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28 November 2025 

MEMORANDUM  

TO: Jo Appleyard and Meg Davidson, Anderson Lloyd  

FROM: Jeremy Phillips, Director and Senior Planner 

PROJECT REF: Carter Group / Ryans Road Industrial Development  

 
FTAA-2504-1054: RYANS ROAD INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT  

APPLICANT SECTION 55 RESPONSE - PLANNING  

INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience  

1. My name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a director and senior planner at Novo Group, 

a specialist planning, traffic, and landscape and urban design consultancy based in 

Christchurch, Wanaka, and Timaru. 

2. I have 23 years of experience as a resource management planner, working within and for 

territorial authorities, as a consultant and as an independent Hearings Commissioner.  I 

have particular experience in urban land use development planning in Greater 

Christchurch, predominantly as a consultant to property owners, investors and developers.  

3. I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science from the University of Canterbury and a 

Master of Science with Honours in Resource Management from Lincoln University, the 

latter attained in 2001.  I am an intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, 

a member of the Resource Management Law Association and a member of the Institute of 

Directors.  I have held accreditation as a Hearings Commissioner under the Ministry for the 

Environment’s Making Good Decisions programme since January 2010 and have held 

endorsement as a Chair since January 2013. 

4. I have extensive experience with industrial land use developments, including rezoning and 

the development consenting of greenfield and brownfield sites.   

5. Although this is not an Environment Court proceeding, I confirm that have read the 

Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it. I confirm that the opinions expressed 

in this statement are within my area of expertise except where I state that I have relied on 

the evidence of other persons. I have not omitted to consider materials or facts known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions I have expressed. 
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Scope of Comments 

6. I have been asked by Carter Group Limited (CGL) to provide a response to matters 

contained in written comments on the Ryans Road Industrial Development application from 

persons invited by the Panel to comment under section 53 of the Act. In particular, I 

address: 

i. Aviation safety matters: comments by Airways Corporation of New Zealand (Airways) 

and Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL); 

ii. Economic costs and benefits: comments by Christchurch City Council (CCC); and, 

iii. The NPS-UD and NPS-HPL: comments by CCC.   

7. My response to these matters accounts for the following documents and reports, appended 

to and listed in Attachment 1 of the s55 response memorandum of counsel filed on behalf 

of the applicant with the panel.  Documents of particular relevance to my response include: 

i. Appendix 1: Memorandum prepared by Ms Clare Dale (Novo Group). 

ii. Appendix 3: Applicant proposed CCC/ DOC Conditions   

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

Approval  

iv. Appendix 9: PDP, Stormwater Memo Response   

v. Appendix 11: PDP, Bird Strike Memo Response   

vi. Appendix 12: PDP, Draft Wildlife Hazard Management Plan   

vii. Appendix 17: L+R Airport Consulting, Christchurch International Airport Safeguarding 

Assessment 

viii. Appendix 18: Cyrrus Limited, Technical Safeguarding Assessment of Air Navigation 

Equipment, Ryans Road Industrial Development, Christchurch.   

ix. Appendix 19: Navigatus Consulting, Ryans Road Industrial Development Aviation 

Safeguarding Assessment.   

x. Appendix 20: Market Economics Limited, Reply to CCC Comments on Economic 

Matters.  

8. As noted in Ms Dale’s memorandum, the planning response to s53 comments on behalf of 

CGL has been divided and I do not address other relevant matters covered by Ms Dale.  

However, where relevant I refer to Ms Dale’s memorandum – particularly in regards 

birdstrike matters that are addressed in more detail by Ms Dale.   

9. As noted by Ms Dale, the Applicant’s updated and amended consent conditions and 

drawings are attached to the CGL response in Appendices 3, 4 and 5.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Aviation safety matters 

10. The proposal has been subject to comprehensive assessment regarding aviation safety, 

with particular attention to concerns raised by Airways and CIAL. The proposal fully 

complies with all relevant District Plan provisions (including airport protection surfaces) and 

will comply with Civil Aviation Rule Part 77 notification requirements. In response to 

stakeholder feedback, the applicant commissioned independent safeguarding studies from 

Cyrrus (UK), Navigatus (NZ), and L+R Airport Consulting (Australia), all of which concluded 

that the development will have minor and acceptable impacts on the aviation safety matters 

they assessed, provided that building heights, locations, and orientations adhere to 

modelled or recommended parameters. Site-specific controls and covenants are proposed 

to ensure ongoing compliance with these parameters, and robust consent conditions have 

been adopted to address navigation aids, radar, lighting, construction risks, and bird strike 

management. 

