by CCC regarding the
technical content requirements of a Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan
(CNVMP. As noted earlier, we have simplified this by referring the EMP condition to the
corresponding land use condition that outlines the CNVMP requirements in greater
detail.

The Applicant has also added a requirement for the EMP to detgj
downwash will be addressed. We accept this addition but further n &g
to CIAL comments so that the condition requires avoidance of effgh{s o
people.

The Applicant has also added the requirement to provid
addition to CCC. We adopt that addition.

oC and GCH, in

Conditions 86, 88, 89, and 95 - Landscaping

In response to Minute 16, CIAL and Airwa at plant species selection is
consistent with the relevant Distric isi and the WHMP to ensure
landscaping does not create bird strike risk. ProvN@ah should be made for input from

this request. We are satjsfie ; gfplicant’s response is appropriate and adopt
those amendments.

sed the management of stormwater basins in relation to
bird strikef®sk. condition had been deleted from the version issued with our draft
e b that the revised stormwater treatment devises negated its
AL’and Airways sought reintroduction of a condition in that regard to
water is voided.

ute 17 response the Applicant identified various other conditions that address
r and did not agree to the inclusion of the additional condition sought by CIAL
The Panel agrees with the Applicant that the WHMP and various other
conditions ensure that the stormwater system will avoid ponding and appropriately
minimise the risk of bird attraction. The regional discharge consent conditions lock in
the stormwater treatment design, and the WHMP conditions and landscape conditions
ensure the outcomes of concern to CIAL will be appropriately addressed. The Panel
also notes the requirement of land use and subdivision conditions to avoid ponding.

Condition 109 - Wildlife Hazard Management Plan
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In their Minute 16 comments, CIAL and Airways stated that it is “Unclear how conditions
will be consistently implemented or co-ordinated over the lifetime of the development.
In particular, there is no clear mechanism to ensure:

e Consistent application of the WHMP across all lots;

¢ Long-term funding and resourcing (including Site Manager roles); and

e  Effective oversight as sites are developed and ownership changes overtime”.
We agree with the Applicant’s Minute 17 response on this matter that new Condition

1AA covers on ongoing obligations imposed on future owners / occupi lots. No
modification of Condition 109 is required.

Condition 110 - Wildlife Hazard Management Plan

We accept and adopt the Applicant’s Minute 17 response addi ition which
states that “"No works shall commence on site until the \WEMP h ertified”. We
find that the appropriately addresses the concern raigé irways

Condition 116 Consent notices

Similarly to the covenant condition, we h gignificant refinement of this
condition to achieve internal consisten de ceapMity.

Changes have also been made to th cohsent conditions in agreement with
CRC; primarily simplification ditions relgfing to the management of discharges
during construction.

The panel has considgfed whe
(including the chan
known RMA test
most approprj or addressing the relevant adverse effects while still
of the Act. In summary the panel considers that the

the air safety and airport operations conditions

The Panel aware of any RMA policy or planning direction relevant to the proposal that
a precautionary approach. Even so, we have a discretion to apply a

precautypnary approach and decide the weight to be given to a precautionary approach.

In light of the concerns raised by CIAL and Airways regarding air safety, the Panel has
actively considered whether a precautionary approach is appropriate in the
circumstances of this case. We have carefully considered all the evidence before us,
including the comments from CIAL and Airways as well as the subsequent evidence filed
by these parties in response to Minute 13. We consider that a precautionary approach
is not required for the following reasons.

The totality of the evidence from the Applicant together with proposed air safety consent
conditions as amended by the Panel establish that the effects on aviation safety will be
within the level of effect contemplated by the RMA and acceptable in aeronautical safety



terms. In particular, the extent of air safety risk, taking into account the air safety
conditions, will be no more than minor such that there will be no material harm to air
safety arising from the proposal. Further, for the same reasons, the degree of
uncertainty is low because the risks have been adequately identified, assessed and
will be managed through the design of the development and the air safety consent
conditions. We therefore consider that no irreversible harm to the environment with
respect to air safety matters will arise. Finally, we consider the air safety conditions
to be appropriate and sufficiently precautionary®® to manage air safety effects
arising from proposal®®. We consider these conditions are in accordance with
clauses 18 and 19, Schedule 5 FTAA, and in compliance with section 82 FTAA.

Overall assessment — are the potential air safety effects acceptable?

446 As we expressed earlier, the consideration of potential aircraf
incorporated complex critical issues. While the issue has pr
remains contested between the parties, its progression has j point that
we are comfortable that approving the application with the co i ded with our
Decision, will ensure the ongoing safe operation of g i find that the

proposal can be consented such that its constructio anjfuse will not result
in unacceptable or more than minor effects on peratiorof the Airport or GCH
facility. In terms of Aircraft safety and GCH s will be minor or less
than minor, and will not require mitigation ays, CIAL or GCH.

Land supply

447  The Application includes three App rovide evidence on industrial land
supply matters. In summary, diga Bayleys regbrt (Appendix 22) states that freehold
industrial land (i.e. that i er-occupied as opposed to leased) in
Canterbury is in high dempandSgapAinggg?™Mand will continue. However, the majority

arrangement (i.e. |
case in and around

(PICt builder arrangement) - this is particularly the
International Airport, where almost all of that land

448 s repgrt states that the airport area is particularly attractive to investors and
several reasons including its proximity to key freight and transport
the diversity of tenants who seek this proximity, and proximity to customers

449  The Colliers report (Appendix 21) assesses land supply in detail, utilising CCC’s vacant
land survey and the Colliers vacant land survey and concludes that there is limited land
supply within preferred Christchurch areas available for immediate development that is

93 Experts for the Applicant consider that some of the conditions proposed by the Applicant are additional to what
is required to maintain aircraft safety i.e. they are precautionary.

% Noting the evidence by experts for the applicant that conditions requiring aviation safety assessments are not
necessary.

%5 Application AEE, Appendix 22, Bayleys Memorandum dated 7 March 2025 paragraphs 5 to 7 and 10.

% Ibid, paragraphs 9 and 11.

°7 1bid, paragraph 11.
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free of development ties.®® The Colliers report also examined the different Christchurch
industrial zone types (e.g. Heavy Industrial Zone (HIZ)), Industrial Park Zone (IPZ))
and the Special Purpose Airport Zone (SPAZ)), and the different activities these zones
provide for.?® It concludes that the proposal essentially seeks to provide for activities
and site development that is consistent with the Industrial General Zone (IG) which is
the most suitable, and that demand for industrial activities in this location is likely to
be Airport related logistics and warehouse activities, similar to those which exist in the
nearby Dakota Park Freight and Logistics precinct at Christchurch Airport.°°

The Colliers report also examined the Harewood industrial land market (in the vicinity
of the airport) in more detail, stating that there is 53.35 ha of vacant HIZ, IG and IPZ
in the Harewood area, of which the majority (44.01 ha) is zoned IPZ4 arewood

The report also identifies the Greenfield Priority Busine€s
Avonhead, that comprise 21.6 ha of vacant IPZ Avon

not comprise a reasonably practicable and feasib
capacity in the same locality and market.1%3

and that the Ryans Road site is the
providing at least sufficient develop
Harewood locality and market

ity with the deprived and constrained
rch Airport.104

The Market Economics pendix 20) also examined land supply,
j d Register and the Colliers land survey covered in

%8 Colliers report, dated 20™ February 2025, page 17.

%9 Ibid, Section 4.

100 Thid, section 4.6.

101 Thid, Section 5.5.

102 1bid, page 29.

103 1hid, section 6.5, pages 29 to 31.

104 Tbid, section 7.2, page 36.

105 Application AEE, Appendix 20, Market Economics report.
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Comments provided by the parties

Christchurch City Council

454 CCC rely on the advice of Formative to review the Applicant’s industrial land supply
evidence!®® as well as a Council memorandum?®’ that itself relied on a peer review of
CCC's land demand model by Sense Partners.°® Formative accepts that there is limited
freehold vacant industrial land in the airport area, and that this may be an aspect behind
the development of land around the airport. Formative also accepts that the Ryans
Road development would provide alternatives in this location which could attract more
businesses to the area, than would otherwise be the case, which is an economic benefit
of the proposed development.1%®

455 Formative notes Market Economics’ assertion that there is much mge

Formative
the demand

warehousing in appropriate locations” which includes th
agrees that there is more demand for warehousing ang
projections, Formative considers this demand will
lots of 1ha or larger, due to the space extensive
most warehousing and logistics activities
accommodated on sites smaller than 1ha,
proposing 90% of the lots to be less th
accommodate the demand that ME ha

ewce not likely to be able to

456 Formative also considers the wareho
area than just the Airport enyj

giStics market operates across a wider
ere is considerable supply around the

. Importantly there are a number of ports
ract a considerable amount of warehousing and

457 i at the ME assessment applies the long-term ratio of demand
i ighores the short-medium term. In the short-medium term the ratio
rom warehousing and logistics compared to other industrial activities
Formative consider this ratio is important because the Ryans Road
ent will occur before the long term, with construction assumed to be
completgd in a 2-3 year period.

458 Formative states that the ME assessment acknowledges the Colliers research on vacant
land but then adopts the older data from the CCC vacant register. The Colliers research
suggests that there is 90.2ha of vacant land at the airport, which is more than 19ha of

106 CCC Comments dated 18 June, 2025, paragraphs 40 to 43.

107 Memo Response to growth model aspects of Market Economics economic assessment for RMA/2025/1208
(Ryans Road Industrial Development), 11 August 2025 Aimee Martin.

108 Sense Partners Peer Review: Christchurch City Council Land Demand Model, 10 June 2022.

109 Ryans Road Fast Track Economic Review, Formative, dated 25 August 2025, Section 3.1.2,page 7.

110 1hid.

111 Thid, page 8.
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wholly vacant land in the CCC vacant register. Therefore, even if one assumes that the
“vast majority” of the short-medium term warehousing and logistics demand (20.5ha)
should be accommodated in the Airport environs, then only a small share of the vacant
capacity identified by the Applicant’s assessment would need to be developed. (section
3.1.2, page 7). Formative note the latest CCC projections of industrial land demand
and that for the short-medium term these range from 72-122ha for industrial land or
7-12ha per annum. Formative notes this rate of growth is higher than the previous
projections in the GCP BCA, which had demand of 33ha for industrial land or 3ha per
annum (section 3.1.2, page 7).

Formative acknowledges that much of the land in the Airport environs is leasehold,
however only a small share of it is needed in the short-medium tegaaif the old
projections are adopted.!!?

Formative states that, if approved, the Ryans Road developm
the total warehousing and logistics demand over the next 10 y
twice over, even with no other development of Warehousin
Christchurch.

Section 3.2.4 of the Formative report assesses th4
Formative considers that in terms of a locality

customers that would locate within t
Therefore, the vacant land supply wi
Colliers report (which limits
market). That is, the ca

k€t would be larger than stated in the
nly to that existing in the Harewood
n adopted in the Colliers assessment

Id land can and will be developable, as is evidenced
ood North leasehold land and the existing development

S culations used in the report are incorrect, and if the calculation was
then the average uptake would be 46% lower and hence the point at which
rial land shortfall would arise as calculated in the Colliers assessment would

land, Formative considers that the exclusion of other leasehold land is not reasonable
as leasehold land can and is used for industrial activity, and it is not practical to remove
this land from the assessment. Formative does not consider that the conclusions in the
Colliers assessment on the need for more land are supported by the evidence.!*®

112 Thid, page 8.

113 1bid, page 17.
114 Tbid, page 18.
115 Thid, page 19.
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464 In summary, Formative considers the ME assessment does not provide evidence of a
shortfall in the short-medium term for industrial land (acknowledging that the situation
in the long-term could result in the need for more land) but notes adopting the new
projections from CCC suggests that the situation could be tighter.!16

465 The memorandum from Ms Martin identifies some potential misinterpretations in the
ME economics assessment regarding how the CCC model functions, for example double-
applying or misunderstanding the Floor Area Ration (FAR) in translating floorspace to
land area demand.!'”

Applicant’s response to comments

466  The Applicant’s response relies on the ME report dated 31.10.25 fro
Akehurst states that although larger lots (over 1ha) constitute o
number of lots, they account for almost 60% of the total land a

467 Mr Akehurst comments on updated CCC de

(BDCA) 2023 projections.1®

468 Regarding catchments, Mr Akehurst c tHe catchment defined in ME’s analysis
refers to the Airport land supp a demand catchment - in other words,
it delineates the geographig @ ng the Airport that is most suitable for

) 4 .

469 i uncil’s criticisms of ME’s approach®?! are unfounded

470 ormative’s assessment of vacant land and considers it has been
ated, primarily due to including all industrial-related zonings and
between freehold and leasehold tenure or between wholly and partly
” ME states that while the Formative approach may provide a broad
of general industrial land trends across Christchurch, it is less meaningful for

supply constraints within specialised submarkets such as the Airport environs,

market availability. When these practical constraints are applied, only 10.54 ha of

116 Thid, page 8.

117 Comments from Christchurch City Council, Appendix 2, 19 June 2025.

118 Ryans Road Industrial Development - Reply to CCC, Market Economics, Section 3, page 3.

119 Tbid, page 6.

120 1hid, Airport catchment section, pages 6 and 7.

121 Memo Response to growth model aspects of Market Economics economic assessment for RMA/2025/1208
(Ryans Road Industrial Development), 11 August 2025 Aimee Martin.
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freehold, vacant, and appropriately zoned industrial land within the Airport environs are
realistically available for development.!??

471 Mr Akehurst notes (as do CCC and Formative), that the sufficiency requirements under
clause 3.3 of the NPS-UD represent a minimum threshold, not an upper limit. In other
words, the NPS-UD requires councils to ensure there is at least enough development
capacity to meet projected demand for housing and business land, but it also recognises
that additional capacity may be appropriate where it contributes to a well-functioning
urban environment.

472 Mr Akehurst concludes that the Ryans Road development plays a valuable and
complementary role by enhancing the flexibility, responsiveness, and regiience of the

large-format logistics operators and smaller industrial o
improving market efficiency, competitiveness, and choice

economic productivity, and ensuring Chri
growth and structural changes in the i tria

@Spond proactively to future
ics sectors.1?3

Panel Findings

473 We note the different findifig pply matters between Colliers, ME and
Formative and that the e to such matters as: updated projections;
different catchment sig€s; tg include or exclude leasehold land; the specific

zoning of the vaca

apply.

474 We conside e's ag®essment to be more robust. Whilst the subject site likely
command Rity premium, it is clear to us that warehousing and logistics also
occur - he city, including in the west of the City, and therefore capacity

not be discounted entirely.
475 st we understand that freehold tenure is a different product to leasehold
e do not consider it acceptable to simply remove lease-hold land from the
alculations. Clearly warehousing, logistics and other industrial activities are
ng on lease-hold land in the vicinity of the airport. We also note that whilst it
may be the intention of the Applicant to provide freehold land as part of this proposal,
we are not aware of any proposed mechanism that requires this of the Applicant, or of
subsequent land purchasers, i.e. some or all of the sites could end up being leasehold
at some point in the future. We also note the alternative could apply, e.g. some existing
lease-hold land could instead be provided freehold in response to market demand.

122 Ryans Road Industrial Development - Reply to CCC, Market Economics, Airport catchment section, page 9.
123 1bid, page 11.
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We accept that IPZ land is a different zone to the GIZ, with District Plan Policy 16.2.1.3
describing it as “providing for industrial activities in the high technology sector and
other industries in a high amenity environment dominated by open space and
landscaping, and that generate higher volumes of traffic than other industries while
having negligible effects in terms of noise, odour or the use and storage of hazardous
substances”. However, we note that the zone also provides for non-high technology
industries and expressly provides for warehousing and distribution (Rule 16.6.1.1 P3)
and industrial (Rule 16.6.1.1 P2) as permitted activities. We note that Colliers identified
constraints such as servicing, however we also note that servicing constraints can be
resolved. As such, we do not agree that vacant IP-zoned land within the catchment
should be completely excluded from the supply assessment.

subdivide approximately 60.4 hectares of land on Pound Road, Te
to create 74 allotments for industrial use. As set out in that decig

Ryans Road Site. Similar to the Ryans Road site, the propds3ga & application
of the Industrial General provisions. The subdivision is jg&gnde modate ‘dry’
industrial uses, light manufacturing, warehousing, pities (paragraph
33). If this decision was confirmed, another 60.4

Whilst not relevant to our decision,
identifies a large area of Rural Urban lahd immediately to east of the subject
site as being a “New/expandeg (in Map 14 Broad locations for future
development). As such, wg @ ded by the various assertions from the

QL Is the only practical and feasible option to
ity near Christchurch Airport.

for warehOWg and logistics activities and other activities that benefit from a location
i roximity to the airport and with good road transportation links. We accept
that freghold land is not always available in this location. We accept that the Ryans
RoaWlevelopment could enhance the flexibility, responsiveness, and resilience of the
industrial and logistics land market in Christchurch. Finally, we agree that even if the
existing industrial land supply were deemed nominally “sufficient” under the minimum
NPS-UD test, the provision of additional, high-quality industrial capacity at Ryans Road
represents a positive and enabling outcome.
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Highly productive land and NPS-HPL assessment
Proposal

The AEE states that the site is classified as having LUC class 2 soils and is currently
used for grazing purposes and given the proposed change of use to industrial activity
the productive potential of the versatile soils at the site will be lost.1?*

The AEE notes the National Policy Statement on Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL)
interim classifications requirements and the question of whether the Rural Urban Fringe
zone constitutes a General Rural or Rural Production zone and consequently whether
the NPS-HPL is relevant. The application refers to legal advice (Appendix 37 to the
application) which considers the site is not zoned General Rural or Ruraj e tion and

(a) provide a minimum net site area of 4 hectares (this is inimum net
site area allowed for any of the “rural” zones ig i District Plan,

(b) permit a significant range of non-rur. ivVilies i zone, including retail and

facilities, vet facilities, poultry i Isitor accommodation. Farming
and rural produce retail are als i

e zone but as a restricted discretionary
, with specific regard needing to be given

Reeftide assessment (AEE Appendix 26), in case the Panel do not agree with the legal
opinion provided.

In summary, the Reeftide assessment identifies that there are site specific constraints,
and identified the following key points:

124 Applicant’s AEE, dated April 2025, paragraph 240.
125 1bid, paragraph 242.
126 G M & J Drinnan v Selwyn District Council [2023] NZEnvC 180 at [82].
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(a) Site-specific constraints affect the agricultural productive potential of the site
including moisture deficits and the limited availability of irrigation water in this
allocation zone. The consented and available annual volume is only 37% of the
total volume of water that would be required to irrigate the Site for pasture. This
is a shortfall of 242,542 m3 per year.*?’ without sufficient irrigation the LUC2 soil
will not achieve its full productive potential;

(b) The Site's farming activities have been low intensity, meaning the extent of
nitrogen leaching has also been low and therefore, the baseline nitrogen leaching
rates are also very low.'?® The nutrient limits in the Christchurch West Melton
Nutrient Allocation Zone are a permanent and long-term constraint which

(c)
(d)
re‘and cropping, have
the potential to increase bird popu nesting and feeding
opportunities;'?°
(e) The potential for fragmentation rge ically cohesive areas of highly
productive land is not a concerff due tg the s boundaries (Ryans Road, Grays
Road, CIA land) and the mixtur afd existing land uses on surrounding

land.130

The Reeftide report conglude are multiple long-term constraints on the
capacity of the site tgfsu ayy production activities and that the productive
potential of the soi
highly productive

in the NPS-HPL to regional councils. The NPS-HPL will generally not be relevant for
regional consenting consents because the NPS provisions are focused on restricting
urban and rural lifestyle zoning, subdivisions and land use on HPL. It is not directly

127 Ryans Road Fast-track Application - Assessment of Potential Loss of Productive Land, Reeftide, dated 4 March
2025, Section 6.2.3.

128 Tbid, Section 6.3.1.

129 Tbid, Section 10.1.2.

130 Tbid, Section 9.

131 Thid, Section 7.

132 Tbid, Section 11.
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within CRC’s functions for CRC to comment on the HPL status of the land under the
transitional definition, or whether an exemption pathway is available. CRC considers
that CCC is best placed to advise the Panel on the question of the nearest equivalent
zone.

Christchurch City Council

Relying on its own legal opinion (attached to the CCC comments as Appendix 15), CCC
considers that the nearest equivalent zone to the Rural Urban Fringe zone is General
Rural, and that therefore the NPS-HPL applies.'33 Given our findings below that even if
the NPS-HPL applied, the proposal would meet the NPS-HPL exemptions, we have not
set out the arguments provided by CCC in support of their position on thj

CCC notes that the NPS-HPL provides three exemption pathways fQ
on highly productive land, under Clauses 3.8-3.10 and consider

CCC provided a peer review of the Reeftide report (contain
comments). The review agrees with the constraints identifi
does not conclude that these constraints alone de
production is not economically viable for the next
the highest and best use of the Site is a pastur

(a) the environmen
and develop
economic cg

(b) the ext i se 3.10(1)(a), (b), and (c) are met, and the constraints
i ) (a) have been considered in accordance with (2) and (3); and

‘s response to comments

Th licant addressed the CCC comments in the Applicant Response, stating that
while the parties disagree on its applicability, the Council concludes that if it applies,
the proposal meets the exemption pathway under Clause 3.10 and that expert

133 CCC Comments, dated 19 June 2025, paragraph 271.
134 1bid, paragraphs 273 to 275.

135 1bid, paragraph 279.

136 1bid, paragraph 280.

137 1bid, paragraphs 281 and 282.

138 1bid, paragraphs 284, 287 and 288.

105



493

494

495

496

497

assessments confirm that the benefits of the development outweigh the costs of losing
highly productive land, and the proposal is allowed under the NPS-HPL.3°

The supporting Memorandum of Counsel also noted that the Applicant disagrees with
CCC’'s Buddle Findlay opinion regarding the nearest equivalent zone, but states that this
issue is not addressed in any further detail as it does not need to be resolved for the
purposes of the application as any loss of highly productive land or inconsistency with
the NPS-HPL does not amount to an adverse impact of sufficient significance to justify
declining the approvals sought (paragraphs 26 and 29).

In his supplementary evidence in response to Minute 14, Mr Phillips referred to
paragraphs 318-344 of the draft Pound Road Industrial Development degiaion (FTAA-
2505-1057), released 17 March 2025, which addresses the NPS-HPL. €
Panel determined that the NPS-HPL did not apply to that applicatior

provide for a range of activities in rur
which have a direct relationshj

pations, recreation activities, veterinary care facilities,
acilities, retail and produce manufacturing), with the only major
nimum lot size for residential activities. Regarding residential

sider that there is some tension between the 4ha minimum lot size for residential
activities and subdivision and maintaining rural production consistent with the
objectives and policies, however, given the evidence before us on the applicable District
Plan provisions, and the CRPS in relation rural versus urban activities, we find on
balance that the nearest zone applicable zone to the RUF Zone is the General Rural
Zone.

13% Applicant Section 55 Response — Planning, dated 28 November 2025, paragraph 15.
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We note our findings are consistent with the Environment Court's decision in Drinnan v
Selwyn District Council,**® which considered a comparable matter under the Selwyn
District Plan.!#!

We find that the relevant NPS-HPL clause for assessing this proposal is 3.10. We accept
the findings of the Reeftide report and CCC that the site is subject to permanent or
long-term constraints, and that the exemption requirements of clause 3.10 are met.
Accordingly, we find that the proposal meets the requirements of the NPS-HPL.

For completeness, we note that the NPS-HPL was updated on 15 December 2025
changing LUC 3 requirements, however the changes do not affect our assessment of
this Application, which involves the proposed use and development of L

For completeness, we also note that whilst we have reviewed the
decision as set out in the evidence of Mr Phillips, we have not rej
a draft, and in any case, based on the evidence presented to
activities are provided for across the CDP’s main rural zones
view.

Transportation/Traffic — construction and opg

Transport environment and proposal

The proposed transport design and effects a ment} dre described in the Planning

Report and the Integrated Transport ~ Appendix 10 of the application.
The site is bounded to the east by Gr nd to the south by Ryans Road. Both
roads currently have an 80k N ere they pass the Site. Other roading

sites of relevance are:

(a) Ryans Road / ection: A priority controlled ‘T’ intersection. No
turning bays d)adAd the intersection is within an 80km/h speed limit
area alon

(b) Ryapé RO Pound“Road intersection: A priority-controlled cross-roads, with

oad ing the priority with 60kph speed limit;

ns Roall / SH1 (Russley Road) intersection: Ryans Road is limited to left in /
vements only. There is a deceleration lane on SH1 northbound to
he effects of vehicles slowing to turn left into Ryans Road. This
rsection is in an 80km/h speed limit area;

(d) ¥SH1 / George Bellew Road / Syd Bradley Road interchange: This provides all
movement access to SH1 via slip lanes to and from the state highway;

(e) SH1 / SH73 (Yaldhurst Road) intersection: Traffic signal controlled at-grade
intersection with a 60kph speed limit; and

140 G M & J Drinnan v Selwyn District Council [2023] NZEnvC 180.
141 CCC Comments dated 19 June 2925, Appendix 15, paragraphs 27, 28, and 33 - 35.
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(f)  SH73 / Pound Road Intersection: Roundabout controlled intersection with 60kph
speed limit.

The ITA predicted that the occupation and use of the proposed industrial development
would generate 774 vehicle movements per hour in the AM peak, 705 vehicles per hour
in the PM peak and 8,804 vehicles per day.

The ITA reported that the closest bus service is Route 86 along SH73 (Yaldhurst Road),
which operates between Darfield and the Central City with one bus in each direction per
day. Other bus services in the wider area travel to / from the Airport. Cycle lanes are
provided on the eastern side of the SH73 approach to SH1, although these do not
continue further. An at-grade unseparated cycle lane extends beside thaagorthbound

The ITA indicates that CCC is in the process of acquiring
Ryans Road - Pound Road intersection, but that the up
Term Plan.

Proposed roading upgrades are:

(@) The majority of the proposed lots sed yo/MDe accessed via an internal

roading network (Roads 1 - 4), j with CCC. Roads 1 and 2 will
. Roads 3 and 4 will connect via
new T intersections with Grays | roads will comprise 5500mm wide

dual carriageways, kerb 600mm berm including a 1.5m wide
footpath along one sig wide berm on the opposite side without
footpath.

(b) Lots 55 to 6 O be accessed directly from Ryans Road, across
culverts to i i e water race along the northern side of the road.

graded with a 3000mm wide west-side landscaped strip
e Site boundary, then a 5100mm total width berm including a
tpath. Kerb and channel will be installed on the west side of
wdy. The north bound carriageway will be 5000m wide. The south-
e 3000mm wide, and a an additional hardfill shoulder will be formed.
nd channel or other upgrades are proposed on the east side of the road

(©)

(d) RyAns Road will be upgraded to a 3050 west-bound berm, a 2000mm west-bound
oulder, a 3500mm west boundary traffic lane, a 5500mm east bound traffic
lane, kerb and channel, 1500mm wide footpath (on northern, east-bound side),
and then a naturalisation of the water race to the boundary of the road with the
Site.

(e) The Grays Road - Ryans Road intersection will be upgraded including widening of
Ryans Road carriageway to provide a west-bound right-turn central turning bay
on Ryans Road.

The ITA assessed the proposed roading design as appropriate and potential impacts on
the local transport network to be acceptable. Of particular note, the ITA assessed the
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Ryans Road / Pound Road intersection as over-capacity in 2024 and 2038 without the
development in place and remains over-capacity when adding the development
generated traffic to the network. The ITA identifies the future upgrade of that
intersection to a roundabout as the solution to that issue and defers that work to CCC
as a Council network upgrade project.

The SH73 / Pound Road intersection has also been assessed as over-capacity in the
2038 PM peak without the development in place and remains over-capacity when adding
the development generated traffic to the network. The Applicant considers necessary
upgrades of that intersection to be the responsibility of the New Zealand Transport
Agency (NZTA).

The SH1 / SH73 intersection has been identified as being over-capg
2038 without the development traffic. The ITA states that th

development related traffic to the 2038 model exacerbates t not
significantly and the reasonably low scale deterioration in o ot of the
proposed development is acceptable in the context of cufft ing for an
upgrade of that intersection. The ITA also suggested thg t location can

be improved with changes to the line-marking on north and south
approaches.

Comments received

Christchurch City Council

CCC addressed transportation matte it planning response'*? and transport
expert statement of evidence!4 Ad commenty on conditions. That evidence included
a peer review undertaken b @ c. TheQouncil indicated that agreement had been
reached with the Appli 8 atters. At the time of preparation of its
comments, work was

Applicant’s respons

single footpath on each side of the road. CCC considers that a footpath
rovided on each side of the internal roads in accordance with the

(b) Upgpgrade of the Ryans Road and Grays Road frontage and carriageway, with the
xception of a shared path (providing for both pedestrians and cyclists), where
the Applicant has not proposed a shared path along the Ryans Road and Grays
Road frontages. CCC considers that Ryans Road in particular would accommodate
traffic levels more appropriate to collector roads which require cycle provision (via
a 2.5m wide shared path). It considers that the site frontages provide for shared
pedestrian/cycle paths which can be fitted within the road corridors. The provision

for shared pedestrian/cycle paths should be secured by a condition of consent.

142 Comments by the Christchurch City Council, CCC Reference RMA/2025/1208, prepared by Fransis White.
143 Statement of Evidence, Andrew Milne, 15 September 2025.
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(c) The provision of vehicle accesses to Ryans Road, subject to a speed limit
reduction.

The following matters were not agreed, or were unclear:

(@) The requirement for, and funding of, the Pound Road / Ryans Road intersection
upgrade and the need for a staged restriction on the development of the site until
such time as the upgrades are completed.

(b) The intentions of the Applicant with regard to the speed limit reduction on the
Ryans Road and Grays Road frontages adjoining the site, in particular any
measures (such as staging) to preclude use prior to the reduction g

CCC is generally satisfied with the proposed upgrade widths of Ry;
Road, and recognises the existing constraints that the water ra

that Road 1 and Road 2 intersections accord wit
and that the proposed culverted crossing to
crossing designs as set out in Chapter 7 of t

The vehicle crossings and intersecti
Ryans Road and Grays Road have an
supported by CCC but it mus

owering those to 60kph is generally
set out in the Land Transport Rule:
s technical analysis, public consultation,
authority of the Community Board!*> and

ersection and its queuing storage distance on Pound Road for
ihto Ryans Road. Identification and planning for upgrades of such
rastructure occasioned by such development is typically addressed
change. In this case, the consent sought circumvents that process.

iders that the ITA suffers from a lack of calibration for the intersection models
me potential uncertainty regarding future traffic growth. This can impact
accuracy, including for truck and trailer traffic impacts on the capacity of the
intersection.

For CCC, Andrew Milne (Team Leader Asset Transport Planning) noted at [31] of his
statement!46:

144 Statement of Evidence, Andrew Milne, 15 September 2025 [12].
145 Waimaero Fendalton-Waimairi-Harewood Community Board.
146 CCC comments — Appendix 8 — Transport.
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[31] The absence of model calibration can have a noticeable effect on the accuracy of the
results particularly, as suggested from previous studies of the Pound Road corridor’*’, that an
estimated 10% of total traffic on Pound Road is ‘truck and trailer’ combination. When loaded,
these vehicles demand greater distance for stopping and greater time for accelerating / joining
traffic flow.

520 Mr Milne conceded:

[32] The current operation of the intersection has benefited from recent improvements
including road surface resealing on the Pound Road approaches (2024) and a speed reduction
from 80kph to 60kph on the Pound Road approaches to the intersection (2020). While these
improvements provide a higher level of safety, they do not offer material capacity improvements.

[33] The resealing of Pound Road in 2024 provided additional seal width be edge lines

Road.

521 His primary concern was expressed at [34] to [36]:

[34] Pound Road is an Arterial Road and accomm
described as a freight bypass and previously idengk

[35] In this regard, a critical operajg

traffic into Ryans Road. As the edg ddwn there is no ability to safely pass right
turning queuing/slowing traffi j queue exceeds the available storage length.

will come to a halt.

[36] It is theref;
from Pound Ro.

522 He while increases in these turning movements can be attributed to
he ITA “indicates a significant volume of traffic (up to 20% at 2038)

tributed to this subject fast track application”.
523 r Milne identified that CCC “is currently initiating a maintenance project along

improved section between Yaldhurst Road (SH73) and Ryans Road. The project will
primarily focus on shoulder widening for safety and resilience of the corridor and
strengthening the road pavement in both depth and width to reflect the high impact of
freight on the road surface.”

524 Aside from the above, Mr Milne confirmed that there are no other committed road and
infrastructure improvements at this time that support the suggestion that Council is
able to deliver the local road improvements as identified in the Application. Council had

147 Developing an Investment Strategy for Pound Road corridor, CCC Memo - 25 September 2019.
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previously explored a roundabout upgrade in response to the intersection’s poor crash
record but land purchase requirements exceeded the budgeted amount allocated to the
project, and it did not meet NZTA’s criteria for funding assistance for safety
improvements. CCC removed that project from its LTP capital programme and it does
not currently appear as a growth project in the Development Contributions Policy
Schedule of capital expenditure for assets.

525 CCC advised us that funding of the intersection upgrade cannot therefore be sourced
from development contributions at this time but under Development Contribution Policy
10, financial contributions enable the Council to charge a developer for the cost of work
required to mitigate the effects of development on the natural and physical environment
caused by the new development. CCC considers that managing effects gfggavelopment

altering the development proposal, or providing funds towards
created by the proposal. A ‘developer agreement’ can be a mec
for infrastructure upgrades occur. CCC suggested that th¢
imposed through a condition, and offered the following
points as to when the stage restriction would apply:

526 CC tlined it{role in assessing and assuring Traffic Management Plans. We noted

and Transport Agency

527 N entified that the development will have an impact on four state highway
intersections; SH73/Pound, SH1/SH73, SH1/Ryans, and the Dakota Park interchange
on SH1.

528 NZTA agrees that SH1 / SH73 intersection is over-capacity in 2024 and 2038, even
without the development traffic added to the surrounding road network. NZTA does
not agree with the statement in the ITA that NZTA are ‘actively planning and funding
an upgrade’. No upgrade is currently funded in the current National Land Transport
Plan 2024-2027. There is no confirmed timeframe on when this upgrade may be funded.

529  Significant volumes of traffic currently use Pound Road as an alternative route to SH1,
due to congestion at the SH1/SH73 intersection. NZTA is concerned that with additional
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traffic from the development travelling on Pound Road there will be increased delays at
SH73/Pound Road roundabout.

One main access point to Ryans Road is off SH1, through a left in left out (LILO) system.
This left in left out was designed for low volume traffic, primarily light vehicles. With
this development, more vehicles will be entering/exiting through the LILO system. At
present, this system has no slip lane for traffic to enter the state highway. This would
cause longer queues at this intersection.

The final access point to Ryans Road is through the Dakota Business Park. This is the
most suitable access point, as it is designed for heavy vehicles, and has suitable access
points for southbound and northbound traffic.

NZTA expressed a willingness to further engage with the Applica
raised through conditions, further modelling, and independent Vg

Martin O’Neill and Shane O’Neill / TWT Holdings Limited

intersection. Concerns include thei
mechanism for NZTA to share cost
additional traffic utilising such

th Request: Council has requested a 2.5m wide shared pedestrian/cycle path
s Road and Grays Road frontages. There is uncertainty about whether this
e acgpmmodated within the existing Ryans Road corridor, as widening may impact
ter race on Ryans Road or require shifting the road centreline. The shared path
woulfl be an isolated facility, with no onward connections to existing shared paths in the
'a. As such, I consider the effects of not providing this shared path are acceptable and
there is no need for Council’s suggested condition.

Undergrounding of Power Poles: Council’'s amendments require undergrounding of
existing power poles along the road frontages. This would incur additional costs and may
not be necessary given that traffic volumes are not expected to increase and reduced
vehicle speeds will improve safety even if poles remain. Again, I consider there is no need
for Council’s suggested condition.

(iii) Internal Footpaths on Both Sides: Council has suggested a requirement for footpaths on
both sides of the new internal roads, as the application proposes footpaths on one side.
Although providing footpaths both sides of the road would be ideal, providing a footpath

148 FTAA-2504-1054: 104 Ryans Road, Christchurch Applicant S55 Response to Transport Comments; Novo
Group, 19 November 2025.
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on only one side is consistent with similar industrial developments (e.g., Dakota Park)
and I consider the adverse effects are not significant.

(iv) Ryans Road / Pound Road Condition: Council suggested a condition regarding the
provision of additional traffic modelling to confirm the effects of the proposed
development (particularly on the right turn from Pound Road to Ryans Road east) are
acceptable. Additional modelling has been undertaken, which confirms that the average
right turn queue fits within the available widening. As such, I consider there is no need
for this condition.

(v) Road Safety Audit Condition: The current traffic safety audit condition requires that the
detailed engineering design of the transport network must incorporate the
recommendations from the preliminary safety audit conducted by the Safety Engineer.
However, there is a concern that the audit process might reopen dis [ on issues

design must either incorporate these recommendations
response, allowing flexibility and recognition of matters alr

(vi)
tion, Pound Road
Road intersection.
mitted with the application
ill consider these impacts

536 nt of the predicted stack length

ngth will fit within the available sealed
road width and maintain spac i gh traffic to pass.

537 Minute 6 sought s
response to Tra

rom CCC in relation to the Applicant’s proposed
d in comments.

538 ated 18 December 2025, based on its review of Mr Fuller’s
the Applicant.

539 ded th@t the Applicant’s modelling may still under-estimate the existing

ging condition, the Council would be open to working with the Applicant
parties to investigate upgrades to the Pound Road / Ryans Road intersection.
540 tructure and services associated with urbanisation would typically be coordinated
through an Outline Development Plan included in the District Plan. The resource
consent process under the FTAA circumvents that approach. Council’s position is that
other upgrades in the area, including the Pound Road improvements, may contribute to
increase demand for cycle infrastructure and that while the shared paths will not link to
similar infrastructure in the short term, they will connect other parts of the transport
network more suitable for shared traffic. This may be the only opportunity to secure a
shared path in this location in the short to medium term. Consequently, a 2.5m wide
shared path is recommended along Ryans Road and Grays Road.
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Changes to the layout of Ryans Road will reduce the clear zone between traffic lanes
and existing power poles, while the industrial activity will increase the volume of traffic
on Ryans Road. In combination these factors contribute to an increased likelihood of
vehicle collision, and hazard to emergency responders. Undergrounding of powerlines
and establishment of frangible lighting poles is requested. It aligns with CCC
Infrastructure Design Standards, NZTA Specifications for Lighting Columns and Light
Design, and Orion’s Network Connection Standards, and contributes to the safety of
road users.

NZTA provided a response to Minute 6 dated 18 December 2025. That response
includes a suite of conditions it sought to address potential adverse transport effects on
its roading network. In summary, those conditions sought:

(a) A staged approach to the development to ensure that

generation from the surrounding locale.

(b) Prior to s224 certification of Stage 1, a design
the SH73 / Pound Road intersection. A
roundabout upgrade to the Applicant is r
the ITA as a potential reason to trans

(c)  Prior to commencing works to Road and State Highway 73
roundabout, the Consent Holdgf shall ente a Private Developer Agreement
with NZTA to attribute respon d’funding arrangement between the
parties.

(d) A CTMP for those wgrks.

(e)

(f)

(9)
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CGL Package

543 On 2 February 2026 the Panel issued Minute 9. That Minute included the following
request for further information (RFI).

Request for further information

[21] Pursuant to section 67 of the FTAA the Panel directs that the Applicant file by 5 pm on 23
February 2026 a complete final package of:

(a) Consent conditions;
(b) Expert commentary on whether the consent conditions are apprgaéiate,; and
(c) Legal submissions explaining how the application sho in the
framework of the FTAA.
[22] For the avoidance of doubt, noting that our previous dire t related to
procedural matters only 10, we record that the App//cants ay include the

Applicant’s response to substantive matters regarding
by CIAL and Airways should it wish to do so.

on matters associated
he Applicant included a
r Fuller. This statement

544 The Minute, and the RFI provided above, was
with air safety and airport operations. In i

545 i es/address the conditions proposed by

546

547

e time of lodging the Application, which Council acknow/edges. Council’s proposed
condition leads to the potential to include uncertain or unapproved land use changes and
this may prejudice Stage 2 of this development.

3. In relation to model calibration, I consider that the approach adopted is conservative and
potentially overstates adverse effects. The calibration process specifically worsened the
operation of the critical right-turn movement into Ryans Road (from Pound Road) during
a period affected by roadworks. Once those roadworks are complete, it is reasonable to
expect driver behaviour and intersection performance to improve toward default
conditions. On this basis, I consider the modelled outcomes represent a worst-case
scenario rather than a likely future state.

4. Overall, I note that neither I, nor the Council, have indicated that there would be
significant adverse effects at the Pound Road / Ryans Road intersection if the development
proceeds and it is not upgraded. Therefore, the Council’s staging condition is not required.
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At paragraph [10] he states that he has not taken account of another concurrent
application for industrial development further south on Pound Road, as that consent is
not yet granted. As a matter of law, we accept that approach.

At paragraph [11] he states:

The projected traffic growth allowed for in the model adjusts Council’s own 2038 forecasts plus
additional increases specifically in the Dakota Park, Waterloo Park and Main South Road industrial
areas. This acknowledges that the underlying Council growth projections are potentially low and
provides a more robust approach that simply adopting the Council 2038 model.

At paragraph [12] he states:

condition for this intersecj#
modelling undertaken i ponse would likely be conservative and the

anticipated”.

r there & no need for Council’s proposed staging condition and that sufficient
n provided that the effects at the Pound Road / Ryans Road intersection are

reaffirmed his position regarding the need for a shared path, and the CCC
underground the power lines on Ryans Road. He agreed that undergrounding
Ily considered good practice for road safety outcomes, but noted in [29] that
“witf* regards to the reduced speed limit, there is still a safety benefit even without
undergrounding the power poles when compared to the 'without development’ scenario
as a result of this proposal”.

In his executive summary, he states in relation to NZTA comments:

5. The NZTA response seeks a suite of staged conditions requiring intersection upgrades,
developer agreements, further modelling and certification prior to the progression of both
Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the development. I disagree with the NZTA’s position that upgrades
to the SH73 / Pound Road intersection are required prior to development proceeding. The
traffic modelling demonstrates that the intersection operates at Level of Service F for
specific movements without the development, and that the proposal results in increased
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delay to those same over-capacity movements during the weekday PM peak only. While
this increase in delay is not desirable, it is not unusual within the Christchurch network
and remains comparable to (or better than) the operation of other strategic intersections
that are currently tolerated. I also consider that the safety of this intersection would not
be significantly adversely affected without the upgrade occurring prior to full occupation
of the development.

6. I also disagree that further modelling is necessary at later stages of the development. The
modelling already assesses the full development scenario using the best available
information at the time of application and in preparing this response. As with the Council’s
suggested condition, requiring ongoing modelling risks introducing speculative future
network changes, growth areas, or study outcomes that were not part of the original
assessment basis and are unrelated to the effects of this proposal. As such, I consider the
NZTA conditions are not required.

Mr Fuller gave particular attention to the Pound Road / SH73 inte
the current Level of Service (LOS) F without the development wi
seconds, and the predicted increase to 195 and 200 seconds groposal.
He recommended that NZTA undertake the line marking ¢ dentified in
the ITA, which would (at [32]) “provide additional capacitieand r
and with development traffic volumes through this ig
that the roundabout intersection would present 3
development.

. did he consider
le safety risk with the

Panel findings

The Panel recognises that the confents soug der the FTAA in this instance
necessitate the consideration of mat ukd otherwise be addressed through a
plan change (rezoning) procegg ict Plan. Consequently, the proposal

cannot automatically assurg Q i to generate off-site transport impacts
associated with anticipat ofS fithin an existing industrial zone.

responses, we accepp the proposed roading upgrades and internal road
design, and ad¢

bdt it is not a necessary outcome. We note the Applicant’s response
affic is likely to be low within the site, and that single sided provision
consistent with other recent developments within the vicinity, such as
ark. We noted the single-sided footpaths within Dakota Park during our site

Road, Grays Road and proposed Road 4. On balance, we prefer the outcome sought by
CCC. The provision of footpaths on both sides of each internal road is an appropriate
outcome for the development, and we find that such must be created during its
construction. We have added condition 82A accordingly. .

In considering the CCC requests for of 2.5m wide shared paths on Ryans Road and
Grays Road, we are mindful of the spatial constraint that the naturalisation of the water
race and landscaping within the site places on footpath options. At this time, future
development of properties on the south side of Ryans Road is not proposed, albeit that
that is anticipated to occur at some future time. On that basis, we do not consider it
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appropriate to second-guess any further upgrades to the southern side of the road and
the Project is limited to addressing access and traffic management associated with the
development. Nor has any party identified a destination for cycle traffic beyond the
Ryans Road / Grays Road intersection or a cycling strategy that supports that route.
Nor would a shared path as requested connect to any similar facility. The nearest
footpath from Grays Road is the 1.5m wide footpath at George Bellew Road to the north
of the site. There is no footpath connection between Ryans Road and SH1. While there
is an informal cycle lane beside the northbound lane of SH1, there is no footpath in that
area. Consequently, we find that the 1.5m wide footpath proposed for the northern
side of Ryans Road and the western side of Grays Road would provide an acceptable
level of service. A requirement for a 2.5m shared path is not supported.

562  We accept CCC’s position and Mr Fuller’'s acknowledgement that the
power lines is best practice. However, again, the upgrading of
present limitations to available space at this time. The Panel
reduced speed limit to 60kph will reduce risk of serious injury.
general traffic safety reasons including the use of the pr
Ryans Road, we find it appropriate to impose a restrictigaaon

other than site development works, prevents the Sbli and / or operation of
activities enabled by the consent until such ti limit on the adjoining
sections of Ryans Road and Grays Road is re pfor lower. This addresses
the matter to our satisfaction. This has the Applicant in Condition
20.

563 We have carefully considered the A edponse regarding the Ryans Road /
Pound Road intersection. Thisj i ng its observations during its site visit.

can be accommodated
straight through traffi

faled road width such that left-turning and
qyeue. As mentioned earlier, he also considers the
In this regard, Mr Fuller states at paragraph 24

564 uing analysis!#® has provided the Panel sufficient reason to conclude that
for a full roundabout upgrade of the intersection cannot be reasonably be
to the proposed development. Such an upgrade has already been flagged by
ased on the existing under capacity of the intersection, albeit that the funding for
such has not been currently identified and committed to by the Council. We accept Mr
Fuller’'s queuing analysis and he has confirmed that his modelling has been based on

the best available information.

565 However, while we accept Mr Fuller’'s queuing analysis at face value, it is apparent that
the function of the intersection as assessed by Mr Fuller may require remarking and
potentially seal extensions, as a minimum. Those works would come at a cost. We do

149 The predicted 2038 with development average north-bound queues are 58.5m in the AM peak hour and 7.4m
in the PM peak hour.
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not form an opinion on that cost share, but we do accept in principle a condition that
requires a review of the predicted intersection performance before full occupation and
use of the development occurs. If Mr Fuller's analysis is correct, then the conditions
may not result in any additional upgrades that are attributable to the proposal before
the final stage of the development is undertaken. Likewise, should CCC upgrade the
intersection before the final stage, there would be no potential delay to the stage
completion. We have redrafted the CCC condition to allow the physical works necessary
to form all internal roads, and the upgrade of Ryans Road and Grays Road to occur
without restriction. We have also taken a more flexible approach to staging, basing it
on completion of 50% of the lots, rather that confining the development to the staging
plan provided with the application. The condition is inserted as Subdivision Consent
Condition 3. Options for intersection upgrades, subject to separate ggagements on
funding and delivery, can be confirmed between the developer and 4

necessary. They do not need to be identified and confirmed at thi

Safety Engineer in the preliminary scheme
design or satisfactorily responded to.

With respect to matters raised by N
address matters through furthe

The Applicant considers that the same remarking of the roundabout will resolve the
predicted LOS with and without the development. Conversely, NZTA states in its Minute
6 response that:

However, the current layout will only allow dual exit on the east, south and west arms. The
limited exit capacity on the north arm is therefore a safety concern. We also note that this north
arm exit will be heavily trafficked by traffic generated by the Carter’s development. It is
considered appropriate for Carters to widen this north arm exit in accordance with NZTA design
standard.
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Having carefully considered this matter, we find that existing and progressive changes
to the LOS at the Pound Road / SH73 intersection is best addressed through network-
wide planning. In that regard, we do not impose an obligation on the Applicant to
provide such upgrades, but do encourage NZTA to consider at least the remarking
suggested by the Applicant as an interim mitigation to traffic LOS at that location.

With respect to the Ryans Road / SH1 intersection, the Panel accepts that additional
industrial traffic may result in additional queuing on Ryans Road, although alternative
access routes are available via Grays Road and Dakota Park. However, we are not
convinced that that will result in a material impact on SH1. We find that the effects on
the function on that intersection will be acceptable.

For completeness, the Panel finds that the outcome of its assessme 0@l above
will appropriately address transport efficiency concerns raised b B Il and
Shane O’Neill, and TWT Holdings Limited.

Applicant’s s70(4) response and Panel findings

stated that our proposed staging condition is unp#é
evidence (paragraph 3). We note Mr Fuller’s
of the Pound / Ryans road intersection as
additional 31st March traffic surveys were
open (although with traffic light co of Grays Road beyond the
development site) and Grays Road at there was no opportunity to
undertake surveys with ‘normal’ traf given the road works.

supported by the
surveys and modelling

We understand the
ime when Ryans Road was

Road i/Mdustrial areas), which is within the length of the 60m right
r therefore, considers the intersection operation is acceptable and

ith an average queue length in the am peak of 58.5m and with a 60m
gth available, there is no available queue length for an additional vehicle. We
note 58 m is the predicted average queue length, and that it could be in excess of this
aveNge at times. We also note that there are many assumptions relied upon in the
transport modelling. These include the types of activities and transport requirements
occurring on the Ryans Road site and the number of light vehicles versus those with
trailers attempting to turn right. We note that the traffic modelling is based on a CAST
model that, while being the current accepted model, all parties agree is out of date. We
note that the actual traffic surveys undertaken by Mr Fuller were conducted when Greys
Road was closed to traffic and we do not accept Mr Fuller’s assumption that current
right turn volumes are not materially affected by the road works occurring further down
Ryans Road and the closure of Grays Road. We consider it likely that traffic familiar
with those works will be avoiding that route. We note there is no assessment provided
on the relative proportion of familiar traffic versus one-off / unfamiliar movements.