11. CIAL’s additional concerns—including helicopter flight paths, emergency landing areas, 

construction-phase hazards, and future changes to ICAO obstacle limitation surfaces—

have been addressed through updated management plans, technical assessments, and 

strengthened consent conditions. The applicant has removed stormwater basins, revised 

landscaping to minimise bird attractancy, and enhanced construction and wildlife hazard 

management plans in consultation with ecological experts.  The changes requested by 

CIAL in section 5 of its comments and the responses by the applicant that largely adopt 

these requests are summarised in Attachment 1 to this memorandum.   

12. Overall, the technical evidence and proposed conditions underscore a conclusion that the 

development will not result in significant adverse effects on aviation safety, and all identified 

risks are appropriately managed to an acceptable level. No aviation safety impacts reach 

the threshold of a “sufficiently significant adverse impact” such that they need to be taken 

into account in terms of an assessment under s85 of the FTAA2024. 

Economic costs and benefits 

13. Greg Akehurst of Market Economics Ltd has provided further expert economic advice 

addressing Christchurch City Council’s comments (and its economic peer review) on the 

application. While the Council acknowledges the project will deliver significant regional 

economic benefits by increasing industrial land supply, it notes some uncertainty around 

the scale of benefits and alignment of lot sizes with market needs. Mr Akehurst’s updated 

assessment critiques Council’s demand projections, confirms a critical shortfall of freehold 

industrial land near Christchurch Airport, and includes a cost–benefit analysis concluding 

that economic and employment gains far outweigh minor rural land loss. With infrastructure 

costs fully funded by the developer and no significant adverse effects identified, no changes 

to the proposal or additional assessment are considered necessary. 
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The NPS-UD and NPS-HPL 

14. The Council and applicant differ on aspects of assessing the National Policy Statement on 

Urban Development (NPS-UD), but both agree the proposal is generally consistent with its 

intent. The Council acknowledges the development will form part of the urban environment 

and has a design suited to its purpose, with no significant issues requiring further 

evaluation.  

15. Regarding the National Policy Statement on Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL), while the 

parties disagree on its applicability, the Council concludes that if it applies, the proposal 

meets the exemption pathway under Clause 3.10. Expert 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.  

16. No further assessment of either NPS is considered necessary. 
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AVIATION SAFETY MATTERS 

17. A number of specific aviation safety matters were raised in comments by Airways 

Corporation of New Zealand (Airways) and Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL).   

18. Prior to addressing those comments, I draw attention to the fact that the proposal will fully 

comply with all of the District Plan provisions that relate to aviation matters, including the 

REPA and other protection surfaces relating to the airport, heliport, and navigation aids.  

The proposed built development is also clear of the CIAL designation A1 for airport 

purposes and designation A2 and B for ‘restricting land and associated airspace for the 

purposes of a Runway End Protection Area (REPA) and for the safe and efficient 

functioning of the Airport’ (my emphasis).  The applicant also proposes to comply with 

Civil Aviation Rule Part 77 notification requirements to the CAA and the amended 

conditions (Appendix 3) include advisory notes and volunteered covenants on titles drawing 

attention to Part 77 obligations.    

19. To the extent that additional protections are sought beyond those mandated in the District 

Plan or Civil Aviation Act 2023, I note that CIAL and Airways are both requiring authorities 

under the Resource Management Act 1991 and have/had the ability to pursue notices of 

requirement over land that is relevant to their project or works and associated interests.   

20. Notwithstanding the above, the applicant has considered and assessed the comments 

received on all aviation related matters raised (irrespective of their regulatory protection), 

to ensure they are appropriately addressed.  Highly specialised and technical assessments 

have been sought from aviation safety experts in New Zealand, Australia, and the United 

Kingdom, including Cyrrus and Navigatus who were recommended by Airways.   Their 

advice which is summarised below concludes that the proposed development will be 

acceptable in terms of aviation safety considerations and will not have any significant 

impacts in this regard.   

21. The specific issues raised in the comments by Airways and CIAL are addressed in turn 

below. 