577 Whilst we acknowledge Mr Fuller’s evidence that 6m is sufficiently wide for vehicles to
pass queuing vehicles, we note he does not consider road marking is required to support
this. Current marking would require some vehicles to cross the outside white line and
travel on the shoulder, especially wider heavy goods vehicles. Without upgraded road
markings we consider it possible that some drivers may be hesitant to cross the existing
white lines'*® and may not pass queuing vehicles. Heavy goods vehicles may not risk
travelling on the potentially less stable shoulder of the road. In those circumstances
there will not be the through routing anticipated by Mr Fuller and thus, the queue will
be longer than predicted.

578 Finally, we note that the 60.4 ha Pound Road FTAA industrial application has recently
been granted and we understand from the decision that when fi
(anticipated around 2038) this 74 lot subdivision is predicted to generg
922 heavy vehicle movements per day, with most of that traffic exp
Road."!

579 Given our observations, we consider that there remains
proposed development will not create issues at thg
intersection. We therefore remain of the view that th€
and relevant to potential effects of the developme
as worded, if subsequent modelling confirms

ovever amended the staging
ment is entered into with the
Council to upgrade the Pound / Ry In that regard, we do not
direct that the funding or delivery of e assigned to a specific party. That
can be resolved through the a

580 Regarding footpaths, ot persuaded by Mr Fuller's s70(4) response that
there is no effects b i ion of footpaths on both side of the internal roads.

y of lots proposed does support footpaths on both sides.
e accessibility of the development and will support walking,

581 | has considered whether the staging condition (including the changes

also whether the conditions represent the least onerous and most appropriate
mechanism for addressing the relevant adverse effects while still giving effect to the
purpose of the Act. In summary the panel considers that the condition meets these
requirements.

150 Ejther because they do not consider it legal or are not comfortable doing so.
151 Record of Decision of the Expert Consenting Panel under Section 87 of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024
[FTAA-2505-1057], May 2026, Paragraph 217
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Urban Design

Proposal

The AEE identified urban form and design effects (in paragraphs 173 to 177), relying
on the technical report by DCM Urban Design Ltd (the DCM report).'>> The DCM
report identifies the existing site character (consistent with the landscape and visual
amenity report assessment). It also assesses effects on urban design matters, stating
that the most prominent effects on urban design matters are expected to arise from the
permitted density, visual bulk and location of buildings between the existing and
proposed theoretical zoning of the proposal site, with the site essentially becoming
similar to a General Industrial Zone in terms of built form.

The AEE states that the key anticipated urban form and design g W posed
include [175]:

permitted lot sizes, leading to a greater numbe
developments on the site;

e Greater building height and bulk: The 'zone
height allowance and increased buildi

zoning;

. aries: Future buildings and
expected to be located closer to
e Increased site covera greater site coverage by buildings and

storage areas, leadi d intensity of built form and structure.
The DCM report states pyoposal will introduce urban form to the proposal
site, which will be ' to the current rural form that exists on the site
(and is permitted design perspective this change is not considered
adverse, given i#n and that the RUF and IG zones are often adjacent to

#ig context, the industrial subdivision is considered appropriate for the
ceiving environment;

egarding character, the proposed industrial subdivision reflects the distinctive
character and land use around Christchurch International Airport, which consists
of a mix of farmed paddocks and industry. The development expands on the
‘industry’ part of this established character to the south of the airport, while a
reasonable level of farmland is maintained by the properties neighbouring the
development site;

e Regarding choice, the proposal works well by providing greater choice and
potential locations for businesses in the airport area. The design of the

152 104 Ryans Road - Industrial Development Urban Design Assessment, 4 March 2025.
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subdivision itself further builds on the provision of choice, through the supply of
a range of lot sizes, to accommodate an assortment of space requirements and
business scales;

¢ Regarding connections, the site is well-connected, with a range of transport
routes available to and from the site, including close associations with major
arterial roads and the airport. The physical layout of the subdivision is clear,
easily understood, and is expected to be easily navigated in future;

e Regarding creativity, the subdivision will eventuate in a more comprehensive
design of the site and individual lots, which will hold opportunities for creative
design solutions;

be viewed as an extension of existing airport develop
into the receiving environment. As the design of the
lots develop, there will be increased opportunitfe
solutions, use ‘green’ technology and incorporate

Environmental Design (CPTED); and

e Regarding collaboration, the proposal
to achieve a full understanding of
identify ways forward. Future d

engineers, planners, architects

lity and sustainable outcomes.

o 17.2.2.1

y — Est#ablishment of industrial and commercial activities;
~ Sufficient land supply;

.2.1.3 policy - Range of industrial zones; and

6.2.3.2 Policy - Managing effects on the environment.

Re ing to Policy 16.2.3.2 - Managing effects on the environment, the report states
that given possible adverse effects, the subdivision has been designed with the site’s
rural-urban fringe surroundings in mind, particularly with the implementation of a 3m
wide landscape strip at the site’s road facing boundaries intended to screen views and
soften the appearance of built form, and future buildings complying with the applicable
CDP built form standards.

The DCM report concludes that the proposal will not have any adverse effects from an
urban design perspective as:
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e The site is an appropriate location for industrial development given its rural-
urban fringe position, high level of accessibility, and location in close proximity
of SH1, SH73 and the airport;

¢ Although the industrial subdivision will introduce a greater scale and intensity of
development on the proposal site than is permitted under the current zoning,
there is a functional requirement for industrially zoned land, and the proposal is
appropriately located given the receiving context;

e The proposed industrial subdivision aligns well with the ‘7 c’s’ of the New Zealand
Urban Design Protocol, which outlines aspects to be considered in order to
achieve high quality urban design outcomes; and

e The proposed industrial subdivision responds favourably
Industrial zone policies under the CDP, as relevant to urba

industrial subdivision and future development in accordanée One rules is
supportable from an urban design perspective and i i to have any

Comments from parties

Christchurch City Council

CCC provided comments on the sub
the subdivision site sizes will
provided for by resource co

n‘design [139 to 143]. CCC consider
size_and ghmension enabling a range of activities

Mr Field identified r
design comments;

otpath linkage along Grays Road to the existing footpath at George Bellew
ad is a positive contribution to the area for pedestrian connectivity;

«X The RUF zone bounded by Grays, George Bellow, Ryans Road and State Highway
1, may be proposed as Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone or industrial use in the
future. If this occurs, the grid layout of the application proposal would provide
for good potential for future integrated linkages between these areas; and

e No cycle or public transport provisions are proposed. Whilst cycle volumes are
likely to be low in the subdivision given the distance to cycling origins and
destinations and the ‘barrier’ created by SH1, cycle use is also likely to increase
in the future which could be addressed at a later stage.

153 Contained in Appendix 9 of Christchurch City Council’s comments.
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CCC concluded that the design and layout of the subdivision is appropriate.

Applicant’s response to comments

Ms Bruere’s Urban Design and Landscaping report provided responses to CCC’s urban
design comments, along with responses on landscape and amenity matters.'>* As they
more closely apply to visual amenity and landscape matters, these have been
considered in our visual amenity and landscape section.

Panel findings

relevant CDP provisions.

Landscape and Visual

Proposal

The AEE addresses landscape and
relying on technical advice an
Appendix 11.'>>  Supplem
also provided.!%®

ity effects (paragraphs 162 to 172),
scape _congkpt plans from Ms Bruere, contained in
information including cross sections were
includes a description of the receiving
andscape character and values and visual amenity

ing @ maximum height of 12m, which is anticipated to
any future industrial buildings and any associated

treet tree planting within the internal road corridors;
tormwater management area planting;
e  CDP Industrial Zone built form standards to apply (e.g. building setbacks); and

e No digital or LED billboards or signs.

154 FTAA-2504-1054: Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant Section 55 Response - Urban Design and
Landscaping.

155 L andscape and Visual Assessment, DCM Urban Design Ltd, 7 March 2025.

156 Appendix 3: Landscape and urban design memorandum (including tree species and building heights) (DCM
Urban Design), 15 August 2025.
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597  Additional changes were subsequently proposed in the amended application
documentation, including building height restrictions along Ryans Road (a maximum
12m building height for the first 10m adjacent to Ryans Road).

598 The development is expected to have several effects on the landscape character and
values of the area which have been evaluated at a wider area scale and a local (adjacent
property) level [164]. The AEE states that open views to the industrial subdivision are
possible from the northern aspect and from the section of Pound Road adjacent to the
site, but that these viewpoints already feature views of the airport and industrial
activity, and so an industrial presence is already part of the visual character [at 166].
The AEE states that although the site will undergo a significant change, from these
wider area outlooks it is not expected to appear unusual or out of place.

599 In terms of landscape character and values, Ms Bruere states
industrial subdivision is seen as an appropriate addition to the
The wider and local area features a mix of rural-residential,
land uses, with the proposed industrial subdivision seekin

ference to nearby
industrial areas. At a site and local neighbo F Bruere considers the
change from open rural land to higher intengjy i Qa4 will be more significant
(particularly in a physical and perceptual s s change is not necessarily
adverse, as it is maximising the use of aygi eet the functional requirement
and existing demand for industrial | . Bruere considers the effects on
landscape character are Low.

600
rea’s views to the northeast, will help to visually integrate the proposed
development by providing connection to its surroundings.!>?
601 The AEE states Ms Bruere also assessed lighting and signage matters [at 170], noting

that illuminated signage will be very limited and is highly unlikely due to lighting
restrictions for aircraft safety, and that glare and light spill will be managed by the
applicable CDP rules. She considers that the amenity of rural properties surrounding
the site will be maintained to the levels accepted by the CDP.

157 Landscape and Visual Assessment, DCM Urban Design Ltd, 7 March 2025, Section 10.
158 | andscape and Visual Assessment, DCM Urban Design Ltd, 7 March 2025, Section 10.
159 Tbid.
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The AEE states that Ms Bruere has, in consultation with the avifauna expert, provided
a planting plan and list for the 3m landscape strip along Grays and Ryans roads, the
stormwater management areas and street tree planting which are expected to have a
positive effect in terms of increasing canopy cover and indigenous biodiversity on site
[163].

The AEE notes that rural / industrial interfaces occur in a number of locations across
the city and that the assessed effects are common at this interface, and anticipated by
the CDP where they occur [169]. The AEE states that for this reason, it is considered
appropriate that the built form standards (e.g. road setback and internal boundary
setback) of the IG Zone apply to the site with the only modification being the 3m
planting strip along the site frontages and the airport protection surfaceyeight limits
[169].

The AEE states that overall, the landscape and visual effects a e low-
moderate, with moderate effects on residents directly adjacen{o the site 8 at when
evaluated in the Fast-track framework these effects ar cofmxdexeqy significant
[172].

Comments from parties

Christchurch City Council

(in paragraphs 118 to 138).
CCC also noted the change from a rup ivj#y to an industrial subdivision will

nature and intensity. The CCC ments relypn technical advice from Mr Field, who
considers that the existing ru area is of low-moderate magnitude, with
a mixture of activities red ence, but that the area has a number of
positive rural amenity iti luding open landscapes with views to the Southern
Alps, a range of lan i acular farm buildings.

four properties is likely to be moderate once planting is
a condition requiring a consistent landscape
agement plan for each property owner would be appropriate, stating

Mr Field has also suggested a number of changes to building height and setbacks to the
Grays Road frontage of Lots 68-70 and additional conditions, and that the proposed
tree species is reviewed to ensure they are appropriate and provide sufficient height,
including within a shorter timeframe. Conditions relating to building height were
recommended to also refer to stacked shipping containers and materials, together with
conditions on: building colour; signage; fencing; lighting; carpark landscaping; vehicle
accessways; and service / storage area screening.

CCC conclude that, subject to CCC’'s recommended conditions being included in the
decision, the proposal will have a moderate effect in relation rural character and
amenity, taking into account the change from a pastoral land use to developed industrial
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land, as sought in this application [137]. CCC state that if the recommended conditions
are not included in the decision, then the rural character and amenity effects of the
proposal will be significant on the environment and persons occupying 83, 95, 111, 191,
and 211 Ryans Road and 60 Grays Road taking into account:

(a) The potential establishment of large areas of signage not consistent with the
amenity of the rural environment.

(b) Visual effects with an industrial character, including temporary visual effects.

(c) The potential loss of sunlight and visual dominance effects on persons occupying
60 Grays Road.

(d) The change in character and intensity of use from a pastoral /%gaing opergkion to
an industrial subdivision.

Applicant’s response to comments

The Applicant responded to CCC’s comments and
reflect updated stormwater management in their A
Applicant updated their conditions as follows:

e Include a condition on the subdi r&garding establishment and
maintenance of the 3m wide | ip#on the Ryans Road and Grays

Yy Ms Civil in terms of bird strike risk) as
suggested by Mr &i residential properties on Ryans and Grays
Road and dens ing screening along the more sensitive boundaries
shared with i
planting (Ri enioides and Plagianthus regius) along boundary

his propRrty. The building height restriction proposed is - a maximum building
ight off 12m for the first 10m adjacent to Grays Road (and minimum 5m
bu setback requirement), noting that this is the same height restriction
at has already been proposed along the Ryans Road frontage;

Redrafted the fencing condition for greater clarity.

Based on Ms Bruere’s advice the Applicant has rejected CCC’s requested changes for
the matters set out below, in summary based on: what the CDP enables and restricts
in the GIZ; the proposed 3m wide landscape strip; not attracting birds; and because
shipping containers are included in the height restrictions:

e Signs;

160 FTAA-2504-1054: Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant Section 55 Response - Planning and FTAA-
2504-1054: Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant Section 55 Response — Urban Design and Landscaping.
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e Additional screening of outdoor service and storage areas and shipping
containers;

e Carpark landscaping;
. Building colour; and
e Vehicle accessways.

Ms Dale remains of the opinion that the landscape and visual effects of the proposed
industrial subdivision are low-moderate (minor), with moderate effectgg@a residents

there are no adverse visual and landscape impacts that reach
“sufficiently significant adverse impact” such that they need to
terms of an assessment under s85 of the FTAA2024 [120].

Panel findings

We consider that the adverse visual amenity and
effects on rural character are an anticipat

bct$ and consequential
esult of the proposed
ural to urban rezonings.
al landscape, rather it has a
d an airport, including some
industrial-like activities occurring to site along Ryans Road. We also
note the solar farm to the west alon We agree with Mr Field that there
are no unique visual amenity : the site [CCC Comments 283], nor is

We agree with the AE industrial interfaces occur in a number of locations
across the City a ssP6sed effects are common at this interface, and

anticipated by theg occur. We note that we received no comments from
% yans and Grays Road that raised landscaping, visual
atters as concerns. We also note that Whitiora confirmed

cultural si i §p'that would need accounting for, and recommends the
i landscape planting as proposed in the application.

lind that the proposal is acceptable under the FTAA, in broad terms the
visual amenity, landscape and rural character effects occurring are also

and we agree with the imposition of the proposed mitigation (e.g. the 3m landscape
strip, height limits and building setbacks) to mitigate the adverse effects where possible
and otherwise require compliance with relevant CDP provisions (e.g. for lighting, signs
and accessways). We find that the 3m landscape strip is critical to provide screening
and that such a strip is not unexpected in a rural setting where shelter belts are
common. We also note that many of the lots are smaller in scale than what could be
provided in the GIZ for logistics and warehousing activities and this therefore reduces
resulting building bulk / scale, and provides opportunities for more gaps between
buildings, considering likely boundary setbacks.
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Overall, we find that the proposal as amended, together with the proposed conditions,
appropriately mitigates the identified adverse effects, taking into account the regional
benefits provided.

Operational Stormwater, Groundwater and Soil Contamination

Stormwater

The following commentary assesses the management of stormwater, which is
integrated with managing effects on groundwater and management of contaminated

soil that have been identified within the site. Further commentary on bird strike risk is
provided in the Aircraft Safety and Airport Operations section of our decision.

The proposal on which comments were sought proposed manage
of stormwater as described in the AEE at paragraphs 83 to 87 an

PDP Water Quality Report; and Additional Information, App
RYANS ROAD REV C_FOR APPROVAL.

Appendix A Planning; Appendix 6 Civil Engj
Appendix 5 Capture Plan Set Rev F.

Additional Information Appendix C
Appendix 10 Water Quality address t
system, and are also relevant with res o effects on surface water and groundwater
receiving environments. Tho clude that the effects will be acceptably

minimised.
The design aligns wi nds, Waterways and Drainage Guide (WWDG)
and the New Zeala ilgfg CAdde Clause E1. It is assessed as achieving stormwater

water quality tr

ter rufoff generated by the 126 lots will be discharged to private
tems to provide treatment and disposal to ground via infiltration

t (as it)is considered clean) by onsite soak pits sized to accommodate the
an gfent (3hr 2% AEP).

tormwater generated on the lots from hardstand areas will be directed to an
oprietary treatment device for treatment of the “first flush” flow prior to
dispdsal to ground via soak pits sized to accommodate the critical design event. The
use of proprietary treatment is proposed to maximise available hardstand and
undertake all stormwater management/disposal below ground to be consistent with the
Wildlife Hazard Management Plan that is discussed later.

Runoff from roads will be contained by kerb and channel and catch pits, and piped to
one or other of two stormwater soakage basins (Lots 200 and 201). The basins will be
Stormwater360 Filterra Bioscape and Soak Pit systems sized to treat runoff for up to

161 Application AEE Appendix 13 at 3.2 and 3.3.
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the 2% AEP event. They will provide rapid drainage through treatment media. Standing
water is not proposed, except potentially for short periods during and immediately after
heavy rainfall.

The Lot 201 basin is proposed to be located in the north-east corner of Lot 121, adjacent
to the western side of Grays Road. The Lot 200 basin is proposed to be located on the
eastern side of Grays Road, opposite Lot 9.

To ensure compliance with the District Plan standards associated with minimising bird
strike risk, the stormwater basins will have a minimum 500m separation sizing and a
maximum water surface area of less than 1000m? during the 50-year critical duration
storm.

The basins are designed to drain down within 48 hours of rainfall ce4gs

Groundwater

The proposed groundwater effects assessment is describedi . 39043 of the AEE

areas and hardstand
basins and soak pit
management syste

did not meet the requirements of Condition 32 (c) of the CCC global stormwater
consent. The main change in the updated report was a larger assessment area (but its
conclusions were consistent with the original assessment).

The Assessment of Relevant Planning Provisions (AEE Appendix 32, page 46) concluded
that the potential effects on water amongst others will be avoided, or managed to
acceptable levels and thus the proposal is consistent with the provisions in the operative
Land and Water Regional Plan. Further, on page 120 of the AEE it is reiterated that
groundwater at a depth of 12 - 15m below ground level is not expected to be
encountered during earthworks or civil works associated with the development.
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Soil Contamination

Appendix 6 Detailed Site Investigation of the AEE describes the existing soil
contamination characteristics of the site.

At section 8 of that report, the following conclusions are provided.

. Contamination typical of rural land use was identified in samples taken across the site.

. Concentrations of potential contaminants were below human health guidelines except two
samples in the area of the buildings in the southeast of the site where arsenic exceeded the
human health guidelines in the topsoil samples (most likely due to pesticide storage).

on site or removed to be used for agricultural or residential u

. Further sampling will be required to validate the gfle post b (ng/syped removal.

A Remediation Action Plan (RAP) will be r 0 eaghworks commencing on-site

to outline remediation requirements.

A Site Validation Report (SVR) wil,
Standard environmental contrgfs including
movement of cleanfill and top 3@
environment.

Conditions
Conditions have beep#propgsed jpe effect to the design and outcomes described
above. The are dis dArth low.

atment basins for the roading network to treat the first flush of runoff,

y rapid soakage systems to dispose of stormwater into land. There will be no

ns to watercourses or the existing CCC stormwater network, however during

extr&me storm events or system blockages, stormwater may spill to Grays Road or the
Selwyn Water Race along Ryans Road”.

With respect to the on-site soakage disposal for each lot, Mr Norton commented that in
principle the WWDG strongly favours community soakage systems as there is an
inherent risk in individual lot owners not maintaining their own systems. In his opinion,
“the arrangement proposed by the applicant presents an overall higher risk to the
environment, however the regulatory risks (to Council) by poor onsite stormwater
management will be mitigated by the individual industrial sites holding their own
resource consent(s) for stormwater discharge with Canterbury Regional Council”
(paragraph 8). However, he then states at paragraph 11 that he does not “recommend
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listing “pre-approved” stormwater treatment systems as suggested by the applicant
(Condition 63) as certain systems may be inadequate or inappropriate to mitigate all
types of potential industrial site activities. Individual site operators will either obtain
separate resource consents for stormwater discharge from Canterbury Regional Council,
or the applicant will obtain a site-wide global consent for the same purpose”.

Mr Norton noted that the design of the stormwater basins that are to vest to Council as
originally proposed did not meet the WWDG design approach. He proposed changes to
Condition 62 to address this.

Mr Norton also noted the risk of casual ponding on the earthworks stages after rainfall,
which could increase the risk of attracting birds the area adjacent to the gignort.

Soil contamination was reviewed by Kirsten Rayne at Appendix 148
document. Ms Rayne concluded that “Any risk to human heal
the commercial/industrial soil contaminant standards identifi
Site Investigation can be successfully mitigated thr
implementation of a Remedial Action Plan”.

r&paration and

Canterbury Regional Council

Minute 3 invited comments from CRC and j requests for information

from CRC on groundwater matters.

In its comments and response provid er 2025, CRC acknowledged that

the adverse environmental effect rise from the proposal can be

appropriately avoided, remedig bject to conditions of consent, should

the application be approved 4@ i ed that there are some key outstanding
i q

to groundwgte fect microbial risk assessments (for E.coli and norovirus),
ailed survey of land surface and highest groundwater levels in all
mended. The CRC expert also recommended a requirement for
K the proposed stormwater infiltration basins for contaminants, which
posed by the Applicant.

It, CRC recommended amended consent conditions, the wording of which to
ped collaboratively between CRC and the applicant, and adoption of the

In addition, CRC noted that the Assessment of Groundwater Effects (Appendix 27 of the
AEE) did not quantify the change on recharge volume, but CRC expected that there
would be a slight increase due to increased runoff from sealed areas but in smaller,
more localised areas via soak pits and infiltration basins.

With respect to soil contamination, in Appendix 3 of its comments, CRC agreed with the
DSI report’s recommendation that further investigation is required. CRC recommended
the inclusion of conditions as follows:



. Sediment control for contaminated areas shall be provided to CRC for certification

. After the removal of buildings, a further DSI shall be undertaken by a SQEP in contaminated
land and should be provided to CRC 10 days prior to start of works. Results of the additional
investigation shall be included into the Remedial Action Plan (RAP).

. A Remedial Action Plan prepared by a SQEP in contaminated land shall be provided to CRC
for CRC certification prior to start of works days

. For any discharge areas (e.g. soakpits, sumps and basins) on HAIL site, the discharge areas
shall either meet the background levels, or the adopted values stated in Table C-3 of the
Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land (WasteMINZ, 2022). Evidence of these shall be
provided to CRC prior to discharge occurring.

to occur, in particular movement of contaminated soil ar
contaminated soil on other parts of the site shall be avoided.

consented site whose waste acceptance criterié
such as weighbridge receipt shall be report,

647 CRC did not have any comments specific |
stormwater treatment systems propos

Christchurch International Airport Li

648 , CIAL provided the following comments
Other comments relating to bird strike are

Ajrport Operator section of Part E.

ifically seeks to achieve this by managing activities with the potential to attract
or mitigate the potential for increased risk of bird strike on aircraft in the area.

ease the risk of bird strike hence standard 6.7.4.3.1 of the CDP restricts the provision of
lar@er stormwater basins.

As part of the amendments to the Application submitted by the Applicant on 15 August 2025,
the design of the proposed stormwater basins has been modified to achieve technical compliance
with standard 6.7.4.3.1 of the CDP. While the design of these basins now complies with CDP
requirements, the large size of the proposed stormwater basins and their proximity to one
another still have the potential to attract waterfowl when wet, and other bird species when dry
(as a favourable nesting spot). Due to the close proximity of the basins to the Airport runway,
CIAL therefore considers their construction will increase the scale and significance of bird strike
risk in the BMA thereby posing a risk to the safe operation of the Airport.

To reduce any risk of bird strike, stormwater basins are not used at Christchurch Airport. Instead,
all stormwater is treated and discharged directly to ground via soak pits. Given the critical
location of the Site directly adjacent to the final approach and departure pathway of the Airport’s
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main runway, CIAL seeks that all stormwater at the Site be treated and discharged direct to
ground, rather than via stormwater basins.

Applicant’s response to comments

The Applicant confirmed that since receiving the comments, further surveys and
remodelling as requested by CRC had been undertaken. The results showed that the
proposed soak pit design, their placement as well as the separation to the water table
are adequate and safe. The findings had been shared and agreed with CRC's
groundwater expert. The applicant also confirmed that the updated conditions provided
in its response had been agreed with CRC, as confirmed via an email from CRC dated
24 November 2025.

proposal provided above. This included the revised stormwgter §
incorporating Stormwater360 Filterra Bioscape and Soak Pit
incidence of standing water.

matters raised
tha provided with the
Applicant’s response to Minute 9. These generglly d anges sought by CCC

The Applicant provided an updated set of conditions j#€

requirement for a Remedial Action PI
the property (the area of farm bui
Validation Report.

Conditions 58 to 77 add management. Condition 116(c) requires
covenants on each lot § the implementation of the proposed management
system and limiting

vironmental Management Plan), 16 (earthworks) 31 (earthworks /
erosion a ent control) and 109 (bird strike management) address the avoidance
surface water ponding during and post construction.
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Requests for further information

The only request for further information was provided with the Minute 3 invitation to
comment. That has been noted above.

Minutes 16 and 17

In its response to Minute 16, CRC provided an updated and simplified set of conditions
addressing quality and monitoring of construction stormwater discharges, managing
contaminated soils, and spills, and minor changes to the operation stormwater consent
conditions. These changes were agreed with by the Applicant and were included in the
Applicant’s own comments.

CRC also provided plans requested by the Panel to be included as/A@e b each
condition.

Panel findings

of roundwater and
rm¥ater management

We find that the Applicant has undertaken robust asgg
soil contamination characterises of the site. Li
system has been proposed, and modified in re
meet the relevant guideline outcomes for w i L p€rmitted standards of the
district and regional plans.

The Applicant has responded to and
to conditions. Differences between
to groundwater characteristics

Matters raised by CIAL
report. But with specifj
has provided a modgi
rule and standar

01) before they are vested to CCC. We note that individual lot
to occur after these stormwater facilities are vested. However,
contamination within the overall property is proposed to have been
the bulk earthworks phase, through the RAP and site-wide validation
prior to the stormwater reserves being vested. Individual lot earthworks will
also be Jequired to implement erosion and sediment controls. Consequently, we find
congon 63 to adequately addresses the risk of soil contamination within the
stormwater reserves to be vested.

removed

We find that compliance with the amended conditions provided by CRC and the
Applicant in response to Minute 16 will appropriately ensure that the effects of
stormwater discharges and soil management are acceptably minimised and adopt those
changes accordingly.

Overall, the Panel finds that the potential adverse effects of the project on groundwater
and surface water quality will be less than minor and appropriately managed through
the proposed contaminated soil and stormwater management approach and conditions.



Water supply, wastewater and electricity

Infrastructure & Services environment and proposal

665  This section addresses water supply, wastewater and electricity supply. Roading and
stormwater services have been addressed in separate sections of our decision.

666  The proposed infrastructure & services design and effects assessments are described in
the AEE and:

(a) Appendix 12 - Three Water Servicing Report by PDP, March 2025

(b) Appendix 14 - Infrastructure Report by Capture Land Developmeg

(c) Memorandum of counsel for Carter Group Limited regardirfg g
additional information, 15 August 2025

(d) Draft Water and Wastewater Services Report, July 202

(e)

667 There is a single pole-mounted powerline tha

668 Orion in partnership wi olar Farm are in the process of undertaking
significant power upggfdes glong and Grays Road by installing 66kV underground
power lines to dist oW\er/generated by the solar farm back into the existing
grid which can capacity for the Ryans Road development (confirmed
in the letter on 5 Feb 2025, AEE Appendix 14 Infrastructure Report,

669 i ting JNastewater connection for the abandoned property and existing
area are currently serviced via a septic tank. The closest public
ork to the development site is located on Russley Road/SH1,

670 ore, there are no existing public water connections for this property, and

671 The site is within an Enable supply area to supply fibre to the development. Consultation
will be undertaken to determine the network connection points and reticulation layout.
However, there are no concerns that fibre will not be able to be provided to the industrial
subdivision.

672  The artificial water race flowing east to west is located on the site's Ryans Road
frontage. This is a lateral channel of the PWRN and is owned and operated by SDC. It
is also addressed in the Ecology section of this report. The water race sources water
from the Waimakariri River near Intake Road and supplies irrigation and stock drinking

138



673

674

675

676

677

139

water to the surrounding area. Over time the water race channels have generally either
been decommissioned or piped within the Canterbury area as the land-use changed
from rural urban fringe to industrial or residential. The site contains an existing bore for
irrigation purposes and benefits from a Water Take Permit (ref. CRC144308) which
permits water take from the borehole up to a certain volume and rate. It also permits
the use of the water for irrigation of crops and pasture, excluding milking dairy cows.

The proposed development is for dry industrial uses with low water take and wastewater
use. As part of the proposed development appropriate three waters infrastructure will
be provided to service the lots.

The wastewater from the proposed development will be pu
network on Russley Road which has sufficient capacit

Ryans Road and along Ryans
operational water pressure, a
booster station will be built on RyansffRoad at the ry point (subdivision lot 400) into
the development. It is anticipate umps will be in operation from
approximately 7am to 10pm e

With regards to firefighti
will be required for th
operational deman
under FW3.

Cipated that fire classification of FW2 or FW3
which will need to be considered in addition to the
opment (in this case 61L/s under FW2 or 86L/s

The propos ervicegto the site are detailed in the Capture Infrastructure Report
(AEE Ap i nd are summarised below:

ing high voltage overhead lines along the northern side of Ryans Road
the eastern side of Grays Road adjacent to the site. Consultation with
n (the power supplier and network owner) has confirmed that there is
appbroximately 150kVA capacity in the existing overhead network along Ryans
oad. The current upgrade works are expected to be able to service the new
industrial development.

(b) The subject site is within an Enable supply area to supply fibre to the
development. Consultation with Enable or potential other fibre providers will be
undertaken to determine the network connection points and reticulation layout.

(c) Alighting assessment for the development has been completed by Pedersen Read
Consulting Electrical Engineers (see Appendix 15). Street lighting will be required
in accordance with CCC District Plan rules for lighting within 500m of the threshold
of a runway at CIA and in accordance with Civil Aviation requirements, which
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prevent light shining above the horizontal. This is further addressed in the Aircraft
Safety and Airport Operations section of this report.

The Infrastructure Report, AEE Appendix 14, states in Section 3 that the development
involves the creation of three separate utility reserves that are to be vested containing
new civil infrastructure for stormwater and water utility with the remaining civil
infrastructure to be located within the existing or vested roads.

Comments received

Christchurch City Council

At the second convener’s conference, CCC raised concerns about
infrastructure to vest in the Council as well as a private water sy
located within a public road. If the Applicant accepts conditions p,
these issues can be resolved.

In its comments dated 15 September 2025, CCC
amendments and additional information received on
servicing and infrastructure effects can be managg4
related conditions were proposed as follows:

ions to change the

(b) Council’s standard quality assuranc 9] onditions are adopted;

(c) The conditions of the WaterfSupply an stewater Servicing Report are
generally adopted.

(d) More effective managg of st

drainage.

water and flow paths/cross boundary

Orion N@w Zealand Limited

In its letter comments dated 12 September 2025, Orion confirmed that there was
capacity in its network to accommodate the initial requirement of 2MW to meet the
needs of Stage 1 of the proposed development. The letter further stated that Orion was
undertaking planned network reinforcement works which would be able to support the
remaining anticipated load uptake of the development. However, until connection
applications are received and processed, the above cannot be guaranteed and cannot
be reserved.
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Orion stated that it is aware that the proposed works might require relocation or
undergrounding of the existing network poles and they anticipate that they will be able
to accommodate them through collaborative design.

Martin O’Neill and Shane O’Neill / TWT Holdings Limited

The O'Neills and TWT Holdings Limited are members of PRG Limited which comprises
owners of land between Ryans Road and Yaldhurst Road.

Amongst other matters, they agreed that there is a shortage of freehold industrial land
but they were concerned that the Ryans Road application had not been “future proofed”
regarding infrastructure servicing to facilitate additional land to be loped for
industrial purposes in an efficient and cost effective manner.

Applicant’s response to comments

The Applicant addressed infrastructure and services © nif C ts in the
Applicant’s Response.

Hatéd set of conditions
to miflgate potential adverse

In response to CCC’'s comments, the Applicant pi4
incorporating many of the measures propose
effects.

In response to comments from adjoinj the Applicant referred to the
detailed infrastructure report that wffls submitte the application and confirmed
that sufficient infrastructure is a d “will be provided to service the
development.

In response to Orion’s lgtter, t acknowledged that Orion had confirmed

Expert Panel sought comment from Orion New Zealand Limited with
0 any matters associated with Orion’s infrastructure and operations, including
mattersJhat may be relevant to existing or future upgrades of Orion infrastructure
alo yans Road and Grays Road.

Orion’s response dated 12 September 2025 confirmed that there is currently capacity
in the network to accommodate Stage 1 of the proposed development and that upgrade
works are underway. It advised that further information is required before a connection
roadmap can be developed. With regards to impact on their network, Orion noted the
other infrastructure requirements but anticipated that they would be able to
accommodate these through collaborative design to minimise impact on construction
staging.
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Christchurch City Council

Minute 6 of the Expert Panel requested CCC to further explain the reason for the request
to underground power lines along Ryans Road in terms of existing or future potential
effects of the power lines on the use of the road. This matter is addressed in detail in
the Trasport section of our decision. In brief, The Panel finds in favour of the Applicant’s
proposal to retain above-ground power poles, but subject to a reduced speed limit on
Ryans Road.

Panel findings

Having considered all comments received, the Applicant’s responses and R esponses,

development can be adequately serviced for water supply, wastewSg
in accordance with the confirmations received from the r

We note we have assessed the NPS-I elsewhere i
strategic infrastructure.

Ecology effects

Ecology environment and proposal

nf@mMation was further updated and expanded on in the following documents
presenff#d in the Applicant’s Response to comments received.

e Appendix 11 - Bird Strike Memo

e Appendix 12 -Final Draft WHMP

e Appendix 13 - Ecology Response

e Appendix 14 - Lizard Management Plan

As described in paragraphs 32 to 35 and 44 to 48 of the AEE, an old, abandoned
dwelling, various farm shed and water tanks are located in the south-east corner of the
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site. That part of the property is generally enclosed and interspersed by exotic trees
and hedging. The site slopes gently from west to east and predominantly consists of
grassed paddocks and some other scattered vegetation. Low hedging is located along
sections of the boundary. There are no surface water channels or wetlands within the
property. None of the buildings or vegetation have any protected status and all are
proposed to be cleared.

A Water Race is located on the north side of the Ryans Road reserve. It is an artificial
lateral channel of the Paparua Water Race Network owned and operated by SDC. It
sources water from the Waimakariri River near Intake Road and supplies irrigation and
stock drinking water to the surrounding area. It runs parallel to the site for the full
length of the property’s southern boundary. There are three culverted ings into

culverts to be installed to provide access to the internal sit
several lots.

Through discussion with CRC prior to the s55 cop
agreed that the was a possibility that Geraniu
site. The Applicant agreed to the inclusion o
that was offered in the updated conditions/i

Lizard habitat was identified across tiffe site, but N@§€ards were observed. Four native
lizard species have been recorded wi radius of the site and others within a
13km radius. A Lizard Mana ) has been submitted which had been
assessed by CRC, and by D ration of the application for a Wildlife Act
Authority Permit. A relocgti nominated by the Applicant on the opposite
side of Grays Road, i th of the proposed Lot 200 stormwater biofilter and
soakage pit facility.

log-tailed’CN gd South Island pied oyster catcher). An avian risk assessment was
underjgaken, anagement of bird strike risk has been incorporated into a
nagement Plan, prepared to achieve consistency with the
nagement plan held by CIAL. Our discussion and findings on that
Wided in the Aircraft Safety and Airport Operations section of this report.

matter arée

Commepis received

Christchurch City Council

Paragraphs 162 to 170 of the CCC comments document prepared by Francis White
address the review undertaken by Katie Kerr, Council’s Principal Waterways Ecologist
(Appendix 10 of the comments document). Ms Kerr considered effects on waterbody
ecology and is generally supportive of the changes proposed and proposal overall.

Ms Kerr preferred a reduction in the number of culverts proposed but acknowledged
that the provision of culverts is a permitted activity under the District Plan. She
considered that that some details relating to the naturalisation of the water race are
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unclear, in particular engineering plans detailing all intrusions into the 5m setback. Ms
Kerr stated that site specific surveys of aquatic ecology values to inform culvert
locations have not been undertaken. If not addressed, she considered that the effects
of the proposal relating to waterway values, as it currently stands will be more than
minor. However, she noted that the matters could be satisfied through the provision of
additional information prior to consent being granted or required via conditions prior to
work commencing. These conditions should require:

(a) Appointment of a freshwater ecologist to oversee design and construction work
within 5m of the water race and undertake fish salvage;

(b) That all works in, and within 5m of the banks of, waterways bg dertaken

according to national guidelines;

(c) That a landscaping plan and waterway design be provided
Ecologist prior to works commencing.

prepared by Christine McClure, CCC is supportive of t ach to managing
lizards as detailed in the LMP and the conditiond ith DOC through the

Nicholas Head, Senior Ecologist (botanist cW provided comment on the
nts document. Mr Head noted

some remnant value. There were no between the CCC and the Applicant

in relation to indigenous planig supported the Applicant’s conditions
proposed relating to the sal @ i ement of Geranium retrorsum.

decision. For comp

the disturbance g ed ngpting birds is not lawful. However, in his planning
assessment, B plat the breeding of birds on site has not been identified,
and that thg Aoures proposed to avoid the attraction of birds to manage

also reduce the likelihood that indigenous bird species will be

te 3 invitation to comment included specific questions (RFIs) for CRC. This
“The appropriateness of the proposed naturalisation of the water race and any

In its response prepared by Tim Davie, CRC confirmed that it is supportive of the
proposed naturalisation in principle. It also accepts that a series of shorter culverts
rather than one long pipe will allow for the retention and potential improvement of
waterway and riparian habitat and avoid creation of a barrier to fish passage. CRC
considered that it would be “useful” to see further detail of the proposed design and
construction methodology to address matters such as sediment management and fish
disturbance.
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At paragraph 17 of its comments document, CRC stated that there are no fundamental
issues remaining. Any fundamental disagreements were resolved through the
consultation undertaken. At paragraph 18 it stated that any outstanding matters can
be addressed through conditions.

With respect to plants, CRC acknowledged the Applicant’s condition relating to
Geranium retrorsum, but sought an additional condition requiring maintenance plan to
address the ongoing management of translocated plants.

Subsequent to submitting its comments, CRC continued to work on conditions with the
Applicant and confirmed to the Applicant by email on 24 November 2026 that all matters
had been resolved. That email was provided with the Applicant’s response mments.

Director-General of Conservation

DOC participated in pre-application consultation with the A to the
Wildlife Act permit necessary for the disturbance, capture n\of/izards, and
other matters including fish passage and boarder bigdi
effects.

DOC addressed its comments in accordance wi & in its report prepared
under s51(2)(c) of the FTAA (s51 Report) ilex of the s51 Report, the
Director-General concluded that, subject 1dn4 b&ing imposed, the proposed
activities are broadly consistent with e Wildlife Act. In summary,
conditions recommended were:

o Limit the approval to s n grass skjiks and McCann'’s skinks;

e Require best pracfjce andling methods;

Ing on habitat establishment and lizard outcomes.

d that the proposed relocation site is only suitable for
cCann’s skinks. If any other native species are found, it

irmed that approvals will be required under the SDC Water Race Bylaw 2008
for the gfoposed naturalising and culverting of the water race.

SDC identified the matters of most concern to it are maintaining ecological values, flow
capacity, and sustained access for maintenance.

SDC stated that stormwater from the development must not be disposed to the water
race, fencing is not recommended and that planting within 5m of the water race should
be agreed with SDC.
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Christchurch International Airport Limited

CIAL provided comments and a memorandum on bird strike risk prepared by Phil Shaw
of Avisure, an aviation wildlife safety expert.

CIAL also requested various amendments to the conditions associated with the
proposed WHMP requiring amended details on:

. Monitoring

¢ Definition of acceptable bird numbers and detailing observation frequency.

and experience are necessary for the monitor.
e Details on how data will be captured and what reportin

e Active management actions that will be availableg
numbers and what triggers that will prompt t

e Remedial actions if risks are identified.
o Reporting and communicating findi igns Xo stakeholders.
. Review frequency of the WH

. Consultation with relev
including CIA.

takeholdergl throughout the development process,

These matters are disg#Ssed in
section of Part E.

her detail in Aircraft Safety and Airport Operations

he Applicant’'s response to comments included specialist

Bird Stike, the WHMP, Ecology, and Lizard Management. These

informed d versions of management plans and conditions, as summarised in
1 of the response.

Ma relating to bird strike and the WHMP are addressed in Aircraft Safety and Airport
Operations section of this report.

As noted above, all matters raised by CRC have been resolved in accordance with the
updated conditions presented in the Applicant’s response.

With respect to CCC comments regarding the water race, Mr Arthur the Applicant’s
ecologist, expressed support for fish salvage and ecologist oversight for instream culvert
works. But he considered CCC’s broader requirements, such as monitoring all works
within 5 metres of the waterway and prior approval of riparian planting are unnecessary
and onerous in the context of a fast-track application given the water race’s artificial
status. The Applicant did not accept those conditions to the extent requested by CCC.
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With respect to lizard management and the Wildlife Act approval, the additional
conditions requested by DOC have been adopted, with three minor clarification points
suggested by the Applicant’s ecologist, and the LMP updated accordingly. The minor
clarification points related to the project ecologist to be approved in writing by DOC
rather than being named in the conditions, the requirement to only provide to DOC
lizards that have died of unknown causes rather than all deceased lizards, and the
timeframe for lizard relocation, given the delayed duration of the consent process. The
Applicant also sought to align the period for annual reporting to DOC with the period
specified in the previously agreed LMP.

At the request of DOC, the conditions relating to lizard management were incorporated
into a separate set of conditions for DOC to administer. Previously they ithin the
conditions to be administered by CCC. Other than the points of clarifj#a ed, the
LMP and associated conditions were agreed between the Applicant 4

pfe will be
e detailed

Regarding the water race, the Applicant confirmed that accegf for xpainté
maintained. It also acknowledged that it must seek approv r
design under the Selwyn District Council Water Race By

Requests for further information

ed above, no other RFIs
cant did provide a further
response on Bird Strike matters with j i nse. That is discussed in the

Minutes 16, 17 and 19

Additional comments an
parties in response to
section of our repor,

re rding the WHMP have been revived form
nutes 1 7 and 19. The are discussed in the Aircraft Safety

Panel findings

rs relating to bird strike and as addressed through the WHMP,
been resolved to the satisfaction of the Panel. Bird strike is
section of this decision report.

t of effects on lizards is addressed through the LMP, Wildlife Act permit
ciated conditions. The Applicant has responded to DOC’s s51 report and
commens and amended the LMP and conditions. The changes to matters of clarification
o) In the Applicant’s response to comments are agreed to be minor and reasonable,
and will not compromise the outcomes sought through the Wildlife Act permit or LMP.

The naturalisation of the water race is an environmental benefit and is supported by all
three councils. SDC will retain necessary control over those works through the
Applicant’s obligations under the Bylaw. The Panel also notes that the water race is not
proposed to be fenced such that maintenance would be inhibited, and that stormwater
is not proposed to be discharged to the water race.

CCC'’s preference to minimise culverts is acknowledged, but so is the permitted status
of the culverts. CCC also acknowledges that reality. The number of culvert crossings
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738

739

740

741

742

743

744

745

746

has been discussed in the transport section. Nothing relating to ecological impacts
necessitates a reduction on the number of culverts required to access the development.

The Panel is satisfied that the conditions proposed, as appended to this report, will
ensure that temporary construction related effects of the channel works will be
appropriately minimised.

The Panel does not identify any other ecological matters of significance and finds that
ecological impacts of the proposal will be acceptable and minor.

Other Effects

This section collates our assessment of remaining matters that were ng, ied as of
significance by commentors or the Applicant.

Earthworks

struct the Lot 200 and Lot
201 stormwater soakage devices. The yolu Mcluddcat and fill. Land disturbance

is limited to no more than 5ha of ope time.

Applicant’s Response Appendix 05 - Plan Set provides draft erosion and
sediment control drawings, wij indjcatpfely being managed by a combination of
stabilised accessways, cleg ty water diversions, temporary soakage
basins, silt fences and pr. g ation. The approach is based on the CRC best
practice guideline Erogs aenpt Control Toolbox for Canterbury. While soakage

basins are shown o
of a standard sedj

ent of earthworks into its comments regarding aircraft
t to earthworks, this comprises potential dust generation and

ute 13 Response, the Applicant provided updated conditions. Those relating
to earthyorks (Conditions 19 to 30) were largely unchanged from the conditions issued
for ment and were identified as agreed with by CRC and CCC.

An Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is required to be submitted to CRC for
certification prior to works commencing. The EMP must include an updated Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan (ESCP).

The works are required to be undertaken in general accordance with the drawings
submitted. The EMP and updated ESCP are to be submitted to CRC for certification
prior to works commencing. The EMP must be prepared in accordance with the CIAL
publication ‘Requirements for Working at the Airport 2023’ to address construction
activity risks to Christchurch International Airport operations and shall include various
listed matters, including:
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¢ management of bird-attracting activities in accordance with the WHMP and other
conditions;

e dust, stockpile, waste and debris management, including procedures for
securing materials and objects to prevent windblown debris or hazards to
aircraft; and

e visibility risk management, including dust and debris controls to prevent
impairment of pilot vision or air traffic control.

e Condition 28 also requires the minimisation of dust, in accordance with the
Regional Air Plan.

e Conditions 16 and 31 require that “"Any change in ground le

and addressing CIAL comments.

The WHMP will be imposed on future individu
management plan, which will apply duri
controls on stockpile, dust and water po

ent should be included to specify
t preferentially be based on ground

itions to conditions, we find that the proposed earthworks
id adverse effect on aircraft safety and airport operations, and
inimise other effects during construction.

€ eects are addressed in the application Appendix 04 - Acoustic Assessment. It
indludeg’/an assessment of operational and construction noise.

At section 8, the assessment concludes:

e Existing time-average and maximum noise levels in the environment principally
from road and air traffic are a notable margin above the applicable Rural Zone
noise limits. Compliant activities within the development will have minimal
additional noise effects in this environment.

e The type of industrial activities provide for by the application can be designed
to comply with rural noise limits. If necessary, mitigations are available to
ensure that occurs.

149



754

755

756

757

e Activities with yards or truck manoeuvring areas at the road frontages or factory
building openings close to and facing the road frontages, where operations are
proposed to take place during night-time hours, could have a condition of
consent imposed that a noise report by an appropriately qualified and
experienced acoustic engineer shall be required, to mitigate risk of non-
complying activities being established.

e Additional road traffic generated by the development is expected to result in 0-
2 dB increases. This would be a minimal noise effect. We note that less than 3
dB is generally assessed as not being an appreciable change.

e With respect to noise, the establishment of industrial activiti ithin the
development site near to Christchurch International Airport igs€

has precedent.

dwellings, in the context of the exisk
environments, and will be within a sui
activities to operate safely”.

Section 7 of the Acoustic Assessment
required in the District Plan for gene
expect assessed vibration levels wo
with reference to DIN standard

We note that proposed Co

structidn Noise and Vibration Management Plan is required or even
Section 7 of the Acoustic Assessment relies on the District

ement Plan (CNVMP) within the conditions and that the draft
Management Plan provides minimal guidance of identification and
ent of exceedances. While we note that the associated conditions are agreed
by CCCP’'we find it unusual that a CNVMP is not requited for the construction period of
the evelopment. We recognise that the site is within a relative high noise environment,
being surrounded by roads and the Airport, including the GCH facility. We also note in
section 7 of the Acoustic Report that certainly “the horizontal construction and likely the
vertical construction will exceed six months and therefore will need to meet the more
restrictive long-term duration limits of NZS 6802:2008. CDC permitted activity rule
6.1.6.1.1 P2 adopts compliance with NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics - Construction Noise.

The Acoustic Assessment notes that “... the majority of works can be expected to comply
with the noise limits from NZS 6803. Exceptions might be works immediately around
the south and east site edges and road corridor related works” and:
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NZS 6803 anticipates that in some instances recommended limits cannot be met even where
best practicable options for noise avoidance or mitigation have been investigated, and advises
that these stages of works are identified to the relevant authority, in this case Christchurch
City Council. This is so that scrutiny can be given and so that adequate notification can be given
to the affected community.

758  We consider that a CNVMP is the appropriate mechanism to specify compliance and
management of exceedances, and for CCC to certify, monitor and enforce compliance
with its specifications. We invite the Applicant and CCC to offer a suitable condition
requiring a CNVMP or advise why one is not required.