Comments by Airways 

Summary of comments received and requested relief  

22. Comments on the application from Airways record that it is the airspace manager providing 

Air Traffic Control services to all aircraft throughout New Zealand and adjacent international 

oceanic airspace.  In that context, Airways commented that its principal concerns ‘relate to 

the impact of the development on the provision of navigational and surveillance equipment 

and services used by aircraft to navigate and be tracked by Radar through the region’ 

23. The navigation and surveillance systems of concern to Airways are recorded in their 

comments as: 

i. Doppler VHF Omnidirectional Range (DVOR) – used by aircraft to navigate through 

the wider region and for instrument approaches to Christchurch Airport. 
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ii. Instrument Landing System (ILS) – used to precisely guide aircraft onto the runway 

during the final stage of approach and landing. 

iii. Primary and Secondary Surveillance Radar (PSR/SSR) – used to accurately locate 

and identify aircraft within the wider region. 

24. Airways’ comments on the application requested that the Panel ‘decline the Application due 

to the actual and potential risks to aviation safety that have not been adequately assessed 

or addressed by the Application’.  However, in the alternative, Airways requested an 

aeronautical safeguarding study to properly assess the risk to aviation safety of the 

proposed development and specifically examine the effects of the development on 

navigational and surveillance equipment and services.  Airways further sought that: 

i. the results of the aeronautical study are made public and supplied to any prospective 

lot buyers of the development in perpetuity; and 

ii. having regard to the findings of the study, appropriate covenants (conditions) are put 

in place to prevent future buyers from impinging on aviation services. This will include 

(but is not limited to) the number of buildings, building construction type, height 

limitations, crane use, glint and glare assessments, power cable layout and 

Electromagnetic Interference (EMI) assessment for RF-emitting equipment. 

Applicant’s Engagement with Airways 

25. The applicant and its consultants commenced engagement with Airways regarding 

navigation and surveillance aids at Christchurch aerodrome in January 2025, with further 

correspondence occurring through August and September 2025, prior to Airways 

submitting its formal comments on 12 September 2025.  

26. Notably, in response to the applicant seeking Airways guidance on suitably qualified and 

experienced professionals that could prepare an aeronautical safeguarding study, Airways 

advised the applicant on 12 September 2025 that ‘In the recent past Airways has worked 

with Cyrrus (UK aeronautical consultancy) to conduct safeguarding studies for 

developments impinging on aviation facilities’.  Airways also advised the applicant on 23 

September 2025 that the New Zealand based consultancy Navigatus ‘has been used for 

safety cases in the past, although any organisation with the capability to complete 

safeguarding should be fine’.  Airways also noted on 23 September 2025 that a 

safeguarding study, once complete, would normally be reviewed by Airways and its 

engineers in order to inform its final position on a proposal.   

27. The applicant subsequently engaged the UK-based consultancy Cyrrus Limited (Cyrrus) to 

undertake a safeguarding study and Navigatus Consulting Limited (Navigatus) to provide 

New Zealand based direction to Cyrrus and otherwise more broadly review aviation safety 

matters at Christchurch aerodrome alongside the assessment originally submitted with the 

application by the Australia-based L+R Airport Consulting (L+R).   

28. Correspondence with Airways was ongoing through the course of these assessments until 

12 November 2025, primarily in order to obtain technical information on navigational and 

surveillance equipment and services that would relevantly inform the safeguarding study 

and assessments by Cyrrus and Navigatus.   
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29. Final reports were issued to the applicant by Cyrrus on 18 November 2025, by Navigatus 

on 28 November 2025 and by L+R Consulting on 28 November 2025.   

Aeronautical Safeguarding Study Findings (Cyrrus Report) 

30. Cyrrus undertook a technical safeguarding assessment of the potential impacts of the 

proposed Ryans Road industrial development on air navigation equipment located at 

Christchurch aerodrome.  Their final report Technical Safeguarding Assessment of Air 

Navigation Equipment, Ryans Road Industrial Development, Christchurch was issued on 

18 November 2025 (the Cyrrus Report). 

31. The Cyrrus Report states that objective of the assessment is to evaluate and ensure that 

the proposed Ryans Road Industrial Development will not adversely affect the safe 

operation of air navigation equipment supporting operations at Christchurch aerodrome 

and supporting Airways New Zealand’s nationwide service. 

32. The methodology for the assessment is detailed in the report, but in summary, a staged, 

model-based analysis was undertaken to identify and quantify potential impacts from the 

development on navigation and radar systems, and where appropriate, indicate mitigations 

to ensure compliance with international standards and to support continued aviation safety. 

33. Paragraph 2.2.1 of the Cyrrus Report details the parameters of the proposed development 

upon which the assessment is based, as follows: 

i. Drawing 2024_052_Carter Group_104 Ryans Road Building Height Map_E 1.dwg; 

ii. Drawing 1252 Scheme Plan WGS84 251006 Out.dwg; and 

iii. Drawing 2024_051 Carter Group 104 Ryans Road - Building Heights D (noting version 

‘D’ superseded the version ‘C’ document originally supplied and initially modelled, in 

order to adopt the recommended rotation of buildings on sites 121 and 122 

counterclockwise by 2° in response to the initial modelling results). 

34. The executive summary of the Cyrrus Report describes the main findings of its assessment 

of effects on each of the specific air navigation facilities at Christchurch aerodrome.  It 

concluded that those effects will be minor (at most) and acceptable in terms of relevant 

guidelines for safety and flyability.  The executive summary also concludes that overall, the 

technical safeguarding assessment and modelling:  

i. Confirms that the effects on air navigation equipment from development of the Ryans 

Road land are manageable to an acceptable standard.  

ii. Has modelled a worse-case scenario. The actual effects are expected to be less than 

those predicted by the worst-case model. 

iii. 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 
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(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 

(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.    

Aviation Safeguarding Assessment Findings (Navigatus Report) 

37. As relevant to Airways’ concerns regarding effects on navigational and surveillance 

equipment and services, Navigatus were engaged to provide New Zealand based aviation 

advice on and expert review of the Cyrrus (UK) Report in the form of an Aviation 

Safeguarding Assessment.    

38. In regards Airways’ comments on air navigation equipment located at Christchurch 

aerodrome, Navigatus adopted the assessment and conclusions by Cyrrus, noting that the 

Cyrrus safeguarding assessment applied internationally accepted processes 

(methodology).   

39. In section 11.7 of its report, Navigatus concluded:  

‘The analysis by Cyrrus has confirmed that the effects of a worse-case scenario 

development proposal on ANE are manageable to an acceptable standard, provided that 

development is of no greater height or width than the modelled parameters of the 

development and that some key relative angles of building surfaces are maintained as 

modelled.  

Navigatus otherwise concludes that credible and practical options for post-build mitigation 

also exist. In particular, for a radar system impact Airways would have scope to ‘code 

remove’ any offending building(s)’. 

Christchurch International Airport Safeguarding Assessment Findings (L+R Report) 

40. L+R’s updated safeguarding assessment dated 28 November 2025 accounts for and 

accepts the specialist Technical Safeguarding Assessment of Air Navigation Equipment, 

by Cyrrus Limited of the UK.  L+R conclude that based on this assessment and the adoption 

of the recommendations in that assessment, ‘the proposal appropriately safeguards the 

safety, efficiency and regularity of CIA operations’ and any adverse impacts on airport 

safeguarding matters, ‘will be adequately managed to an acceptable level through the 

mitigating measures proposed’.  
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Summary 

41. In summary, Airways’ comments on the application sought that should the Panel be minded 

to approve the application:  

i. An aeronautical safeguarding study be prepared by a suitably qualified and 

experienced professional; and  

ii. The findings of that study be implemented and adhered to, in order to avoid effects on 

navigational and surveillance equipment and services.   

42. In response, the applicant has: 

i. Commissioned an aeronautical safeguarding study, from Cyrrus, a UK based specialist 

recommended by Airways, that is suitably qualified and experienced to evaluate the 

effects of the proposal on the safe operation of air navigation equipment supporting 

operations at Christchurch aerodrome and supporting Airways New Zealand’s 

nationwide service. 

ii. Commissioned Navigatus, a New Zealand based specialist recommended by Airways, 

who has reviewed and endorsed the findings of the Cyrrus safeguarding study, noting 

that it applies internationally accepted methodology.  

iii. Commissioned further assessment by L+R Airport Consulting Limited who have also 

accepted the findings of the Cyrrus technical assessment.  

iv. Adopted the recommendations of Cyrrus (as endorsed by Navigatus and L+R), to 

confine buildings to the scale and form modelled as having acceptable effects on air 

navigation equipment, or to undertake re-modelling and assessment to confirm 

alternative development otherwise has acceptable effects on air navigation equipment. 