759 At section 4.4 of its letter included with CIAL’s Minute 6 response, GCH s d:

The proposed development introduces:

760 Our findings on this issue are embedded in our ovg

consider it appropriate to include a no co
would be subjected to helicopter noise.aWe
invite the Applicant to confirm approgfiate wordi

Lighting

761  Application Appendix 15 - ent addresses the proposed lighting design

762

763

764 mments identified the design and management of lighting as a critical

be considered in the context of aircraft safety. CIAL sought various additions

the Additional Information version of the conditions on which comments were based.
The changes sought were:

) Compliance with permitted activity Rule 6.3.4.1 of the CDP;

) CCC to have a certification role for the Site-specific lighting plan required by
Condition 9 (b.)

o Land Use Condition 10 (a.) requires future development and construction to
comply with permitted activity lighting spill rule 6.3.5.1 of the CDP.
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¢ New Land Use Condition 11 to control the lighting within 500m of the runway
threshold. This should apply to all phases of the development, including future
development and construction within the proposed lots. The condition should
include all specific mitigation measures identified by the lighting report for
development within 500m of the runway threshold.

o Include an additional land use consent condition that repeats the requirements
of Subdivision consent condition 85 construction stage lighting requirements.

With the adoption of these changes, CIAL was supportive as they relate to compliance
with the permitted Airport specific lighting rules.

request. It also includes the Condition 21 requirement for cove
against each future lot that requires compliance with the obligatj
conditions.

Further detail and comments on light have been received throu
17 and Minute 19 responses. These are discussed in ft
report.

As discussed here and in the Aircraft Safetyfsection, that potential adverse

el, and with respect to the

oach sought by Te Ngai Taahuriri Rinanga.
PART Ef REGIONAL OR NATIONAL BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT

Section 3 of the FTAA states that the purpose of the Act is to facilitate the delivery of
infrastructure and development projects with significant regional or national benefits.

We note that the Government established an Independent Advisory Group to assess
applications for projects seeking to be listed in the Fast Track Approval Bill (FTA Bill).
The Group made recommendations to three joint Ministers on these projects and this
project was considered and subsequently included in Schedule 2 of the FTAA. However
as noted above in Part C section 81(4) FTAA specifically requires the Panel to consider
the extent of the project’s regional or national benefits.
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775  The assessment of adverse impacts in relation to an approval sought is particularly
relevant in the context of a decision to decline an approval. An approval can only be
declined if the adverse impacts are out of proportion to regional or national benefits.%2

776  There is no specific definition of significant regional or national benefits in the context
of listed projects. Section 22 FTAA, which relates to the criteria for assessing a referral
application, provides the following:

2) For the purposes of subsection (1)(a), the Minister may consider—

(a) whether the project—

()

(if)

(iii)

(iv)
(v)
(vi)

(vii)

The Proposal

777

778

has been identified as a priority project in a central g ent local

statement or spatial strategy), or a central go
priority list:
will deliver new regionally or nationally signjj 1 i gfor enable
the continued functioning of existing re j significant
infrastructure:

will increase the supply of housing, &

petroleum:
will support clirg

industrial land near the airport limits opportunities for businesses that prefer land
ownership for long-term investment security and operational flexibility (section 5.1.1).
The report considers the benefits of co-locating industry with the airport, land market
competition and then identifies the direct economic benefits, being construction effects
and operational effects (section 5.1.4). The report also identifies ‘flow on effects’

162 Section 85(3) FTAA.

163 Economics Assessment - 104 Ryans Rd Industrial Development, 11 March 2025.
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(backwards linkages) from the construction sector or the warehousing/storage or
industrial businesses that locate on the land.

The ME report (section 5.1.4.1) calculates that the proposal is expected to sustain the
employment equivalent of 755 construction sector FTE’s (across the build periods),
injecting approximately $259m of GDP into the Christchurch economy. Accounting for
backwards linkages, this level of stimulus sustains 2,205 FTEs for 1 year and supports
$574m in contributions to Canterbury Region’s GDP.

The ME report also calculates the operational phase economic benefits once building is
completed and new businesses move in. The report makes assumptions about the mix
of activities that could potentially locate there and determines that colleghively, using

Christchurch City’s GDP each year which ME considers gerfe
benefits for the Christchurch and Canterbury economies

In section 5.2 the ME report identifies economic 4
identifying that the most significant economic

7,250 to $222,000 per year,
al agricultural production and

Ivity, reinforcing the region’s economic base
growing population (section 6).

covers matters of land supply and demand covered earlier in our
sessment then informs Formative’s assessment of the economic costs
section 3.1.3). Formative consider that the economic assessment does
ify the value of many of the economic benefits such as increased land supply,
pn and competition but note that this quantification can be difficult. Formative
ly accept ME’s conclusions in relation to economic benefits, in that they provide
an adequate qualitative discussion of the benefits. Formative considers that the ME
assessment provides no quantification of these economic benefits, and there is limited
information provided within the report of even the general scale of these benefits.
Formative considers that the conclusion in the economic assessment that these impacts
will be significant is not proven.

164 Ryans Road Fast Track Economic Review, 25 August 2025.
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Formative broadly agree with the approach adopted (an economic impact assessment
- EIA), with the assessment measuring the direct expenditure and the flow on economic
activity required to support the direct expenditure and induced spending by households
but identify a mismatch between the assumed activities that will locate there and
subdivision pattern (as covered earlier in our land supply assessment). Formative also
identify an inconsistency between the total direct expenditure estimated in the in the
body of the economic assessment and the final tables and consider the regional GDP
impact is potentially inflated due to this inconsistency. Formative also identifies that
the economic assessment assumes that all of the GDP and employment effects from
the construction and operation phases are net additional to the region but that some of
this activity would have been accommodated within the region elsewhere if the Ryans
Road development did not occur. While at a IocaI IeveI (District or Airporiga@yirons) the

induced activity within the wider economy.
quantified using the same method as was gconomic assessment for the

activity. Additionally, the ME

of rural land may be small given the Sife in the context of total agricultural
land in Canterbury. Formativg 5 e economic assessment has provided

and transport costs.

In conclusion, Form \degs PPfat the quantified economic benefits of construction
and operation arggli ighificant at the regional level and not significant at the
national level all value of those benefits is likely to be lower than what
i c assessment (section 3.1.4). Unfortunately, Formative
hat the reduction is, nor provided a figure for the resultant lowered

verse impacts (costs) are out of proportion relative to the economic
hich is an important aspect of the test within the FTAA (s85(3)(b)). Formative
that a formal cost benefit assessment (CBA) following the standard framework
by the New Zealand Treasury for major public investments and policy
assessments, should have been undertaken to verify that the quantified benefits
outweigh the associated costs. Formative notes that applying a CBA framework would
enable clearer quantification and comparison of the project’s economic, social, and
environmental effects, and would provide a more robust evidential basis for determining
whether the adverse impacts of the proposal are out of proportion to its benefits.

CCC'’s report (which the Formative assessment is appended to) states (paragraph 51)
that a cost benefit analysis to understand the net economic benefits would be required
if significant adverse impacts in relation to the proposal are otherwise identified, to
inform the assessment under section 85(3)(b).



Canterbury Regional Council

789 CRC commented on regional benefits in their comments, stating that the benefits of the
industrial development at Ryan’s Road, as set out by ME, are not being questioned by
CRC and that an economic assessment was not undertaken by CRC at [24]. In Appendix
4 of their comments, CRC noted that the development will help to enable people and
communities to provide for their economic well-being which is consistent with Objective
5.2.1 of the RPS, and that the development is taking place close to an existing urban
area, with its associated workforce availability, and is adjacent to key transport
infrastructure (Christchurch International Airport and State Highway 1).

790 In terms of costs, these are not expressly identified, however, CRC considgaad that “any
adverse environmental effects that may arise from the proposal ca
avoided, remedied or mitigated subject to conditions of conseng
approve the application” at [3].

bould thW Panel

Christchurch International Airport Limited

791 We note our consideration of air safety matters congfd
that here. Rather, this section focusses more exp
matters.

d do not repeat
benefits and costs

792 In their initial response, CIAL did not com
CIAL identified a number of concerns wyj
not expressly quantify these concer
6166 referred to insurance matters d’cost burdens on GCH and others

(paragraph 30), stating that tj rse impacts and cost burdens are not

i -Q randum further stated that:

benefits of the proposal.i®
uch as with air safety, but did
orandum in response to Minute

793 he’project refinements reduce the proposal and necessarily alter the
of the development and in turn the benefits of the proposal at [36].
794 se to Minute 8 CIAL stated that the project’s economic case does not account

for mitiffation costs that may fall on infrastructure providers, undermining the
reaNgefion of infrastructure benefits at [6(f)].16”

795 In response to Minute 968 CIAL stated that the potential impacts of allowing the
proposal are not abstract or minor in character and include the risk of catastrophic loss
of life, serious injury, destruction of aircraft, and cascading operational and economic
consequences for nationally significant infrastructures from a single point of failure at

165 CIAL comments on the Ryan’s Road Industrial Development Substantive Fast-Track Application, 15 September
2025.

166 Memorandum of Counsel for CIAL Addressing Minute 6, 18 December 2025.

167 Memorandum of Counsel for CIAL in Response to Minute 8, 16 February 2026.

168 Memorandum of Counsel for CIAL in Response to Minute 9 Directions, 23 February 2026.
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[24.1]. CIAL further states that without knowing exactly what changes or concessions
the Applicant needs to make to its proposal in light of the (to be quantified) safety risks,
the Applicant is in danger of having over-stated or significantly overstated its benefits
at [24.5]. CIAL referred to previously undertaken detailed catastrophic loss modelling
at [25] to quantify the financial consequences of a range of worst-case aviation events
for insurance stress testing. CIAL stated that the Panel has therefore not been put into
a position where it can properly determine matters it must have regard to under s81
FTAA, nor the question of whether the adverse impacts of the proposal are sufficiently
significantly out of proportion to the benefits at [26]. We note here that our findings
are that the proposal will not compromise the functioning of the aircraft safety system
of the Airport. Therefore, we do not need to balance such cost against the economic
benefits. In any event, we would not entertain such a trade-off. I opinion,
increasing risk to human life must be avoided and would not necessjyé pnomic
weighting.

Additional Christchurch International Airport Comments

Additional evidence was filed by CIAL from Mr Balchin of lgeentad ¢s Consulting.
Mr Balchin identifies various limitations with the mogé€lli g r Balchin states
this type of modelling assumes expansion in the g and” associated sectors
can occur without causing any other adverse gectors, which is not the
same as an approach that compares all rele pe world “with” the project

to all relevant aspects of the world “with0 i at [16]. He considers all
sectors of the economy are related, a exists that an expansion in a
particular sector will have an adverfle effect on vity elsewhere, which should be

taken into account and, in essence, o e deemed benefit of the project.

that a proportion of the economic activity
that is attracted to thedev simply be activity that would have been
undertaken anyway, j ifferent location (such as another industrial estate
in Christchurch) an
Christchurch (or 4 nywhgkre else in the Canterbury Region) cannot increase the

ntirety of the projected future use of the Carter Group
ises activities that would not have occurred in the absence of the

that the proposed development may have locational advantages (such
ity to transport routes or other businesses that are located near Christchurch
nal Airport), and therefore inducements of new activity, Mr Balchin states that

that would have occurred otherwise will simply shift to this location at [20].

Mr Balchin considers that the economic benefits from an increase in competition are
limited at [21]. He also does not expect allowing new businesses to own their land and
building to have a material impact on the level of new activity that is induced. Rather,
business operators that wish to own the land upon which they operate are likely simply
to be displaced from other locations where only leasing options exist, rather than for
new activity to arise at [22].



800 Mr Balchin considers that the economic impact of the development will depend on the
size of the direct activity that takes place across the various parts of the development
(including expenditure and employment), and the nature of the activity, with those that
are more integrated with the local economy (i.e., that draw upon inputs from the local
region) expected to generate a greater regional multiplier at [24]. He also refers to
timing as part of present value calculations. Mr Balchin considers ME’s conclusions that
there will be additional value added of $320.7 million per annum annually to the
Canterbury Region and 3,267 ongoing jobs is based upon very high level assumptions
about the nature of activities that ultimately may be undertaken and as no actual
activities are as yet planned, the magnitude and identity of activities must be somewhat
speculative at [26]. Mr Balchin compares a separate previous ME assessment
undertaken for CIAL and notes that the regional impact estimated for thjgggimilar sized
land estate ($193 million per annum and 1,349 ongoing jobs) is matg
the estimate that ME has provided for the CGL project at [26] and #

801 Mr Balchin concludes that there are strong grounds to be s
proposed Carter Group development would be classed as ™
the extent of benefit the proposal offers at [30].

802 Mr Balchin states that ME has provided a markedl|
or adverse events to be recognised in the asse

iMpacts and be based on a
Project and clearly defined

803 i se, firstly that the degree of certainty

ranging from economic (i.e., requiring expenditure to
ly catastrophic and that no one can say with any certainty what

804

in order ain the information required to ensure that potentially material to
hic adverse events can be avoided; whilst also not placing more restrictions

velopment than necessary at [34].
Airways Corporation Limited

805 We note our consideration of air safety matters considered earlier and do not repeat
that here. Rather, this section focusses more explicitly on regional benefits and costs

matters.

806 Similar to the CIAL comments in response to the application, Airways did not comment
on regional benefits with the proposal.'®® Airways identified a number of concerns with

169 Ryans Road Industrial Development Fast Track Application Airways Submission, undated.
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the proposal, such as with air safety, but did not expressly quantify these concerns.
Similar to CIAL, in their response to Minute 6'7° Airways notes that the various
aeronautical studies place significant reliance on Airways’ ability and willingness to
adjust, configure, or optimise aviation equipment and introduce procedures to mitigate
the effects of the development and that this could result in ongoing operational burdens
and costs for Airways (page 1). Airways consider the Applicant has not sufficiently
investigated the aviation safety risks associated with the Application (at [9(a)]).

807 Inresponse to Minute 87! Airways stated that there is a fundamental lack of information
in the Application on the aviation safety risks on Airways' infrastructure, which requires
significant and critical further work by the Applicant and that it is important that the
safety risks are understood and then quantified and addressed by the Appl

[3(c)(i)]).
New Zealand Transport Agency

808 We note our consideration of transport matter : lier and do not repeat

809 In their response to Minute 6, NZTA di on regional benefits from the
proposal. NZTA identified proposed ond to adverse transport effects
arising from the proposal.'’”®> The id/not quantify the identified adverse
effects, however some of thosg on the Pound Road/State Highway 73
(SH73) roundabout) potentj 1@ i ificant roading upgrades to mitigate the
effects of the proposal. S _ #mined in our transport section.

Other parties

810 Most of the o t expressly raise matters related to economic benefits

or costs.
811 ional Development referred to the Applicant’'s economic
g that given the scale of the projected economic benefits as set out
icatioyf's economic assessment, the project could deliver significant regional
t.174
812  The Minjter for the South Island stated that the Ryan's Road industrial Development is

exp d to deliver regionally significant infrastructure and land-use benefits,
particularly through the provision of freehold industrial land in a strategically
constrained area adjacent to Christchurch international Airport.'”> The Minister stated

170 Ryans Road Industrial Development Fast Track Application Airways Submission Supplementary, undated.

171 Memorandum or Counsel on Behalf of Airways Corporation of NZ, 16 February 2026.

172 Memorandum or Counsel on Behalf of Airways Corporation of NZ, 23 February 2026.

173 Memorandum of NZTA Waka Kotahi on the Ryans Road Industrial Development, 18 December 2025.

174 Fast-track Approvals Act substantive application — Ryans Road Industrial Development (FTAA-2504-1054),
Comments, Minister for Regional Development, 9 September 2025.

175 Fast-track Approvals Act substantive application - Ryans Road Industrial Development, Minister for the Sought
Island, 9 September 2025.
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that the project strengthens long-term economic capacity and supply chain resilience
by enabling export-facing businesses near Christchurch Airport, contributing
significantly to regional GDP, and addressing a critical shortage of industrial land and
that given the scale of the projected economic benefits, including job creation and
regional investment, the project will deliver significant regional economic benefit and
does not require further economic analysis at this stage.

Applicant’s response to comments

813 In response to CCC’s comments the Applicant provided a further report from ME, from
Mr Akehurst.176

814  Mr Akehurst acknowledges transfer effects are a valid consideration i
analysis, as substitution or displacement effects can, in some case
net gains from development, particularly when measured at a r
(section 5, page 12). Mr Akehurst accepts that a portion of
Ryans Road may represent relocations from other sit
considers that the majority of the resulting economic actiy

effects remains reasonable and appropriate. Mr
freehold, serviced and zoned land within the air,

815 Responding to the criticism of not provj
benefits and costs. Updated constfuction and
figures are provided (section 6).

816 Mr Akehurst then covers trg

determining wheth
economic and sog

rse effects in this context. The Lumen report argues the
iciency and lower emissions profile contribute to both direct

817 In section s Akehurst addresses infrastructure costs and funding sufficiency, noting
consideration in the economic assessment is whether the infrastructure costs
associatgd with the Ryans Road development will be fully funded through developer
conNgbutions, or whether there is potential for a cross-subsidy from the wider
Christchurch community. The report states that all internal infrastructure (including
roads, water, wastewater, and stormwater networks) will be constructed and funded
directly by the developer before vesting to Council and that external network
connections and minor intersection upgrades will also be delivered by the developer in
coordination with CCC, that there are no large-scale off-site capital works required from
the Council, and that future operation, maintenance, and renewals will be funded
through normal rating mechanisms applied to future property owners within the

176 Ryans Road Industrial Development - Reply to CCC, 31.10.25.
177 1bid, page 12.
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subdivision, consistent with other industrial areas in Christchurch. Mr Akehurst
concludes that there will be no material cross-subsidy from the wider community, and
that from a cost-benefit assessment perspective, this means that infrastructure
provision is effectively fiscally neutral, i.e. the associated costs are internalised within
the project rather than imposed on ratepayers, and that consequently, the net economic
benefits generated by the Ryans Road development can be viewed as a genuine gain to
the Christchurch and Canterbury economies.

In section 6.4 Mr Akehurst assesses the loss of highly productive land, stating that the
principal economic cost associated with developing the Ryans Road Site relates to the
opportunity cost of converting highly productive rural land to industrial use. The report
then accounts for wider economic activity associated with agricultural prog

that the economic potential unlocked through indus
strategically located Site far exceeds the value of it
returns.

Mr Akehurst also provides conclusions as to w & se impacts (costs) are
(section 6.5):

report assessed t
relevance and pg e of any alleged costs imposed on third parties as a

The report re-stated construction phase and
lue added from the project as a percentage of Canterbury’s

gw this might change as a result of reductions in project scale and

contributions in excess of 0.6% of Canterbury’s economy, and
X A long-term GDP contribution of $2.2Bn in present value terms, and
¢ Ongoing employment levels in the order of 2,000 jobs.

The ME report concluded that the Project would likely retain its regionally significant
status unless it were subject to very substantial reductions in scale (more than 50%),

178 Economic Assessment of Regional Significance and Claimed Third-Party Costs — Ryans Road Industrial
Development, 19 February 2026.
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which would proportionally reduce its long-term contribution to regional GDP and
growth (section 3.4).

The ME response to Minute 9 also assessed aviation-related operational costs (section
4), stating that material costs imposed on third parties, most notably operational
constraints on CIAL and Airways, are relevant to a comprehensive assessment of the
Project’s net regional economic impact and that substantiated, significant and enduring
costs borne by a regionally important entity such as CIAL and Airways could, in principle,
offset some portion of the Project’s direct gross benefits and reduce its net contribution
to the Canterbury economy (section 4.1).

In the absence of this specificity, ME consider the ain abstract and
cannot be meaningfully weighed against the Projg 1 benefits. The report
then sets out the minimum evidential requir ident¥fy and action aviation-

ot be tested, compared, or
a rational decision-making
ck the specificity, quantification,
sMent of net regional economic effects

framework; and that at present, thefclaimed cos
and causal attribution required to info
(section 4.2).

would need to be to undermine the projects

The ME report then identifjes
i oyld need to be of a very substantial magnitude,

regional significance,
when assessed relaj
annual operation 00 million is posited as an illustrative example of an
operational cq esent a major offset to the Project’s benefits and would
warrant a rg-€ e net regional economic effect. A one-off capital cost of
f hieed over 25 years (equating to approximately $20 million) is posited
tional cost, which while material, would not, on its own, be
e Project’s regional significance.

s that the aviation technical experts have identified that either there are
ial impacts or no significant impacts and that any mitigation necessary would
in scope with only minor costs (section 4.4). It concludes that:

For claimed operational constraints on CIAL/Airways to materially affect the Project’s regional
significance, they would need to be both clearly attributable to the Project and exceptionally large
in scale. At present, there is no evidence that costs approaching this magnitude are either
probable or plausible. The assertions remain speculative and unquantified, and therefore cannot
reasonably be relied upon to diminish the Project’s established regional economic contribution.

Mr Akehurst provided a further statement of supplementary evidence!”® in response to
the 12 March 2026 evidence of Mr Balchin for CIAL. In his supplementary evidence (at

179 Supplementary statement of evidence of Greg Akehurst, 17 March 2025.
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[8] to [14]), Mr Akehurst commented on the techniques used by ME, stating that the ME
economic effects assessment approach is consistent with well-established practice for
regional economic assessments and with the way economic evidence has been
considered in recent decisions under the FTAA. Mr Akehurst states the criticism Mr
Balchin levels at the modelling’s ‘input-output’ approach at [16 (b)] is correct in a generic
sense - but does not apply in this instance and that there are no adverse effects in other
sectors that arise.

Mr Akehurst also considered Mr Balchin’s comments on the potential relocation of activity
from elsewhere at [15] to [20], acknowledging this is a valid consideration, but that in
a growth economy that has a shortfall of capacity to cater for growth (the situation in
Christchurch), businesses moving are irrelevant, as they free up land for nga
to occupy, and that therefore the assumption of predominantly net adg

majority of the resulting economic activity is likely to represent
regional economy because:

e of the well documented shortage of serviced strial land in
proximity to Christchurch International Airpg
distribution activities;

e the logistics, freight, and distributj
structural growth, rather than sim
the region; and

catio” of existing activities within

. even where relocation of firms tHere are improvements in operational
efficiency, logistics p ance, angl productivity, which is a legitimate
economic benefit, ey, over mployment levels remain broadly similar.

Mr Akehurst also com ajchin’s statements on the uncertainty of activities
, stating that while the precise identity of future
is stage, this level of uncertainty is typical for
d the modelling approach adopted by ME provides a
conservative estimate of the economic scale of activity

d 122) represents approximately 13% of the overall development area
the large majority of the site would remain unaffected (at [29] to [31]).
ly, the presence of Condition 21D does not materially alter the conclusions of

Mr Akehurst also comments on potential third party costs, stating that the potential
aviation-related costs referenced in submissions are largely conceptual and have not
been quantified in a manner that would enable them to be directly incorporated into an
economic assessment, and that in the absence of credible quantified estimates, it is not
possible to determine whether such costs would materially offset the economic benefits
associated with the development (at [36]). Mr Akehurst concludes that the available
evidence does not indicate that potential third-party costs would materially alter the
overall assessment of the project’s regional economic significance (at [39]).
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Panel findings

As set out earlier in our Decision the term "“significant” is not defined in the FTAA. The
panel that determined the Maitahi Village substantive application®® looked to the
ordinary meaning of ‘significant’ and on that basis used the meaning “sufficiently great
or important to be worthy of attention; noteworthy”. The term ‘benefit’ is also not
defined. Its ordinary meaning is ‘advantage’.

As identified earlier, we also note that there is no definition or explanation setting out
what a significant regional (or national) benefit might be. The Maitahi Village Panel
found it was insufficient to rely on the fact that the project is listed in Schedule 2 to find
it has significant regional or national benefits (at [83] - [85]. We agree withathis finding.

In terms of the FTAA s22 referral provisions, we agree with the fip
Track Panels!® that while these criteria do not directly ap

I

s benefits,

inst a regional or national

reference point which asks whether th i ighificant to the region or to New
Zealand.

We note that ME’s assessmen enefits of the proposal is informed by
their land supply and dema ur conclusions as to land supply were that

in the short to mediu r we accept that more vacant industrial land is
likely required in th ¥ that there is strong demand for land in the airport
environs. Whilst g icient capacity might exist currently, the provision of

ere there are no other opportunities to provide the industrial
by this proposal then the benefits to the regional economy would
owever, based on our findings in relation to land supply, and consistent
dvice from Formative and Mr Balchin, we consider that some, or potentially
much, gfthe construction and operational benefits identified in the ME report could have
occ d elsewhere in Christchurch had this proposal not proceeded (even taking into
account the growth in the logistics, freight, and distribution sectors), given there is
other vacant land available. Unfortunately, based on the evidence before us we are
unable to quantify this transfer value, nor the corresponding reduction in regional
benefits.

180 FTAA-2502-1009-Record of Decision of the Expert Consenting Panel under Section 87 of the Fast-Track
Approvals Act 2024, 18 December 2025.
181 For example Maitahi at paragraphs [83] - [85] and Tekapo Power Scheme at [338] - [339].
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We note that there appear to be some changes across the ME reports for the specified
construction phase and operational phase FTE and benefits. For example, direct
construction sector FTE’s reduce from 755 in the original AEE economic assessment to
695 in the second ME report, and total FTEs and the contributions to the Canterbury
Region’s GDP reduce from 2,205 and $574 million to 2070 FTEs and $263 million (once
the backwards linkages are fully accounted for). Whilst we note these changes, based
on the evidence provided we consider the regional benefits, excluding costs, likely
remain significant. We also find that the proposal, as amended in response to party
comments would still likely generate significant regional benefits. However, we note
we do not have any evidence on the quantum of displacement / transference and the
corresponding reduction in net benefits from this.