43. Consent conditions proposed to implement the adopted controls on building scale and 

form, in accordance with the Cyrrus assessment and conclusions are detailed in Appendix 

3.  However, for ease of reference those conditions state:  

6. Lot Specific Building Controls 

a. Lots 121 and 122 (Air navigation equipment mitigation):  

i. The west and north facing facades of any buildings on Lot 121 and 122 shall have the 

same orientation detailed on the DCM Urban drawing titled ‘2024_051 Carter Group 104 

Ryans Road - Building Heights D’ page [xxx] of the Approved Capture Land Development 

Scheme Plans. 

ii. Where any building or buildings are proposed that do not comply with the parameters in 

clause (i) of this condition, such buildings may only be constructed if a technical 

safeguarding assessment, undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced professional, 

confirms that the effects on air navigation equipment will be of an acceptable standard, 

having regard to the findings of the Cyrrus Limited report titled ‘Technical Safeguarding 

Assessment of Air Navigation Equipment, Ryans Road Industrial Development, 

Christchurch’ dated 18 November 2025. 
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…d. Lot 58 (Air navigation equipment mitigation): 

i.  Activities and buildings shall be limited to  buildings of 3.5m or 4.5m maximum height in 

accordance with the DCM Urban drawing titled Indicative Building Footprint Plan no: 

2024_052/001 revision: D.        

e. Lots 59 and 60 (Air navigation equipment mitigation and no build zone):  

i. i. There shall be no buildings on Lots 59 and 60 in accordance with the DCM Urban 

drawing titled ‘Indicative Building Footprint Plan no: 2024_052/001 revision: D’ and Capture 

drawing RCPG123. 

Advice note: On-going compliance with this condition shall be ensured by way of a covenant 

pursuant to section 1082(d) of the RMA registered against the Computer Freehold Register 

to issue for each lot (as detailed below) of the subdivision. 

7. Building height 

…Building height – general envelope 

B. Airport protection surfaces (primary control) 

a. No building, structure, vegetation or utility (including any part thereof) shall penetrate the 

airport protection surfaces shown on the Capture drawings RC PG120, RC PG121, RC 

PG122, RC PG123, and RC PG125.  

b. No buildings shall exceed the maximum heights and maximum widths shown on the 

drawing titled ‘2024_051 Carter Group 104 Ryans Road - Building Heights D’ page xx of the 

Approved Plans’ 

c. Where any building or buildings are proposed that do not comply with the parameters in 

clause (7Bb) of this condition, such buildings may only be constructed if a technical 

safeguarding assessment, undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced professional, 

confirms that the effects on air navigation equipment will be of an acceptable standard, 

having regard to the findings of the Cyrrus Limited report titled ‘Technical Safeguarding 

Assessment of Air Navigation Equipment, Ryans Road Industrial Development, 

Christchurch’ dated 18 November 2025. 

… 

E. Ongoing notice on titles (covenant) 

Ongoing compliance with condition 7 shall be ensured by way of a covenant pursuant to 

section 1082(d) of the RMA being registered against the Computer Freehold Register to 

issue for each lot (as detailed below) of the subdivision. 

44. Accounting for the expert analysis of Cyruss, Navigatus and L+R Airport Consulting and 

the adoption of the conditions above, it is concluded that the application will have minor 

(at most) and acceptable impacts on navigation and surveillance aids at Christchurch 

aerodrome.  Taking into account these conditions, these impacts will not be of a significant 

magnitude.   
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Comments by Christchurch International Airport Limited 

45. The comments on the application by CIAL canvassed a number of topics relating to the 

safe and unimpeded operation of the Christchurch aerodrome.  Section 5 of CIAL’s 

comments requested changes to the proposal to mitigate effects on CIAL and  Attachment 

1 to this memorandum provides a consolidated summary of how (and by who) these 

changes have been addressed.   Appendix A to CIAL’s comments also requested changes 

to conditions and these have been generally adopted, as described in further detail below.   

46. The issues raised in CIAL’s comments are addressed in further detail in the Safeguarding 

Assessment by L+R, which also references the technical assessments by Cyrrus, 

Navigatus and PDP (the latter in terms of bird strike matters).  The L+R assessment notes 

that they have ‘specifically considered the comments received on the application from 

Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) and Airways’ and that ‘the additional 

assessment undertaken and modifications to the application on specific matters as noted 

below addresses the concerns of CIAL and Airways’.   

47. Having addressed each of the potential aviation safety issues, L+R concludes that ‘the 

proposal appropriately safeguards the safety, efficiency and regularity of CIA operations. 

In our opinion, adverse impacts of the development on airport safeguarding matters, will 

be adequately managed to an acceptable level through the mitigating measures proposed’.  

48. Whilst the reader is referred to the expert assessment of L+R (and those by Cyrrus, 

Navigatus and PDP), each of the key issues raised by CIAL and the applicant’s response 

to these is summarised below. 

Navigation and Surveillance Systems  

DVOR, ILS and Radar  

49. CIAL’s comments on navigation and surveillance systems related to the same DVOR, ILS 

and radar systems addressed in more specific comments by Airways.  Such matters have 

been addressed above (in response to the comments by Airways) and by proposed 

conditions of consent requiring development in accordance with the Cyrrus, Navigatus and 

L+R expert assessments.  Accordingly, any impacts on these matters will be minor (at 

most) and acceptable and not otherwise of a significant magnitude.   