The FTAA does not explicitly address whether an assessment of L€
undertaken on a gross or net basis. We note that the Panel heari
Project preferred evidence that (at [374]):

.. where economic benefits are relied on by an applicant, an

benefits.

Whilst the original economic assessment di
response to CCC’s comments identifying this
transport and greenhouse gas emi ,
productive land. We have no contrar§§ evid
analysis and highly productive land a S pWwvided and accept the ME evidence on
these matters.

With regard to infrastr accept that the costs of the infrastructure
identified in the ME 1 i within the site and on Ryans Road and Grays
er and as such will be fiscally neutral. But we
disagree with Mpgaiaili igh that the infrastructure costs of the proposal will be
at [13]).'82 We have addressed potential impacts on
e Transport section of our decision. We have concluded
a mechanism to identify progressive impacts on the Ryans Road /
on such that costs associated with resolving those potential
attributable to the development can be borne by the development.
ot pgposed by the Applicant. Beyond that intersection, we do not directly
network costs to the development although acknowledge that it will
to the need for future network upgrades undertaken to address existing
n as well as the impacts of additional future developments.

We have carefully and extensively engaged in our FTAA s81 duty to consider the
regional economic benefits of the proposal against potential adverse effects, including
on aircraft safety, airport operations and the transport network. Our findings on airport
safety and efficiency matters and transport are set out in Part E of our decision.
Regarding costs, we find that there are unlikely to be any adverse effects on the airport
operations as a result of the modifications to the proposal and the application of the
conditions we have proposed. Those conditions as proposed and then modified by us,

182 FTAA-2504-1054: Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant Section 55 Response - Planning, 28
November 2025, Novo Group.
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seek outcomes that will avoid the need for Airways or CIAL to invest in system upgrades.
Likewise, conditions now provide for the current GCH operations including flight paths.
Hence, costs for those parties that are attributable to the development are avoided. On
that basis there is no need to weigh up cost to the airport operation against the
economic benefit of the proposal. We also note that no party provided any quantified
evidence on disbenefits arising from the aviation effects of the proposal.

Whilst we find that the benefits of the proposal are very likely less than that stated in
the ME report and subsequent evidence, we are satisfied that the overall benefits of the
project, (i.e. minus the quantified and unquantified disbenefits identified in our effects
assessments), are regionally significant.

As we confirm in Part N, we find that the significant regional benefits # JNhe
economic and other disbenefits arising from the Project.

PART G: STATUTORY DOCUMENTS

To avoid repetition, this section of the decision focusg nts of particular

relevance to the Application and the comments rod@ . P also relies on the
findings we have made earlier in this decisio i ion to effects and the
conditions we have decided to impose in sup ions reached on relevant
planning provisions (including Part N: R isfict Planning Framework as

relevant to the topic area).

National Policy Statements

(a)
(b)
(©)
(d)

(e)

ese e addressed in turn in this section, including where amended by the
Go ent’'s December 2025 NPS amendments. We record here that we are satisfied
that the proposal is consistent with the National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards
2025 and the National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Amendment 2025,
noting that the risk of natural hazards on the site is low and that there is no evidence
of any adverse effects from the proposal on the electricity network.83

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management

The NPS-FM sets out a framework under which local authorities are to manage

183 FTAA2504-1054 Ryans Road Industrial Development Minute 8 Response: New National Direction Instruments
Planning Assessment, Novo Group, 16 February 2025.
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freshwater (including groundwater).!8

The objective of the NPS-FM (as set out in 2.1 Objective, clause 1) is to ensure that
natural and physical resources are managed in a way that prioritises the: &

(a) health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems;
(b) health needs of people (such as drinking water); and

(o) ability of people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and
cultural well-being, now and in the future.

This objective reflects the hierarchy of obligations in Te Mana o te Wgj

Appendix 32 of the application assesses the NPS-FM stating (pa policies
aim to ensure sustainable and equitable management ources,
balancing ecological health with human needs. The udes that

freshwater in other statutory planning document
consistent with the sole objective of this NPS a

Comments from parties

Christchurch City Council

In their comments on the NPS tate (paraghaph 268) that the water race is not a
for vehicle crossings. wrassessment and technical advice, including
recommended conditiq ider that the values associated with the water race

e proposal is consistent with these higher order planning documents
, page 14 and Appendix 4). CRC also made various comments in
hwater management which have been considered in our effects
nt in Part E. CRC notes that the water race at the site feeds into freshwater
streams}that flow through Christchurch City and considers it important that its values
are ected in order to be consistent with the higher order planning documents.

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant did not address the NPS-FM comments directly in the Applicant’s
Response. However, water quality matters were addressed. The response from Ms

184 NPSFM clause 1.5.
185 NPSFM clause 2.1.
186 NPSFM clause 1.3.
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Dale states that there are no outstanding issues in relation to water quality, noting the
agreed condition package that has been prepared by CRC and the Applicant.®’

Panel Findings

Based on the evidence before us and our conclusions in our assessment of effects on
freshwater in Part E of this Decision, we find that the proposal is consistent with the
NPS-FM.

For completeness we find that the NPS-FM Amendment 2025 and Resource
Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Amendment
Regulations 2025 are not relevant to this proposal as the changes imited to
quarrying/mineral extraction activities.

National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity

The objective of the NPS-IB (as set out in 2.1 Objective, cla

o that there is
E cofmencement date;

(a) to maintain indigenous biodiversity across Aoteajs
at least no overall loss in indigenous biodivergg
and

(b) to achieve this:

(i)  through recognising the fta ta enua as kaitiaki of indigenous
biodiversity; and

(i)

ties, including landowners, as stewards

(iii) i (S@gg indigenous biodiversity as necessary to achieve

ncludes that accounting for the findings in the assessments of ecology
iversity effects (Herpetology and Avifauna especially), engagement with
whenua, and the assessment of equivalent provisions concerned with
nous biodiversity in other statutory planning documents, the proposal is assessed
as being consistent with the sole objective of this NPS and its associated policies.

Comments from parties

Christchurch City Council

187 FTAA-2504-1054: Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant Section 55 Response - Planning, 26
November 2025, paragraph 65.
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CCC states (paragraph 289) that the application site is not within a Site of Ecological
Significance identified in the CDP and, having regard to the advice provided!® and
recommended conditions, CCC consider that the proposal is consistent with the
objectives and policies of the NPS-IB.

Canterbury Regional Council

CRC considers that the applicant’s review of the NPS-IB is not comprehensive enough,
and a more thorough review against each relevant policy is required to justify the
conclusion that the proposal is consistent with these higher order planning documents
(Comments Table, page 14 and Appendix 4).

Applicant’s response

The Applicant did not address the NPS-IB comments dire
Response. However, fresh water ecology, indigenous
herpetology matters were addressed, including responding
on these matters and providing amended conditions.

Panel Findings

with the NPS-IB. For completeness
NPS-IB related to quarrying/mineral
proposal.

National Policy Stateme uctive Land

gdined in our assessment regarding effects on
jon. In summary, we consider the Proposal is

ant and aims to support community wellbeing, health, and safety,
vironmental impacts are appropriately managed.

ive of the NPS-I (as set out in 2.1 Objective clause 1) is to:
(a) sure the national, regional and local benefits of infrastructure are provided for;

(b) enable infrastructure to support the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of
people and communities and their health and safety;

188 Three statements of ecological evidence are provided in CCC’s response (contained in appendices 11, 12 and

13).
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(c) enable infrastructure to support the development and change of urban and rural
environments to meet the diverse and changing needs of present and future
generations;

(d) ensure infrastructure is well-functioning, resilient and compatible, as far as
practicable, with other activities; and

(e) ensure infrastructure is delivered in a timely and efficient manner while managing
adverse effects from or on infrastructure.

The NPS-I was not addressed in the AEE as it was not in existence at the time the
Application was lodged. In Minute 8 the Panel noted that the NPS-I wagganproved by

Airways and CIAL to confirm the extent to which the new NPS-I raisg
for assessment of resource consent approvals sought under the

evaluation task.

Comments from Applicant

In a legal memorandum the Applicant stated
the NPS-I applies to all infrastructure acti

(JC’s legal opinion that:
thfse covered by the NPS
ricity Transmission; that

“infrastructure activities" includes existj@u.i activities; and that policies 10
and 11 do not apply to decisions on (paragraph 5).

The memorandum stated that mmary (pgfagraph 6), the Applicant's view is that
the proposal is fully consisteg and in particular, that the proposal is fully
aligned with the NPS-I. The d€ designed to be as compatible as practicable
with both existing an ici QL frastructure, and any potential adverse effects on

infrastructure are anaged. The new and upgraded infrastructure
proposed will al t the Bevelopment and contribute positively to its social,

is incon}steht with or contrary to the NPS-HPL and therefore constitutes an

impacjf” this alone cannot justify declining approval unless that adverse
r with any others identified) is sufficiently significant to outweigh the
regional or national benefits. It also stated that while clause 17(1) of Schedule
5 requigks decision-makers to “take into account” provisions of the RMA that guide
res e consent decisions, RMA plans and policies remain relevant and mandatory
considerations under the FTAA, however, there is no obligation to “give effect to”
higher-order instruments such as an NPS-HPL. The NPS-HPL must be taken into
account, but any inconsistency with a national direction instrument is not determinative
and must be weighed against the Project’s broader national and regional benefits.

The applicant provided a planning assessment from Novo Group'®® that concluded the
proposal is consistent with the objective and relevant policies of the NPS-I and in

189 FTAA2504-1054 Ryans Road Industrial Development Minute 8 Response: New National Direction Instruments
Planning Assessment, 16 February 2025, page 7.
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particular, is compatible as far as practicable with existing and planned infrastructure,
and appropriately manages adverse effects on infrastructure. The assessment
concluded that the proposed new and upgraded infrastructure will otherwise support
the development and the social, economic and cultural wellbeing derived from it.

In his supplementary evidence,'®® Mr Phillips agrees that the NPS-I recognises the
importance of enabling the safe and efficient operation of nationally and regionally
significant infrastructure, including airports, but does not agree that policy 10 and 11
are relevant, noting those provisions apply to decisions on planning instruments, not
resource consents. He states that even if policies 10 and 11 were relevant, the proposal
does not compromise the functioning or future operation of Christchurch International
Airport (based on the unchallenged expert aviation evidence provided) apgathat in that
context, the proposal is consistent with the enabling intent of 4 while
appropriately managing potential effects on infrastructure.

Comments from parties

Christchurch City Council

CCC provided a legal opinion and planning assessg

making on the proposal (as these policj
applications), however other NPS-I provisi
relevant to decision-making on the prop
including reverse sensitivity.1°!

CCC’'s policy assessment idegifi -specific infrastructure (e.g. roads,

d that NPS-I Policies 1 to 9 apply to all “decision-makers” under the RMA so
the assessment of any resource consent approvals sought under the FTAA

NPS-I), to the extent that they are relevant to the decision at hand (paragraph 2.3).
Whereas NPS-I Policies 10 and 11 only concern decisions on “planning instruments”, so
they are not relevant to decisions about resource consent approvals under the FTAA
(paragraph 2.4).

190 Supplementary Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips, 23 February 2026, paragraphs 60 to 62.
191 CCC Response to Minute 8, Appendix 4 Legal Opinion, paragraph 3.
192 CCC Response to Minute 8, Appendix 2 Assessment.
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CRC noted the infrastructure proposed on the site and the adjacent Christchurch Airport,
stating that Policies 1-4, 6-7 and 9 of the NPS-I will be, at least conceptually, relevant
to the Panel’s consideration of the components of the proposal that involve the provision
of three waters and roading infrastructure (paragraph 2.7).

Christchurch International Airport Limited

CIAL provided a legal memorandum and planning memorandum from John Kyle in
response to Minute 8. In summary,'®3 CIAL considers that the NPS-I is relevant to the
Panel’s considerations and that while not determinative, tension with its provisions
weighs against granting the approval. CIAL consider the Airport is nationally significant
infrastructure and that the provisions of the NPS-I enable infrastructure adjacent

engaging with the Objective and Policy 1(3)(1). CIAL con
mitigation may require operational constraint, or syste Dy existing
aviation operators — contrary to Policies 2, 4 and 8 of he allocation
principle in Policy 11. CIAL consider the Project’s eg not account for
mitigation costs that may fall on infrastructure pr# fning the realisation
of infrastructure benefits.

ot meet the definition of
PS-I and that the NPS-I is

Mr Kyle states that the Ryans Road
infrastructure or associated infrastru

pdragraph 7). The NPS-I is a relevant
consideration under RMA s104 i relevant matter for evaluation under

when forming a view und 0 (5). While section 85(4) prevents the Panel
) the basis of inconsistency with the NPS-I, any such
inconsistency remaj
under 85(3).

NPS-I provisions, stating that a key theme arising is the
of infrastructure, and the contribution infrastructure makes to the
@homic wellbeing of the community to be properly recognised and
ion making processes (paragraph 13). Another key theme arises
gility of infrastructure and other activities. Mr Kyle states that in
Policy 10(1)(b), planning instruments developed under the NPS-I will
sure that the safe, efficient and effective operation, maintenance and upgrade
ructure is not compromised by the adverse effects of other activities

interface between infrastructure and other activities will be managed (Policy 11(1)(c)).
This includes a general principle that the primary responsibility for managing adverse
effects is on new activities.

193 CIAL Memorandum of Counsel, paragraph 6.

172



880

881

882

883

884

885

886

887

Mr Kyle notes that while the themes of the NPS-I already existed in the RPS (and CDP),
the NPS-I offers further and more specific and focused guidance about the provision of
new, and the importance of existing infrastructure (paragraph 18).

Mr Kyle assesses the NPS-I against the proposal, stating that the most significant
potential adverse effects (including safety risks) will likely fall on an item of nationally
significant and nationally critical infrastructure, with the risks externalised to the
existing aviation infrastructure and operators, requiring changes to, or curtailment of,
airport and aviation operations at the Airport (paragraph 20). Mr Kyle also states that
the Applicant’s economic assessment does not evaluate the potential costs associated
with maintaining aviation safety if this project proceeds.

cost of those measures; and if the proposal would compro
operations and/or realisation of benefits that would other
as a result of externalising costs, decline of consent (pa

Airways Corporation Limited

In its legal memorandum, Airways st
NPS-I (and associated planning

(the planning memorandum @
memorandum focuses on,the Y@z

out by Airways in previous memoranda and comments to the Panel and
that it is critical that a fulsome and careful assessment of the safety effects
of the Application is undertaken to ensure that any adverse safety risk is appropriately
ad ed by CGL, without adversely affecting CIAL's and Airways' critical infrastructure
(paragraph 3(c)). Airways state that the adverse aviation safety impacts resulting from
the Application are inconsistent with multiple NPS-I provisions as outlined in the
Planning Memorandum (paragraph 3(d)).

The Airways memorandum sets out how the NPS-I is to be considered under the FTAA,
including by reference to section 104(1)(b)(iii), section 81(3)(a) of the FTAA, section

194 Supplementary Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips, 23 February 2026.
195 Statement of Evidence of John Clifford Lyle on Behalf of Christchurch International Airport Limited (Planning),
12 March 2026.
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85(3) of the FTAA, and Section 85(4) of the FTAA. The memorandum also comments
on the application of policies 10 and 11, arguing that they are intended to cascade into
planning instruments development under the NPS-I and therefore bind all decisions-
makers, but that the NPS-I has only very recently come into effect and there is no (or
a very limited) ability for these policies to be included in planning instruments at the
current time due to the requirement to stop making plans (paragraph 18). Airways
consider it would be illogical for the Panel to disregard these policies entirely, due to
the fact that the relevant plans have not yet been updated in light of the NPS-I. Airways
identify existing requirements in the CDP and CRPS that require consideration of land
use compatibility, similar to policies 10 and 11.

Other Matters

In Minute 13 the Panel sought legal advice from Ms Hamm (the P2
regarding the interpretation and application of policy 10 and polj

involves
on off any planning
as these policies

This advice concluded that: the Ryans Road Indust
applications for resource consent; does not involve
instruments; and that Policies 10 and 11 of the NPS-I
apply only to the making of planning instruments.

Panel Findings

We find that the NPS-I is directly rel
have regard to. Infrastructure covgfed by the
network, the aerodrome, and navigat ions (as defined in section 5 of the Civil
Aviation Act 2023).

they apply to the
that there are exj

instruments (plan making). However, we note

CRPS Policy 6.3.5 Integration of land use and infrastructure and
3 Infrastructure and 3.3.15 Incompatible activities.

e proposal adversely affects the functioning and resilience of the
proposal would not appropriately provide for the national, regional
its of the infrastructure (Policy 1) and would therefore be inconsistent
PS-I. However, as set out earlier in our Decision in Part E, we find that there
ly to be any adverse effects on the airport operations and air safety as a result
of modifications to the proposal and the application of the conditions we have
proposed. Regarding transport effects, we acknowledge that all developments generate
traffic that must be accommodated by transport networks and that over time, networks
require upgrades to accommodate traffic volumes. As set out in Part E, we are satisfied
that the effects of the proposal will be in general accordance with the overall network
effects of urban growth, but we do make specific recognition of potential effects on the
Pound Road / Ryans Road intersection, and include a staging condition accordingly. On
that basis we find that the proposal is consistent with the NPS-I.

and local

19 Holland And Beckett Legal Memorandum in response to Minute 13, 9 March 2026.
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National Policy Statement for Urban Development

The NPS-UD sets out the objectives and policies for planning for well-functioning urban
environments under the RMA.

Appendix 32 of the AEE sets out the relevant NPS-UD objectives and policies and states
(page 12) that the proposal is unanticipated by the CDP and CRPS but will add
significantly to development capacity and will contribute to a well-functioning urban
environment and that overall, the proposal is assessed as being consistent with the
NPS-UD. A similar conclusion is contained at paragraph 350 in the Application.

In terms of provisions, the Appendix 32 assessment states (page 11) that the proposal

including their amenity values, develop and
environments’ as referred to in the NPS-UD in

elopment capacity. It its analysis, the
and associated technical reports have
be effectively integrated with the Council’s
ffer strategic benefits (in terms of industrial land

variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors in terms of location and
site size’. The assessment of effects and economic and industrial land market
assessments have demonstrated that the proposal contributes to a well-functioning
Christchurch urban environment.

The assessment notes that local authorities, must at all times, provide at least sufficient
development capacity to meet expected demand for business land over the short term,
medium term and long term (Policy 2) and that the economic and industrial land market
assessments have identified a shortfall in development capacity for business land in this
particular (industrial, airport and logistics related) market and locality which the
proposal will help to address.



900

901

902

903

904

905

The statement also refers to Policy 8 (which applies to plan changes) stating that while
not a plan change the proposed development is unanticipated by the CDP and CRPS and
will add significantly to development capacity and will contribute to a well-functioning
urban environment. Paragraph 333 of the AEE further states that to ignore this policy
because the proposal is not a plan change would be artificial and to do so would
disregard the intent of the NPS-UD to enable sufficient development capacity through
the urbanisation of land, through rezoning under conventional RMA processes, or
through fast-track consenting under the Act, as is proposed here.

Party Comments

Christchurch City Council

CCC state that there are no implementation provisions of the NP
processing of a resource consent (paragraph 261) and also
objectives and policies of the NPS-UD apply to planning d
changes, which generally seek well-functioning urban e
variety of housing and business needs (paragraph 264).

CCC considers that should consent for the propos# , dévelopment with an
urban character will be enabled and according L ban environment, and
will otherwise interface with and affect gonment of Christchurch
(paragraph 263).

CCC state that while the Applicant
Area is an “urban environment”, ther
either do or do not apply depe

ives and policies of the NPS-UD that
the site is within or outside the urban

relation to the entirety g ristchurch Area in giving comment on this

When consideringgi sufficiency requirements under the NPS-UD, CCC

i cie requirements under the NPS-UD are useful to inform
the discussjén d econfmic effects, this development is not required to engage
f the NPS-UD applicable to a plan change (paragraph 52).

the conclusions drawn by the Applicant’s assessment of the NPS-UD
dent on whether the Panel deems the proposed site to be within an urban
environghent (Comments Table, page 14).
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Applicant’s response

The Applicant’s response (in a memorandum from Mr Phillips dated 28 November 2025)
addresses CCC’'s comments. Mr Phillips notes (paragraph 93) that there is not full
agreement between the Applicant and the Council on how to assess the NPS-UD, insofar
that:

e CCC considers there are no implementation provisions of the NPS-UD relevant
to the processing of a resource consent; and

e CCC does not consider it necessary to reach a view on whether the entirety of
the Greater Christchurch area is the urban environment.

based on its assessment of infrastructure and servicin
transport matters, and subdivision and urban desig
generally suited to its purpose’.

val hazards,
as a design

ents therefore conclude
& conclusion also reached
sment goes on to state that
rse impacts arise that require
ent is necessary in regards this

Mr Phillips states (paragraph 95) that in sum
that the proposal is generally consistent wit
in the assessment accompanying the appli
accounting for this and that no signifi
further evaluation of the NPS-UD, nd further ass
matter.

Panel Findings

We havglnot found any planning evidence in the Application that directly addresses the
de on in relation to the Site. Rather, the AEE states (Appendix 32, page 11) that
“urban environments’ as referred to in the NPS-UD include the rural areas and zones
within the Greater Christchurch urban environment, including the subject land.” We
consider that simply stating that rural areas and zones within the Greater Christchurch
urban environment meet the definition is not evidence demonstrating how the Site
meets the conjunctive tests in limbs (a) and (b) of the definition.

However, based on our understanding of the project and assessment of the wider area,
especially its proximity to the existing urban areas of Christchurch, we consider the Site
is very likely within an “urban environment” (as defined in the NPS-UD) and therefore
the provisions of the NPS-UD will apply. We consider it is likely within a housing and
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labour market of 10,000 people (i.e. Christchurch) and is intended to be urban in
character through the proposal. Whilst it is intended to be urban in character, for
completeness we consider that the current predominant character is best described as
‘semi-rural’. We note the AEE’s urban design assessment (Appendix 23) described the
site and surrounding area as follows (page 2):

The site itself currently exists predominantly as vacant grassed farmland, bordered along its
eastern and southern extents by a low gorse hedge....Besides Christchurch Airport, land use in
the area is largely farming related, consisting of both larger and smaller land holdings,
interspersed with various industrial (storage yards, distribution, and contracting businesses) and
rural-residential properties, with an area of industrial development to the northeast. The semi-
rural mixture of land use, including various farming enterprises, Christchurch International
Airport, private residences and industrial businesses, form a key component ofge Jocal area’s
character.

NPS-UD (paragraph 260). We note that the siig
therefore the CDP anticipates the planned buil
i.e. Rural Urban Fringe not urban industrial.

Regarding the relevance of Policy 8,
analysis. This policy clearly relates t
consent. As CCC's comments state
consents.

We note the AEE commen
has not demonstrated
decisions (clause a)

by conditions requiring staging to ensure the development’s
nning and funding of necessary intersection improvements,

of this Decision.

ng being responsive to supplying sufficient development capacity under Policy
2 as identified in the AEE, we consider this requirement relates to plan changes, not
resource consents. NPS-UD clause 3.3(2)(a) clearly states that in order to be sufficient,
the development capacity must be ‘plan enabled’, i.e. provided for within the CDP - it
does not include the ability to provide this sufficient development capacity through a
resource consent. On this matter, we note CCC also stated that while the sufficiency
requirements under the NPS-UD are useful to inform the discussion around economic
effects, this development is not required to engage with the provisions of the NPS-UD
applicable to a plan change (at [52]). We do however consider sufficiency arguments
are a relevant matter when considering whether a proposal will contribute to a well-
functioning urban environment as Policy 1 describes well-functioning urban
environments as environments that, among other things: have or enable a variety of
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sites that are suitable for different business sectors in terms of location and site size
(clause b); and support, and limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the
competitive operation of land and development markets (clause d).

916 Regarding Objective 1, Policy 1 and well-functioning environments, we consider that
the proposal would contribute to a well-functioning urban environment principally due
to the following reasons:

e Its proximity to existing urban areas of Christchurch;

e Its proximity to the airport;

e There is a high demand for industrial land in the airport envirg

. It is well connected via a number of roads, including a | State

Highways;
e The site has long term constraints for farming;

e There are no site-specific environmental 4
significance, or cultural values that wou

ad sites of ecological
hffected;

917 PS-UD applies, the proposal will contribute
nment and correspondingly would generally be
is is relevant to a resource consent application.
918 ffried in Section 10 of the AEE of relevance to the Application is The
gt (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
0 Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NES Soil).
919 i AEE, the NES Soil controls soil disturbance on land where an activity

t, or is more likely than not to have been carried out. The AEE identifies that
as historically been used for agricultural and cropping purposes. CRC'’s Listed
Land®Use Register (LLUR) does not currently record the Site as having contained a past
or present HAIL activity, instead, the Site has been identified as HAIL land via a Detailed
Site Investigation (DSI) contained in Appendix 6 of the AEE (paragraph 119).