CO2/20 Approach Lighting  

50. CIAL’s comments requested specific relief (as detailed in section 4.6 of its comments) in 

the event of approval of the application to ensure no effect on the safe operation of the 

CO2 / 20 Approach Lighting system.  Section 4.6 of CIAL’s comments recorded that 

‘Without prejudice to its position in opposition to the Application, CIAL is supportive of the 

proposed conditions insofar as they relate to requiring all development and construction to 

comply with the permitted Airport specific lighting rules’. 

51. The specific relief sought by CIAL, as detailed in section 4.6 of their comments, entailed: 

i. Amendments to land use condition 9 (glare), as proposed by CIAL in Appendix A of its 

comments.   
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• These amendments have been adopted by the applicant – see condition 9, 

Appendix 3.   

ii. Amendments to land use condition 11 (light spill), as proposed by CIAL in Appendix A 

of its comments.   

• These amendments have been adopted by the applicant – see (renumbered) 

condition 11, Appendix 3.   

iii. Amendments to land use condition 12 (lighting within 500m runway threshold) to 

explicitly impose the relevant permitted activity standards in the CDP and specify that 

the condition should apply to future development and construction of future proposed 

lots.   

• These amendments have been adopted by the applicant – see (renumbered) 

condition 12, Appendix 3.   

iv. Amendments to subdivision condition 85 (construction stage lighting), as proposed by 

CIAL in Appendix A of its comments. In addition, to avoid any potential effects from 

construction lighting related to future industrial (land use) development on the Airport, 

CIAL requests that a similar land use condition should be included in the Application. 

(a) These amendments have been adopted by the applicant – see (renumbered) 

subdivision condition 84 and new land use condition 10, Appendix 3.   

Visibility 

52. CIAL’s comments sought that the Safeguarding Assessment account for the management 

of construction dust, objects and debris during construction, in order to avoid effects on 

aircraft safety.   

53. This has been addressed in the updated assessment by L+R which notes that such 

hazards can and will be managed appropriately through relevant management plans.  

Specifically, the Construction Management Plans, and associated Earthworks 

Management Plans and Wildlife Hazard Management Plans, for the subdivision 

construction and future building works will need to address these hazards.  

54. The Construction Management Plan in Appendix 8 has been updated and specifically 

addresses dust, waste and debris management to ensure such material is contained and 

confined to the site.   

55. Amendments to subdivision condition 26 (in conjunction with subdivision conditions 19-28 

and 36 and land use conditions 3 and 4), have been proposed by the applicant to specify 

a number of controls in regards dust, stockpile, waste and debris management, in order to 

prevent windblown hazards or impairment of pilot vision or air traffic control.  See Appendix 

3.   

56. In addition to the obligations imposed by the Construction Management Plan and any 

conditions of resource consent, the Civil Aviation Rules (CAR) Part 77 also impose 

obligations on the developer of the site and future buildings. As noted by Navigatus, any 



 
 

 

 
n o v o g r o u p . c o . n z  

 

 

activity (including construction activity) with the potential to affect navigable airspace must 

be notified to the CAA and the Director of Civil Aviation will then determine whether any 

object or efflux constitutes a hazard and, if so, sets requirements (known as a 

‘determination’) to mitigate risk.    

57. To ensure the CAR Part 77 obligations are adhered to, the applicant volunteers the 

following advice note and the registration of a covenant on all titles to the same effect (see 

Appendix 3, land use condition 21.g and advice note A): 

Civil Aviation Act 2023, Advice Note: 

The consent holder’s attention is drawn to obligations under the Civil Aviation Act 2023 and 

Civil Aviation Rules Part 77 to notify the Civil Aviation Authority of certain activities within 

obstacle limitation or notification surfaces, including: 

1. Buildings or structures infringing: 

a. The main runway side transition obstacle limitation surface (1:7 from edge of the 300m 

wide runway strip) 

b. The aerodrome horizontal obstacle limitation surface (45m Above airport level (AAL)) 

c. The helicopter southern Approach or Take-off notification surface (1:25 surface from 

edge of FATO safety area) 

d. The main runway Approach or Take-off notification surface (1:83 surface from end of 

the clearway) 

Or 

2. Buildings or structures proposing to discharge an efflux in excess of 4.3m/s through one 

of the obstacle limitation surfaces in 1(a)-(d) above. 

Bird strike 

58. CIAL comments, with reference to advice received from Avisure, raises concerns with bird 

strike management during the construction and operational phases of the development.  It 

generally comments that the land use conditions proposed (requiring provision of a Wildlife 

Hazard Management Plan (WHMP)) do not sufficiently address this issue, accounting for 

the more specific reasons discussed below.  I note that Ms Dale’s memorandum addresses 

birdstrike matters in detail and the assessment of the different birdstrike-related matters 

below should be read in conjunction with her memorandum and the technical assessments 

that she refers to.    

Stormwater 

59. In regards stormwater basins, CIAL sought that ‘all stormwater at the site be treated and 

discharged direct to ground, rather than via stormwater basins’.  The applicant has modified 

the proposal to meet this request.   

60. This is described in further detail in Ms Dale’s memorandum in Appendix 1 and in Mr 

O’Neill’s memorandum in Appendix 9.  However, in summary, this design modification 
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ensures that the stormwater system does not create persistent open water that could attract 

birds, directly responding to CIAL’s concerns about bird strike risk associated with 

stormwater management. 

Landscaping 

61. In addition to seeking ‘in the first instance that stormwater basins are removed from the 

application and all stormwater at the site is instead discharged directly to ground via soak 

pits’ (which has been adopted), CIAL also sought more specific details of planting and 

species selection to ensure it minimises attractiveness to birdlife across the site.  CIAL 

sought that ‘an independent ecologist who is familiar with New Zealand plant and bird 

species should be engaged to review the plant species sleeked for landscaping, with a view 

to minimising the attraction of birds to the Site’.   

62. CIAL’s concerns in section 4.2.2 regarding landscaping—specifically the risk that planting 

could attract birds and increase bird strike risk—have been addressed through several key 

changes and clarifications: 

i. Stormwater Basins Removed: The original stormwater basins have been replaced 

with Stormwater360 Filterra Bioscape biofiltration systems, which minimise standing 

water and thus reduce bird attractancy as described above and in Appendix 9.  

ii. Plant Species Selection: Planting within the stormwater treatment areas now uses 

species recommended by avian ecologists to minimise bird attractancy. While the 

Filterra system’s plant guide does not fully align with Appendix 6.11.9 of the District 

Plan, species such as Carex flagellifera, Carex testacea, and Carex virgata have been 

selected for their low food value to birds, in preference to species like Dianella nigra, 

which is more attractive to birds. See Appendix 13.  

iii. Detailed Landscape Plan: A more detailed landscape plan has been provided, 

showing the location, extent, and species of all planting—including street trees and 

buffer planting. Buffer planting along sensitive boundaries uses species from Appendix 

6.11.9 where possible, with any deviations justified by ecological advice to minimise 

bird attractancy. The plan was developed in close consultation with an avian ecologist 

(Lizzie Civil, PDP). See Appendix 15.  

iv. Independent Ecological Review: The species selection and planting design have 

been reviewed and guided by a qualified avian ecologist to ensure low bird attractancy, 

as described above. See Appendix 15.   

v. Maintenance and Implementation: Conditions are proposed to require a consistent 

landscape maintenance and management plan for all property owners, ensuring the 

ongoing effectiveness of the planting as both visual screening and bird strike mitigation. 

See Appendix 15 and the further discussion of this in Ms Dale’s memorandum 

(Appendix 1).  

vi. Waterway Planting: For the adjacent water race, the planting palette focuses on 

native grasses and low-stature species (e.g., Carex spp.), balancing ecological value 

with the need to avoid attracting birds. The approach is considered appropriate for the 



 
 

 

 
n o v o g r o u p . c o . n z  

 

 

artificial watercourse and has been reviewed by ecological experts, as described 

above.  

63. In summary and as described in further detail in Ms Dale’s memorandum (Appendix 1), 

the landscaping and planting approach has been revised to minimise bird attractancy, is 

supported by detailed plans and an avian ecologist review, and includes robust 

maintenance requirements, directly addressing CIAL’s concerns about bird strike risk from 

landscaping.  

Construction and earthworks management plans 

64. CIAL’s comments in section 4.2.3 raise concerns regarding the potential for construction 

and earthworks activities to attract birdlife, thereby increasing the risk of bird strike to airport 

operations. They note that the Construction Management Plan and Earthworks 

Management Plan did not adequately consider or address the risk of bird attraction from 

activities such as trenching, excavation (which may fill with water), sediment retention 

ponds, soil stockpiles (which may provide food for birds), and grassing/seeding (which can 

attract birds depending on the seed species). CIAL requests that these management plans 

be updated to specifically identify and manage these risks.   