920 Results from the sampling undertaken as part of the DSI concluded that most soil
samples were below human health guidelines, except for two hotspots around the
buildings where arsenic exceeded the guidelines (paragraph 309). Due to the presence
of contaminants above background concentrations and the soil disturbance volumes
required for the development, resource consent is required as a restricted discretionary
activity under the NES Soil (paragraph 310).
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922

923

924

925

926

The AEE states that the Applicant’s suitably qualified and experienced expert in land
contamination will develop a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the site outlining the
remediation requirements. The RAP will be submitted to the local authority for their
records. Post remediation, further sampling will be required to validate the site post
building or infrastructure removal, and a Site Validation Report (SVR) will be produced
and sent to the Councils. The development and implementation of a RAP and SVR are
volunteered as consent conditions (paragraph 311).

The AEE concludes that contaminated soils can be appropriately managed by standard
practices and any risk to human health or in regard to runoff to waterways are less than

minor and acceptable (paragraph 312).

Comments from parties

Christchurch City Council

It its comments, CCC confirms the proposal is a restricted etfnarpNadtivity under
the NES Soil (paragraph 24). Soil contamination mg aN@addgsed in CCC's
comments under “Health effects”.

CCC notes that there is not any disagreemen s il and the Applicant in
#ders that the conditions
proposed by the Applicant to prepare a R appropriate to manage the

effects of the identified soil contaminatjgly(pa

Canterbury Regional Council

CRC commented on contargf ers and, relying on technical evidence
contained in Appendix
applicant’s recommeng#ti ding a RAP prior to earthworks and an SVR once

remediation is co . PO provided advice in relation to CRC consenting
matters outside Q ements. CRC considers the RAP and SVR should be
provided to CR echnical guidelines are followed to ensure appropriate
handling and 0 contaminated land. CRC considers that issues identified
by CRC's ed land expert can be addressed through the proposed changes to
conditjons.

icant’s Response was provided by Ms Dale (contained in Appendix 1). %7 Ms
Dale nojed that there is agreement between CGL, CCC and CRC on contamination
ma (paragraph 66). Condition changes were recommended in response to CRC's
comments. Ms Dale concludes that given that CCC’s s53 comments raised no issues
regarding contamination and fully accepted CGL’s conditions and that the final wording
of conditions has now been agreed with CRC, there are no contamination matters in
contention (paragraph 71).

Panel Findings

197 FTAA-2504-1054: Ryans Road Industrial Development Applicant Section 55 Response - Planning, 26
November.
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Our findings on land contamination as an adverse effect are set out in our effects section
in Part E of this Decision. We find that the proposal is in accordance with the NES Soil,
taking into account the proposed consent conditions.

PART H: REGIONAL AND DISTRICT PLANNING FRAMEWORK

An assessment of the relevant statutory plans has been included within the AEE as is
required by Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h).

The Panel has reviewed and considered the assessment provided by the Applicant and
the comments provided by CCC, CRC and CIAL. We outline the key matters in the
following sections (as well as adding further considerations and assessm

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement
Appendix 32 of the AEE contains an assessment of the rele i visions.
Within that assessment the Canterbury Regional Poli CRPS) is
assessed.'®® The CRPS sets out the overall strategic stg
integrated management of the natural and physical reg terbury Region.
The assessment analyses the following relevant RPS:

e Chapter 5 Land Use and Infrastruc

Christchurch

Chapter 6 Recovery and Rebuffding of Gr
e Chapter 7 Freshwater

e Chapter 11 Naturgl™H

e Chapter 12

Chapter §7 Contaminated Land
19 Waste Minimisation and Management

The ovelall assessment of the CRPS in the AEE (paragraph 354) is that the proposal
ha me tension with provisions in Chapter 6 of the Regional Policy Statement that
require new business zones to be located within identified greenfield priority areas”,
however” the proposal will not necessarily offend those provisions.”

Regarding the proposed industrial activity being located outside of a greenfield priority
area and Objective 6.2.2, the AEE states that the proposal will provide for development
on the periphery of the Christchurch International Airport and the city itself, where
demand exists for industrial land (per the economic assessment provided in Appendix
20), and in a location that can be serviced efficiently and is well located in respect of

198 AEE Appendix 32, beginning on page 12.
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the transport network. The proposal therefore does not necessarily offend this objective,
even though it is not currently identified as a greenfield priority area.!®®

934  The AEE also states (paragraph 355) that “the remaining provisions in the CRPS are
generally concerned with issues and effects of regional significance, and in that respect,
such matters will not arise or will be appropriately managed by way of proposed
conditions and/or the attributes of the proposal.”

935 The AEE states (paragraph 356) that “overall the proposal is considered to be generally
consistent with the Regional Policy Statement.”

Comments Received

Canterbury Regional Council

936 CRC identified the following issues in their assessment of jfie pyopos Inst the
CRPS:200

e Development outside identified areas;

e Loss of primary production and versatil ils;

e  Effects on infrastructure; and
¢ Managing contaminated land a

937 CRC also considered the assessment against the CRPS is incomplete as:

(a) cosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity
t has concluded that at least one threatened

(b) nt does not address Chapter 14 Air Quality and that given

Iith reference to the dust management measures outlined in the
Ongoing air quality impacts from industrial activity on the site should
ddressed. However, CRC notes that consent conditions have been

eloped to manage dust at the site and that the proposal is likely to be
cgfisistent with Objective 14.2.2.202

(c) There is no assessment of Chapter 18 Hazardous Substances, and Policy 18.2.2
new contamination of land, is relevant to the application as the HAIL sites within
the proposal pose a risk of new contamination of land if adequate remediation is
not undertaken. CRC considers an assessment of CRPS chapter 18 should
therefore be undertaken. However, CRC considers the proposed consent

199 AEE, Appendix 32, Assessment under Objective 6.2.2, page 19.
200 CRC Comments, Appendix 4, paragraph 2.

201 CRC Comments, Appendix 4, pages 24 and 25.

202 1bid, page 26.
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conditions cover spills of fuel or any other hazardous substances within the site
and that the proposal is likely to be consistent with Objective 18.2.1 and Policy
18.3.1,203

(d) The planning assessment of Chapter 19 Waste Minimisation and Management
notes that this Chapter is of limited relevance but provides no explanation to
support this conclusion.

In relation to development outside identified areas, CRC confirms that the site is outside
of existing urban areas and greenfield priority areas identified in Map A of the CRPS,
and that the development is not expressly provided for in the CRPS. However CRC
states it is for the Panel to determine whether there is sufficient industrigldand already
available within Christchurch City.?°* CRC states the assessments
Applicant identify that existing available industrial land in Gk
inadequate to meet demand in the medium to long term, whi
assessment prepared by the Greater Christchurch Partnershi
that there was sufficient industrial land in greater Christc
and beyond, with a significant surplus in Christchurc i

ritical infrastructure is that the proposed
consent conditions are d e adverse effects on the efficient operation,
use, development, i pgrade, and future planning of Christchurch
International Airpor, Pposal is likely broadly consistent with Policy 6.3.5
(Integration of la

Regarding ered that more information is needed to determine the
effects o way 1 and transport corridors. which is a strategic freight route,

CCC add@¥essed the CRPS in its comments stating that the Christchurch District Plan has
giv fect to the CRPS through its preparation, including the zoning of the subject site

203 Ibid, page 28.

204 CRC Comments, Appendix 4, Table 2.

205 CRC comments, Appendix 4, pages 19 and 20.
206 Tbid, page 20.

207 Ibid, page 13.

208 1hid, page 17.
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as rural. 2%° However CCC states that the proposal not within one of the areas identified
for urban development in the CRPS.20

Other comments

A number of other parties commented on particular topic areas, such as DoC on wildlife
management matters, Airways in relation to aircraft safety, and NZTA in relation to
transport, but did not comment expressly on the CRPS provisions and whether the
proposal was consistent with or contrary to them.

In his statement of evidence Mr Kyle for CIAL comments on CRPS policies 5.3.9 and
6.3.5 (along with CDP Objective 6.7.2.1 and Policy 6.7.2.1.2) stating
approach is prudently cautious given the significant impact that coyf
navigation and the control of aircraft is somehow compromised, and
avoidance is the appropriate course where there remains doubt ut
proposal on the cited matters.?!!

Applicant’s response to comments

The Applicant did not expressly respond to comm M RPS in the Applicant’s
Response but did respond to matters of detail jgrela¥ ntified adverse effects,
as set out in the topic sections of our decisiop/

In his 23 February 2026 supplementar
CDP aviation provisions give effect togand are con
provisions expressly recognising the

212 Mrphillips stated that the relevant
t with the CRPS, including those
trategic Infrastructure.

ider the evidence provided in the AEE on the CRPS to be light. However, further
evidencgfon the CRPS in relation to aircraft safety matters has been provided in the
va supplementary statements of evidence set out earlier. Our findings on the
extent to which the proposal is consistent or otherwise with the provisions of the CRPS
is informed by our assessments against the various relevant topics as summarised
below.

209 CCC comments under Section 53(2)(a), dated 19.06.25, paragraph 257.

210 1pid, paragraph 207.

211 Statement of Evidence of John Clifford Lyle on Behalf of Christchurch International Airport Limited (Planning),
12 March 2026, paragraphs 37 to 40.

212 Sypplementary statement of evidence of Jeremy Phillips, 23 February 2026.

213 Sypplementary statement of evidence of Jeremy Phillips, 18 March 2025.
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Development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority areas — Chapter 6
matters

We find that the proposal is contrary to the directive provisions in the CRPS which
identify where urban development can locate (for example, Objective 6.2.2, Policy 6.3.1
and Map A) - the site is not identified as an existing urban area, nor is it an identified
greenfield priority area. We therefore do not accept the AEE’s assertion that “the
proposal will not necessarily offend” these provisions.

However, as set out in our assessment of the NPS-UD, the Panel accepts that, while the
land is outside of existing urban zoned areas and greenfield priority areas, there may
be a pathway available for this development under the NPS-UD.%!* ote that,
irrespective of whether the NPS-UD pathway is satisfied or not, our dg pon is to

Loss of primary production and versatile soils

As set out in our NPS-HPL assessment, we have g2
by the NPS-HPL and that it satisfies the exempty
the proposal is not inconsistent with the CR
protection and versatile soils

Effects on infrastructure

that avoi ctivities that have the potential to limit the efficient and effective,
operation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic infrastructure is only one way
effects ghn be "managed" within the policy framework.

We have set out CRPS Policy 6.3.5 below in full:

6.3.5 Integration of land use and infrastructure

Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the integration of land use development
with infrastructure by:

1. Identifying priority areas for development and Future Development Areas to enable
reliable forward planning for infrastructure development and delivery;

214 As detailed in the economic assessments provided by the Applicant (e.g. Appendix 20).
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2. Ensuring that the nature, timing and sequencing of new development are co-ordinated
with the development, funding, implementation and operation of transport and other
infrastructure in order to:

a. optimise the efficient and affordable provision of both the development and the
infrastructure;
b. maintain or enhance the operational effectiveness, viability and safety of existing

and planned infrastructure;
C. protect investment in existing and planned infrastructure;

d. ensure that new commercial film or video production facilities are connected to
reticulated water and wastewater systems; and

e. ensure new development does not occur until provision for approgeiate
infrastructure is in place;

3. Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of infrastruc#l
corridors, is maintained, and the ability to maintain and up
retained;

existing residentially
aiapoi, or residential
Enabling commercial film or
patible use of this land; and

zoned urban area, residential greenfield M
greenfield priority area identified in Map
video production activities within the noj

5. Managing the effects of land use ac aqrugture, including avoiding activities
that have the potential to linj

maintenance or upgrade of stig tugfand freight hubs.
957 We agree with Mr Phillips that avoi se effects is one way effects can be
managed, however we consi .3.54p) states that activities that have the
potential to limit the efficid ] e, provision, operation, maintenance or

upgrade of strategic infr SlWPcight hubs are to be avoided. We consider
that the reference to i e effects of land use activities on infrastructure” in

clause 5 refers to of infrastructure covered by Policy 6.3.5, i.e.
infrastructure thgjd infrastructure and freight hubs. We also note Policy
6.3.5(4) only ; evelopment that does not affect the efficient operation,
use, develggf/MmuQ ilte upgrading and safety of existing strategic infrastructure
(such as hurch International Airport). We consider our interpretation of
6.3.5(b) is m&g corg@etent with the policy approach in 6.3.5(4) than that proposed by
Mr B nises that Policy 6.3.5 covers many types of infrastructure.

958 For compl® FSs, we agree with Mr Phillips that CPRS Policy 5.3.9 does not apply to
sal, for the reasons provided by Mr Phillips.

959 Wh e disagree with Mr Phillip’s interpretation on Policy 6.3.5, we note this policy is
not so directive as to specify a blanket avoidance of activities, for example industrial
activities. Rather it seeks the avoidance of activities that have the potential to limit the
efficient and effective, provision, operation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic
infrastructure and freight hubs. We have assessed the effects on infrastructure in our
Airport and Transport and Servicing sections. Based on our conclusions in those
sections we consider that the conditioned activities on the subject Site do not have the
potential to limit the efficient and effective, provision, operation, maintenance or
upgrade of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs and the proposal is therefore
generally consistent with the relevant CRPS provisions, i.e. the material harm is avoided
or is mitigated to the point where the harm becomes acceptable. If the proposal did
have the potential to limit the efficient and effective, provision, operation, maintenance
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or upgrade of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs then we would consider it
inconsistent with Policy 6.3.5.

We consider that while the proposal is not consistent with the CRPS as an industrial
development in a rural zone, the proposal has taken account of all relevant matters and
effects, and is proposed to be generally consistent with the corresponding industrial
zone of the District Plan. That includes its design and provision of infrastructure,
management of effects on adjacent roading infrastructure, and avoidance of effects on
the Airport. On that basis, and in accordance with the conditions as modified by us, we
find that the proposal is generally consistent with the relevant CRPS provisions relevant
to infrastructure.

Remaining matters

Based on the evidence provided and our conclusions on eff

freshwater, natural hazards, landscape and energy, as a
appropriately managed by way of the proposed conditiog
proposal.

For the remaining omitted matters identified
biodiversity, air quality, hazardous substanc
be adequately addressed by conditions a
with the relevant CRPS provisions on t

Whilst we consider the proposal to ly/consistent with the relevant CRPS
provisions, even if we reached ferent findigly and considered that the proposal was
inconsistent with or contrar e or CRPS policies, this would not alter our
overall view on the appljcati fgard we are mindful of clause 17(1)(b) of

section 85(4) FTAA y4@i irgs tyat the panel may not form the view that an adverse
impact meets the

co are required for:
e discharge of construction and operational phase stormwater (roads to
stormwater basin and global consent for 126 lots discharging stormwater to
ground) (a non-complying activity) — water permit.

e To take water for construction purposes (drain damming and diversion) (a
discretionary activity) - water permit

e To undertake earthworks over an aquifer and within riparian margins (including
vegetation clearance) and to install a culvert in the bed of a drain (a restricted
discretionary activity). Land-use consent
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A full compliance assessment of the proposal against the relevant regional rules is
contained in Appendix 19 to the AEE, and a summary is contained in the body of the
AEE (from paragraph 126). In summary, the proposal requires consent due to the
following regional rules:

e LWRP Rule 5.94B Construction phase stormwater not discharged from a
reticulated stormwater system (RD) - the construction phase stormwater
discharge to land will occur on a contaminated site and the area of land disturbed
from which the discharge will generate exceeds 2ha. The water taken to divert
the Paparoa Water Race Network (PWRN) along Ryans Road while a pipe is
installed will be discharged back into the water race downstream;

e LWRP Rule 5.176 Region-wide rul
excavation over the unconfined or - Fjuifer does not comply with
standards in 5.1.5.7 as excavagglexc 10QMM3 and the excavation is within
50m of the PWRN.

Appendix 32 of the AEE contai
regional plans. These are:

assessmepl of the objectives and policies relevant

For thg Land
poli@21°, stati

tHat these:

ely seek to manage land and water as integrated natural resources (e.g.
jective 3.1);

manage the quality and quantity of freshwater to safeguard the life-supporting
capacity of ecosystems and ecosystem processes (e.g. Objective 3.8);

¢ maintain freshwater bodies and their catchments in a healthy state (e.g.
Objective 3.16);

e protect the natural character of waterbodies (e.g. Objective 3.19); and

215 Application AEE, Appendix 32, page 46.

188



968

969

970

971

972

e maintain healthy and productive soils (e.g. Objective 3.23).

Within the same section, the AEE states that the supporting policies include Policies 4.3
and 4.4 that address the management of surface and groundwater respectively, while
policies 4.12-4.14B address discharges of contaminants to land and water, seeking that
the effects of any discharge are minimised (Policy 4.13), and that discharges do not
exceed the natural capacity of soil to treat or remove contaminants and do not exceed
available water storage capacity of soil (Policy 4.14). Policies 4.15-4.17 address
stormwater (and community wastewater systems), and Policies 4.15 and 4.16A
addresses urban areas and reticulated systems. Policy 4.17 seeks that stormwater run-
off volumes and peak flows are managed so they do not cause or exacerbate the risk
of inundation, erosion or damage to property or infrastructure downstregaseor risks to
human safety. Policies 4.18 and 4.19 address effects of earthworkg e and

Plan have been identified and assessed in the AEE
assessments that consider potential effects on land and
and that, based on that assessment (which concludes,
will be avoided, or managed to acceptable levels), &
with the provisions in the LWRP.216

proposal® folind to be consistent

Canterbury Air Regional Plan

For the CARP, the AEE states that
identify best practicable options to m effects of discharges and manage, and
in some situations avoid, discj anage discharges of odour and dust
@ i ocalised effects of discharges including

r the Rules of the Air Regional Plan or will be assessed
the resource consent process and that various options

in order to determine whether the overall quality of the natural environment will be
maintained or enhanced.?'® However, CRC also states that it considers that the
applicant has adequately responded to the potential effects across the key areas
relevant to CRC. Where any additional mitigation is required, CRC has discussed this
with the applicant’s planner and CRC has proposed changes in the condition set.

216 Application AEE, Appendix 32, page 46.
217 Application AEE, Appendix 32, page 46.
218 CRC Comments dated 15/09//25, Appendix 4, paragraph 14.
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973  CRC states that there are no fundamental remaining disagreements between CRC and
the applicant regarding the nature of the issues or the general approach to their
mitigation or management and that CRC considers that the key issues identified in the
application can be appropriately managed and mitigated through robust conditions of
consent.?!® These conditions include condition requirements for specific works to be
undertaken in accordance with best practice, and by suitably qualified and experienced
professionals.

Other comments

974 A number of other parties commented on regional plan related topics, such as SDC on
the maintenance of ecological values of the water race along Ryans Roadaal/hitiora on

storm water management and other ecological matters. Ho
comment expressly on regional plan provisions and whether the
with or contrary to them.

Applicant’s response to comments

975  The Applicant did not expressly respond to party cg
Applicant’s Response, but did respond in relati

xents onWhe regional plans in the
gnal pln related topics.

Panel findings

C that there are no fundamental
plicant in relation to regional plan
the application can be appropriately

976 We note the AEE assessment and thefcomments
remaining disagreements between

matters and that the key iss identified i

fully agreed between Applicant” and that “"CRC confirmed agreement via
an email on 24 Nov,

977  We have asseg mments in Part E. Where we are satisfied that the
ropriately managed by way of the proposed conditions
and/or thE&tri of the proposal, we have stated this in that section. We consider
that i (0 issues are appropriately addressed, this results in the proposal
i the relevant regional plans. Where these are not, we have
is in our findings.

978 r findings in our effects assessment in Part E, we accept the assessment in

Christchurch District Plan

979 An assessment of the proposal’s compliance with the District Plan is set out in Appendix
19 to the AEE. In summary, the proposal requires consent due to the following CDP
rules (paragraph 129):

219 1bid, paragraphs 17 to 18.
220 Memorandum of Counsel for Carter Group Ltd, dated 28 November 2025, Paragraph 8.
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. 6.1.5.1.5 NC1 - Noise received at the lot boundaries created in the subdivision could
exceed the rural zone noise limits by more than 10dB;

. 6.3.5.3 RD1 - Lightspill at the lot boundaries created in the subdivision will exceed the
rural light spill standard;

. 6.6.5.3 RD1 - The proposal involves earthworks within 5m of the bank of a network
waterway,
. 6.7.4.3.3 RD2 - The area of the stormwater basins will exceed 1000m? - an area of

1,156m? is proposed and are within 0.5km of each other;??*

. 6.8.4.1.3 RD1 - The maximum area and height of signs attached to buildings and free
standing signs will exceed the permitted standard within the Rural Urbankringe Zone;

. 7.4.2.3 RD1 - The sight distance requirements for vehicle crossingg
not be achieved for some sites;

. 8.5.1.3 RD2 - The proposed formed width of Ryans Road Gre . 5m rather
than 11m and a footpath is only proposed on one side o agf rath &n both sides.

. 8.5.1.4 D1 - The lots proposed are smaller than 4

. 8.9.2.3 RD1 - The maximum volume and ks for Rural zones will be

exceeded for construction and developm

. 8.9.2.5 NC1 - Earthworks to a depth i 33KV electricity distribution line
are proposed

. 17.5.1.5 NC1 - Industrial acRuity g ed for within the zone as a permitted,
controlled, restricted discretio

980 nvironmental Standard for Assessing and
Human Health (NES Soil) as a restricted
NES-Soil earlier in our NES Soil section. Overall,
nder the CDP (paragraph 130).
981 /s an assessment of the relevant objectives and policies

eral Rules and Procedures

Noise

Outdoor Lighting
Aircraft Protection
Signs

O O O O

e Transport

221 Note: changes were made to the stormwater management areas subsequent to the AEE preparation to
increase the separation distance beyond 0.5km. This information was contained in the Applicant’s Additional
Information.

222 Application AEE, Appendix 32, page 47.
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e Subdivision, Development and Earthworks
e Industrial
e Rural

982  The AEE states in summary that:

The proposal is clearly contrary to those provisions that are specific to the District’s Rural zones,
including those in Chapter 17. ..., that conflict is to be expected, given that the proposal entails
urban development of the nature envisaged by the Industrial General zone on land that is
presently zoned for rural purposes.

That conflict aside, the proposal is assessed as being:??3

o Meet the community’s needs for economic devel
diminishing wellbeing; and

o Foster investment certainty (for the appl
industrial land in this locality and market,

o Objective 16.2.1 whicHlseeks '
industry is supported a in ...new greenfield industrial zones’.
o Policy 16.2.1.1 b seeks to 'Maigtain a sufficient supply of industrial zoned land

to meet shor, erm supply needs of industrial activities, having
regard to tHe ifferent industries...".

983 ban industrial development on a Rural zoned site is
pattern of development (and therefore conflicts with
.7, which seeks to provide for urban activities only within

areas unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS

urch City Council

984 CCC assessed the proposal and determined it required resource consent under the CDP,
but noted that the non-compliances identified by the applicant in relation to 8.6.4, being
number of footpaths and road widths required within Industrial zones, do not apply as
the roading proposed meets the standards for rural roads classified as local, including
Ryans Road, Grays Road, and all internal roads proposed in the subdivision (paragraph
19). CCC agreed that overall, the proposal was a non-complying activity.

223 1bid, pages 73 and 74.
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CCC reviewed the proposal against the provisions of the District Plan.??* CCC generally
agrees with the AEE assessment for the following chapters where CCC recommended
conditions are included:

. 4 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land

. 6 General Rules and Procedures

o 6.1 Noise
6.3 Outdoor Lighting
o 6.8 Signs

. 7 Transport
e 8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks

e 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage

o 10 Designations

lack of natural hazard overlays and i
with these provisions.

CCC notes the AEE does 4
considers that, where t

RegXding aircraft protection, CCC considers that the proposal is consistent with Policy
6.7.2.1.2 (Avoidance or mitigation of navigational or operational impediments) with the
exception of birdstrike, stating that there were uncertainties in terms of stormwater
management and accordingly likelihood that birds will be attracted to the site,
potentially increasing the risk of bird strike and that there is insufficient information
available at this time to conclude whether the proposal is consistent with this policy.
CCC states that if these matters can be managed such that the possibility of birdstrike
is not increased, then the proposal would be consistent with the provisions, but if the

224 CCC comments dated 19.06.25, pages 27 to 33.
225 1bid, paragraphs 206 and 207.
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proposal increased the likelihood of birdstrike that is not otherwise mitigated, then it
would be contrary to the provisions.

Regarding the Chapter 16 Industrial provisions, CCC does not consider the objectives

and policies seeking to enable industrial use in industrial zones are relevant to assess.
226

Regarding the Chapter 17 Rural provisions, CCC agrees with the overall assessment in
the AEE that the proposal is contrary to the objectives and policies for Rural zones which
seek that the establishment of industrial activities not dependent or directly related to
the rural resource, and the creation of lots under 4ha in area, be avoided.

CCC concludes overall that the application is contrary to the objectivg jcies of

the Christchurch District Plan.2?”

Christchurch International Airport

expressly anticipate the proposed activity (which is
Fringe Zone and that reliance on rules designed foy4
not demonstrate that the potential aviation eff

[31]). Mr Kyle considers compliance wit
full understanding of risks arising f
operationally complex environment
provisions in the CDP does not resolv
non-complying activity in close g

ying activity in a sensitive,
on general aviation-protection

this scale would occur in : at the Rural Urban Fringe Zone provides for
a very different array han an industrial subdivision.

However, they did not comment expressly on the district plan provisions and whether
the proposal was consistent with or contrary to them.

Applicant’s response to comments

226 1bid, paragraph 242.

227 1bid, paragraph 255.

228 gtatement of Evidence of John Clifford Kyle on Behalf of the Christchurch International Airport Limited
(Planning), 12 March 2025.
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997 The Applicant did not expressly respond to party comments on the CDP in the
Applicant’s Response, but did respond in relation to the district plan related topics such
as transport and bird strike hazards.

998 In his 23 February 2026 supplementary evidence??®* Mr Phillips commented on the
compliance of the proposal with the District Plan’s aviation framework, stating that the
proposal is consistent and compliant with: CIAL’s designation (paragraph 39(a)); the
aircraft provisions under sub chapter 6.7 (paragraph 39(b)); lighting and glare
standards (paragraph 39(c)); and relevant activity constraints, such as noise sensitive
activities and activities exacerbating bird strike risk (paragraph 39(d)). He also states
that these give effect to and are consistent with the DCPs strategic directions and the
CRPS, including those provisions expressly recognising the importancegaf Strategic
Infrastructure.

999 Mr Phillips states that CIAL and Airways do not identify an

1000 In his 18 March 2026 supplementary evidence?3° [
evidence for CIAL, stating that the sub-chapter g
(including permitted, discretionary, and non-co

5 apply to all activities
&) and that Mr Kyle fails

triggering the level of expert scrutiny, pent, or consent conditions
proposed in regards to aviation safety

1001 Mr Phillips refers to the permitted ba ant planning considerations under

RMA s104(1)(b) and 104(2) aggaprovides ples in his Attachments 1 and 2 of
enclosed and controlled planj s (i.e. ‘greenhouses’) that demonstrate
that built form that could e h on the site and where aviation matters
would only be mana standards in sub-chapter 6.7 (and CAR Part 77

obligations otherwis
does not render the

ers that the non-complying status of the proposal
irrelevant.

Panel findin

1002 apt district plan rule breaches have been accurately identified by

we have determined that the identified issues can be appropriately
by way of the proposed conditions and/or the attributes of the proposal, we
e st@ed this in that section. We consider that where the identified issues are
tely addressed, this results in the proposal being acceptable in terms of its
effects and consistent with the relevant district plan provisions. Where these are not,
we have commented on this in our Part E findings.

1003 Based on the information provided, we generally agree with the AEE’s conclusions
(informed by CCC’s assessment). We agree that the proposal is clearly contrary to the
relevant rural provisions given the proposed industrial development on rural-zoned
land. We also agree that urban development on this site is unanticipated by the district

229 Supplementary statement of evidence of Jeremy Phillips, 23 February 2026.
230 Sypplementary statement of evidence of Jeremy Phillips, 18 March 2026, paragraphs 18 to 26.
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plan and therefore contrary to Objective 3.3.7. As such, we agree that the proposal is
a non-complying activity.

For the remaining provisions, as set out in our effects assessment in Part E, we consider
that the adverse effects can be managed through the proposed conditions or the nature
of the proposal, including in relation to transport and airport related objectives and
policies that provide for the continued, safe and efficient operation of the airport and
aircraft (Objective 3.3.12(a) and 3.3.12(b)), Objective 7.6.2.1 and policies 6.7.2.1.2
and 6.7.2.1.3). We are satisfied that the consent conditions we have applied
satisfactorily enable any residual uncertainty over effects to be identified and resolved.

geoposal (as
of right
arious

Whilst we have chosen not to apply a permitted baseline approach to thi
set out in Part X), we accept Mr Phillips’ evidence that the CDP would ghable™8

large farm buildings and glasshouses on the subject site where the#&@peet the
applicable rules, such as the airport protection rules in section

We note Mr Kyle's assertion that the CDP provisions vkloped on the
assumption that development of this scale would occur i
did not substantiate his statement with reference to iy or from material
associated with the development of the relevant py4@si in dny case, clearly the
RUF Zone permits significant built outcomes as > i
out in our aircraft safety and airport operatj
and decision on the application is not de
our approach to aircraft safety effects i

in aircraft safety terms.

onfirm that our findings
ining this matter. Rather,

e of at the effects are ‘acceptable’

Conclusion regarding consiste ith the reqgighal and district planning framework

Given the current RUF zgnin
contrary to the directi

the proposed urban industrial activities are
th provisions of both the CRPS and the CDP, which
do not anticipate g s location. However, as set out in our effects
assessment in Pg fd ourpassessments on the regional and district planning
framework, wg d gfoposal, with its conditions, is generally consistent with
the more dgfa ic and/kffects-based provisions.
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1008 We note that while section 85(4) prevents the Panel from reaching a conclusion solely
on the basis of inconsistency with the CRPS and CDP urban growth provisions, any such
inconsistency remains relevant as part of the overall assessment of adverse impacts
under 85(3). In this regard we consider that the inconsistency we have identified above
with respect to the urban growth provisions in the CRPS and the CDP does not weigh
heavily against the project as an adverse impact because, as mentioned, the proposal,
inclusive of the proposed consent conditions as amended by the Panel, is generally
consistent with the more detailed topic and effects-based provisions.

Treaty settlements

1009 As noted in Part D sections 7 and 8 FTAA state:

7 Obligation relating to Treaty settlements and recognised ¢

(1) All persons performing and exercising functions, powers, a
act in a manner that is consistent with—

(a) the obligations arising under existing Treaty,
(b) customary rights recognised under—

(i) the Marine and Coastal
(ii) the Ng& Rohe Moana

(2)

(3

(1)

(2)
(a)

prévails over any inconsistent provision in a national policy statement, New
Zealand coastal policy statement, or national planning standard; and

in its entirety is deemed to be part of the Waikato regional policy statement; and
any regional plan or district plan that affects the Waikato River or the Waipa River

or activities within their catchments must give effect to Te Ture Whaimana.

(3) In this section, Te Ture Whaimana means the vision and strategy set out in—

(a) Schedule 2 of the Waikato-Tainui Raupatu Claims (Waikato River) Settlement Act
2010; and

(b) Schedule 1 of the Ngati Tuwharetoa, Raukawa, and Te Arawa River Iwi Waikato
River Act 2010; and

(c) Schedule 1 of the Nga Wai o Maniapoto (Waipa River) Act 2012.

1010 The Panel’s understanding of the relevant Settlement Acts (and associated Treaty
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settlement deeds) considered to be of relevance to the Application area has been
discussed above in Part D of this decision report. The Panel is satisfied that the Applicant
has considered the relevant Treaty settlements and iwi planning documents for the site.
Further, the Panel has considered the relevant Treaty settlements in our decision
making.

1011 As noted in Part B the Panel directed the EPA to seek comment from the Minister for
Maori Crown Relations: Te Arawhiti and the Minister for Maori Development under
section 72 FTAA. The Minister commented in support of the decision of the Expert Panel
and the conditions subject to that decision

PART I: PRINCIPAL ISSUES IN CONTENTION

1012 The principal issues in contention, together with cross-references tg dings

on these issues, are set out below:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)
(e)

(f)

()

(M

Effects on the safety, regularity and resilience of aviatj

Adequacy of information provid
above matters and whether a C
Part E);

Economic effects / b

Cts on Ryans Road and Grays Road and the surrounding road
state highway intersections in the vicinity of the Site (Findings

cts on land supply and consistency with the NPS-HPL (Findings in Part E);
Conditions of consent regarding aviation safety, aviation services provided by
Airways and the southern flight path used by the GHC heliport (Findings in Part
E and Part K); and

Conditions of consent regarding transport related matters (Findings in Part E).
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1014

1015

1016

1017

1018

1019

PART J: OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The following non-statutory documents are identified as being relevant:
(a) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013;

(b) Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy; and

(c) Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan.

These documents are discussed in the sections below.

Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013

An application for a resource consent must include an assessmen
any relevant provisions of a planning document recognised byfa relevan
and lodged with a local authority.?3!

lgainst
Authority

It is the Panel’s understanding that the following pl#
relevant iwi authorities has been lodged with the 4@ i Iwi Management
Plan 2013.

Appendix 32 of the AEE contains an asses
2013 (the IMP).?32 The IMP is the rele

ore, the site has been surveyed and potential native lizard habitat has been
, although no lizards have currently been observed on site (page 119).

The AEE assessed the Wai Maori (water) objectives which are concerned with
‘inappropriate land use’ and ‘managing effects’ and concluded that there is consistency
with the IMP on the basis that the development is not ‘inappropriate’ (as demonstrated
in the assessment of effects and supporting technical reports) and will be subject to
conditions and mitigation measures (including sediment and erosion control) to avoid
adverse effects on water quality (page 119).

231 Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h) and clause 5(2)(g).
232 AEE Appendix 32, pages 75 to 120.
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The AEE states that the proposed discharge of water to ground (from buildings and
hardstanding) will be generally consistent with the Wai Maori objectives, policies and
development guidelines of the Mahaanui IMP is considered that the potential effects of
the stormwater discharges on cultural values will be acceptable accounting for the
attributes of the proposal and the receiving environment (page 119).

The AEE concludes that, on the basis of the above, the proposal is considered to be
generally consistent with the IMP. The AEE also includes an evaluation of the proposal
in term of the Ngai Tahu subdivision and development guidelines which guide the
implementation of the IMP (contained in AEE Appendix 28).

Comments of parties

Te Ngai Taahuriri RUnanga

In its comment (dated 9 September 2025), Whitiora (on be ahuriri
RUnanga) confirmed that that the application site is not subj overlays,
the site does not contain values of high cultural significa thatpthe proposed
development does not involve any sensitive or compl an assessment
of issues related to tikanga is not required, proy ditidns outlined in the

comments are adhered to. 233

Whitiora also referred to Table 22: Asses
pages 60 and 61 of the AEE and
consultation between the applicant a
project description and conditions of

Whitiora expects that the la
practice and that this will ‘b€
following matters:

e best practice eN@#h ands€diment control during earthworks;

easu for dust management during earthworks;

an AQydentd

Riscovery Protocol during earthworks;

lemergkation of any ecological management plans for lizards and fish;
plementation of all landscape planting as proposed in the application; and
mplementation of best practice methods for stormwater management.
Te Taumutu Ruananga

Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd (MKT) on behalf of Te Taumutu Riinanga provided comments
on the proposal, including in relation to the application and policies of the IMP and
consent conditions. MKT note that retaining and naturalising the Ryan’s Road waterway
aligns with policy in the IMP and is captured by proposed consent Condition 5. In

233 Whitiora comments, dated 9™ September 2025, page 2.

234 Tbid.
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1031

1032

addition to the waterway, MKT advises that a key priority of tangata whenua is the
protection and restoration of native flora and fauna as expressed throughout the IMP.
They advise that an erosion and sediment control plan must be in place to ensure the
protection of water, soil and air from adverse earthworks effects, and that the methods
of stormwater discharge should be designed to protect the land/soil used as a receiving
environment, surface waters, and groundwater. MKT also refers to the Ngai Tahu
subdivision and development guidelines (found within the IMP) for low impact methods
of subdivision and development.

Advice is also provided on consent conditions.

Applicant’s response to comments

The Applicant did not expressly respond to Whitiora or MKT’'s comp
the Applicant’s Response. However, we note that the matter
and MKT have been addressed where necessary as part of
response to other comments.

Findings
We acknowledge Te Ngai Tuahuriri Rinanga’s

and kaitiakitanga over the Site. For compl
Te Taumutu Runanga’s comments which r

bxercise rangatiratanga
e have also considered

Based on the comments received anfl our asses t of effects earlier in Part E, we
find that the proposal (with its suite s)/s consistent with the IMP.

Canterbury Regional Langg egy 2012-2042

The AEE addresses the i Redional Land Transport Strategy (CRLTS) at [369
B2 strategy establishes the strategic direction for

land transport withfn
region’s transpg e rghes of land transport modes along with the planning,
¢ @ agement and enforcement methods that will be applied
pft of objectives. The AEE states at [370] that the proposed
ith this strategy, insofar that the safety and efficiency of the
e vicinity of the site will not be compromised by the proposal,
ite provides for accessibility by a variety of modes (including potential
ervices) and the site has good connectivity to the local and strategic

comments CRC identified the CRLTS but did not comment on whether the
Applation is consistent with this strategy (page 14). No further comments were
provided on the RLTS in the Applicant’s Response; however comments were provided
on transport matters.

Our findings in relation to transport effects are set out in Part E. Based on our
assessment we find that the safety and efficiency of the transport network in the vicinity
of the site will not be compromised by the proposal, noting the conditions we have
imposed and accordingly, the proposal is consistent with the CRLTS.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

The Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan (GCSP) is intended to help shape how Greater
Christchurch grows as its population reaches more than 700,000 over the next 30 years
and becomes home to possibly more than a million people in the decades that follow.
The Plan guides how best to accommodate new houses and businesses in a way that
enhances the environment, integrates with transport and other infrastructure provision,
builds greater community resilience against risks to natural hazards, and contributes to
a sustainable future for Greater Christchurch to meet the needs and aspirations of our
existing communities and future generations.

The AEE (and the Applicant’s Response) did not comment on whether the proposal is
consistent with the GCSP. In their comments at [290] CCC identified Qe GCSP

under the NPS-UD and that neither the policy or implementation
UD require or provide for consideration of an FDS in the conte S Onsent,
being a ‘planning decision’. CCC consider that the GCSP i that the
expert panel must have regard to under RMA s104(1)(c).
‘New / expanded industrial area’ is identified on Map
2 on page 37 of the GCSP defined the term ‘broad’,

location and scale of development.

We referred to the GCSP in our NPS-UD
the area described by CCC on Map
identified for new urban-scale ind
Accordingly, we find that the propgsal i istent with the GCSP’s broad locations
of housing and business deve i We consider that the inconsistency we
have identified does not 4"y ily against the project as an adverse impact

area unanticipated fo

PART K: CO S

Sedygprl 83 must be complied with and provides:

83 Conditions must be no more onerous than necessary

When exercising a discretion to set a condition under this Act, the panel must not set a
condition that is more onerous than necessary to address the reason for which it is set
in accordance with the provision of this Act that confers the discretion.
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203
1038 How the Panel has complied with this section is discussed below in relation to the
conditions that have been set.

FTAA requirements for conditions
Resource consent

1039 For a resource consent the following clauses of Schedule 5 apply:

18 Conditions on resource consent

When setting conditions on a consent, the provisions of Parts 6, 9, and 10 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 that are relevant to setting conditions on a resource consent apply
to the panel, subject to all necessary modifications, including the follg

(a) a reference to a consent authority must be read as a refe
(b) a reference to services or works must be read as a refj
are the subject of the consent application.

1040 In relation to the resource consents granted under the
220 provide the statutory authority for conditions on

consents.

Wildlife approval

1041 For the grant of a wildlife approval the se Schgllule 7 FTAA applies. This
enables us to impose conditions necegfsary to ma the effects of the activity on
protected wildlife. Clause 6 provides:

6 Conditions

(1) conditions on a wildlife approval that the panel considers
effects of the activity on protected wildlife.
2) ition under subclause (1), the panel must—

consjfler whether the condition would avoid, minimise, or remedy any
impacts on protected wildlife that is to be covered by the approval; and
here more than minor residual impacts on protected wildlife cannot be
avoided, minimised, or remedied, ensure that they are offset or
compensated for where possible and appropriate; and

(c) take into account, as the case may be, the New Zealand Threat
Classification System or any relevant international conservation agreement
that may apply in respect of the protected wildlife that is to be covered by
the approval.

1042 We record that s 82 FTAA requires us to consider whether any Treaty settlement
legislation, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011, or the Nga Rohe
Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019 is relevant to the approvals sought. None of
those statutory provisions are engaged in this case.



1043 Generally speaking, a resource consent condition must:?23>
(a) be for a resource management purpose, not an ulterior one;

(b) fairly and reasonably relate to the development authorised by the resource
consent or designation; and

(©) not be so unreasonable that a reasonable planning authority, duly appreciating
its statutory duties could not have approved it.

1044 The underlying purpose of the conditions of a resource consent is to manage
environmental effects by setting outcomes, requirements or limits to th ivity, and
how they are to be achieved.?3¢

1045 Conditions must also be certain and enforceable.?¥”

1046 A condition must also not delegate the making of any ¢ r arbitrary
decision to any person, but may authorise a person to cerfi gion of consent
has been met or complied with or otherwise settle g8
authorisation is subject to the following:

(@) The basis for any exercise of a power
the parameters for certification exp
(b)  This power of certification d
sufferance or departure from
authorised under the Ac
1047
1048 ined that approval for the Application should be granted subject

in Appendix 1 (District Council conditions of consent), Appendix 2

235 Newbury District Council v Secretary of State for the Environment [1980] 1 All ER 731 (HL), at 739.
238Summerset Village (Lower Hutt) Ltd v Hutt City Council [2020] NZEnvC 31 at [156].

237 Bjtumix Ltd v Mt Wellington Borough Council [1979] 2 NZLR 57.

238 Turner v Allison (1970) 4 NZTPA 104.
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1049 Itis recorded that the purpose of the conditions is to manage the environmental effects
of the Project by setting outcomes, requirements and limits for the activity, and how
those are to be achieved, while enabling the development to proceed as contemplated
by the Application.?3°

1050 The Application included a comprehensive set of draft conditions that were intended to
replicate the Industrial General Zone rules and District Plan General rules (e.g. noise
and lighting) and produce a development that is consistent with other comparable
industrial land use areas in the city. The conditions were subsequently refined through
the s 53 comment process and discussions between the Applicant and the relevant
regulatory authorities.

1051 The conditions of consent have been progressively amended by

requirements which address matters raised by CIAL and At
that those parties do not support the granting of the ¢
aeronautical safeguarding study.

1052 In response to our invitation to comment
considerable additional material from the
management of aircraft safety and maintai
operated by Airways, CIAL including t CH R

the Applicant regarding
of existing airport facilities

1053 We have based our conditions on th
Minute 13 response, taking i
included in the panel’s draf

ntset provided by the Applicant in its
count_the gkction 70 comments on the conditions

1054 Our acceptance of the i s been discussed throughout our effects assessment
at Part E, as have t at we have made. Those amendments generally
seek to improve

1055 ccepigdd most of the changes made to conditions by the Councils and the
ir s 70 comments with some exceptions. We have not accepted the
‘s conditions relating to the Pound Road / Ryans Road intersection upgrades
for the gfason explained in Part E, Transportation. We have also made several changes
to and use and subdivision consent conditions regarding management of potential
adverse effects of the proposal on air safety and continued operation of CNS facilities,
airport operations and GCH heliport. The reasons for these changes are explained in
Part E, Aircraft Safety and Airport Operations.

239 Summerset Village (Lower Hutt) Ltd v Hutt City Council [2020] NZEnvC 31 at [156].
240 Material received in response to our s70 FTAA invitation is discussed at Part B, Procedure.
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In finalising the conditions we have:

(a) Tested the proposed conditions against the statutory requirements of the FTAA
and the RMA;

(b) Considered the evidence and submissions received on the Application; and

(o) Ensured that the conditions are no more onerous than necessary, consistent
with s 83 FTAA.

We record we have taken account of the comments from Whitiora that the Project be
undertaken in accordance with best practice, enforced through condition

The conditions associated with the Wildlife Permit have been large
and are otherwise consistent with comments provided by DOC.
modification of those conditions.

Covenants pursuant to s109 of the RMA

Covenants which have to be registered on each ti and Transfer Act 2017

have been included in the District Council land

ongoing basis.

Consent notices pursuant to,

ents to achieve greater clarity and more certainty that
d obligations relating to air safety and airport operations will be

shared funding agreement with CCC for the upgrade of the Ryans Road / Pound Road
intersection. However, the condition does not specify that outcome.

Duration

The Applicant has proposed durations for the various approvals. We are satisfied that
the proposed durations are appropriate and therefore adopt the following durations:

(a) CCC land use consent: in perpetuity;
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(b) CCC subdivision consent: in perpetuity;

(c) CRC land use consent for earthworks: 5 years;

(d) CRC water permit: 5 years;

(e) CRC discharge permit (Construction Phase): 5 years;

(f)  CRC discharge permit (Operational Phase: Roads, Berms and Footpaths): 35
years;

(g) CRC discharge permit (Operational Phase: Individual Lots: Roofs, I rvious
Surfaces and Hardstand Areas): 35 years; and

(h)  Wildlife permit: 10 years

Conclusion regarding conditions

1063 Our reason for accepting or amending conditions are g#0
and not repeated here. We confirm our finding
appropriate to meet the requirements of the
implementation of the consent will ensure t
scope of the effects we have found to be

1064 To the extent the final set contains ffinor errors,
section 89 of the FTAA to make mino S.

Panel notes it has powers under

PART L: RMA 1991

1065

1066

plied to the various matters it must take into account when
application. The greatest weight must be given to the purpose of
t, if the Application achieves that purpose, that matter will be
en in the face of Panel findings as to adverse impacts (assuming they
ufficiently significant as to warrant a decline under section 85 FTAA) or

to the purpose of the FTAA.

1067 The Applicant addressed Part 2 of the RMA in the AEE concluding (in summary) at [388]-
[394] that:

e The proposal provides for the use and development of the site in a way that
enables the applicant and future owners and occupiers to provide for their
wellbeing, without detracting from the wellbeing of the wider community or
detracting from the matters listed in s5(2)(a) - (c).



e The proposal does not offend any of the matters of national importance at section
6 RMA.

e The proposal is consistent with the other matters in section 7. Of particular
relevance to the Application, the proposal:

o Has had particular regard to kaitiakitanga and the ethic of stewardship as
demonstrated through consultation with rinanga and the corresponding
assessment of cultural effects;

o Represents an efficient use and development of (finite) natural and
physical resources, namely the land resource, accouph for the
assessment of economic costs and benefits;

o Supports the maintenance and enhancement of
quality of the environment, as demonstrateg/i S ents of

o Has had particular regard to, and
ecosystems per the ecological assesg

o Has had particular regard to t
effects of climate change an
development of renewa
gas emissions assessmnt.

Panel finding

1068 As a result of the conclusigns e effects of the proposal at Part E and in the
visions and consent conditions, the Panel finds that

2.
1069 is subject to the purpose of the FTAA, contained in section 3,
e delivery of infrastructure and development projects with
1070 r in this Decision, the Panel accepts that the Project will deliver

ent with sufficiently significant regional benefit. The Project will therefore
meet thg purpose of the FTAA.

PART N: OVERALL ASSESSMENT

1071 As noted in Part C, the Panel may decline an approval if, in complying with section
81(2), the panel forms the view that:

(a) there are 1 or more adverse impacts in relation to the approval sought; and
(b) those adverse impacts are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the project’s
regional or national benefits that the panel has considered under section 81(4), even after

taking into account—

(i) any conditions that the panel may set in relation to those adverse impacts, and
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(ii) any conditions or modifications that the applicant may agree to or propose to
avoid, remedy, mitigate, offset, or compensate for those adverse impacts.?*

(4) To avoid doubt, a panel may not form the view that an adverse impact meets the
threshold in subsection (3)(b) solely on the basis that the adverse impact is inconsistent
with or contrary to a provision of a specified Act or any other document that a panel must
take into account or otherwise consider in complying with section 81(2).

1072 This test is different from the test developed over the years under the RMA which
culminated in the decision of Environmental Defence Society v The New Zealand King
Salmon Company Limited & Ors (King Salmon)?*?>. The King Salmon case was clear -
the approach by the Courts and local authorities of adopting an overall judgement
approach to environmental decision making under the RMA was incorrect

hch to
pnal or

1073 In contrast the FTAA clearly envisages an overall judgment or ba
decision making. The Panel must weigh the adverse impacts
national benefits of the Project.

ing app

1074 Taking into account the principal issues of contention at Part
adverse effects (Part E), regional benefits (Part F), tjp€ st
the regional and district planning framework (Part

for the approvals sought to be declined.

PART O: FINAL DECISION
1075 The Panel has considered the supporting information as well as the
comments received on it an itions, as well as the further information
provided as a result of com from other participants, and various other

response to requests hformation, and the subsequent refinement of the
Application. We tha

1076 isfig® that the matters set out in section 81 of the FTAA have

owing the activity as set out above. The Panel has also had regard
nning documents.

| determines to grant the approvals sought subject to the conditions in
1 (District Council conditions of consent), Appendix 2 (Regional Council

241 Section 82 FTAA.
242 [2014] NZSC 38.
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1078 As required by section 99 of the FTAA the persons listed in that section are entitled to
appeal and must commence any appeals within the 20-working day period from the day
this Decision is published under section 88(3).

Chris Fowler
(Chair)

Mich#él Parsonson
(Member)

Andrew Willis
(Member)
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APPENDIX 1: DISTRICT COUNCIL CONDITIONS OF CONSENT

%
&



APPENDIX 2: REGIONAL COUNCIL CONDITIONS OF CONSENT
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APPENDIX 3: WILDLIFE ACT APPROVAL CONDITIONS
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