65. The updated Environmental Management Plan (EMP), required by subdivision condition 

26, has been substantially strengthened to address these concerns. The EMP must be 

prepared in accordance with the CIAL publication ‘Requirements for Working at the Airport 

2023’ and now explicitly requires identification and management of all activities that may 

attract birds, including ponding, stockpiles, grassing/seeding, and waste management. The 

EMP also requires detailed procedures for dust, stockpile, waste and debris management, 

visibility risk management, and compliance with REPA restrictions and Civil Aviation Rules. 

The EMP must be submitted to Christchurch City Council for certification prior to 

commencement of any works, ensuring oversight and enforceability.  

66. The updated Construction Management Plan (CMP) in Appendix 8, fits within the broader 

EMP framework and provides the operational detail for managing environmental risks 

during construction. In direct response to CIAL’s concerns about bird attraction and airport 

safety, the CMP addresses these issues in several key ways: 

i. Earthworks and Water Management: The CMP requires strict control of run-off and 

ponding during earthworks, with measures to prevent standing water that could attract 

waterfowl. Contractors must implement erosion and sediment controls, stabilise 

exposed areas, and separate clean and dirty water to minimise the risk of ponding.  

ii. Dust and Stockpile Management: Dust management techniques (watering, limiting 

exposed areas, stabilising surfaces, installing barriers) are mandated, and daily 

inspections are required to ensure compliance. Stockpiles are to be managed to 

prevent them from becoming food sources or attractive to birds.  

iii. Vegetation and Seeding: The CMP requires that exposed areas be stabilised as soon 

as practicable, and the selection of grass species and timing of seeding is coordinated 

with ecological advice to avoid attracting birds, as detailed in the Wildlife Hazard 

Management Plan.  
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iv. Waste and Debris: All waste and debris must be contained in lidded bins and regularly 

removed to prevent attracting birds. Materials and objects must be secured to prevent 

them from being blown off-site.  

v. Monitoring and Compliance: Daily and weekly inspections are required to monitor 

environmental controls, including those relevant to bird attractancy. Any incidents or 

non-compliance must be promptly addressed, and a complaints register is maintained 

for transparency.  

vi. Stakeholder Engagement: The CMP is a live document, to be updated as needed, 

and includes requirements for ongoing communication with stakeholders, including 

CIAL, to ensure any emerging risks are managed collaboratively.  

67. In summary, the EMP (and CMP) now incorporate specific measures to minimise the risk 

of construction and earthworks activities attracting birds, with robust monitoring, 

management, and stakeholder engagement processes in place, directly addressing CIAL’s 

concerns.   

Wildlife hazard management plan (WHMP) 

68. CIAL’s comments acknowledge that a well-prepared WHMP is an important tool for 

managing bird strike risks associated with the proposed development. However, CIAL 

raised concerns that: 

i. The WHMP does not provide enough detail on monitoring, enforcement, and 

management of activities that may increase bird strike risk, both during construction 

and ongoing operations. 

ii. There is no mechanism for certification of the WHMP by Christchurch City Council 

(CCC), raising concerns about the effectiveness of management measures. 

iii. The WHMP does not sufficiently address the management of stormwater basins, 

construction activities, or flat-roofed buildings, all of which could attract birds. 

iv. The operational processes, monitoring protocols, remedial actions, reporting, and 

stakeholder consultation requirements are not clearly specified. 

69. Accordingly, CIAL’s comments sought that the WHMP and related consent conditions be 

strengthened to ensure robust management of bird strike risks, including more specific 

requirements for monitoring, management actions, and certification. 

70. Ms Dale’s memorandum (Appendix 1) addresses amendments to the WHMP in detail and 

the process/engagement underpinning those amendments.  In summary, the applicant has 

engaged Lizzie Civil, Service Leader- Ecology at PDP to comprehensively revise the 

WHMP to address all of CIAL’s comments and concerns. The WHMP now provides a 

robust framework for managing bird strike risks, with clear procedures for monitoring bird 

activity, defining acceptable thresholds, and specifying the qualifications and 

responsibilities of those conducting monitoring. The plan includes detailed protocols for 

data collection, reporting, and active management actions, including triggers for 

intervention and remedial measures if risks are identified. 
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71. Certification of the WHMP by Christchurch City Council (CCC), in consultation with CIAL, 

is now required prior to implementation, and the plan will be subject to regular review and 

updating to ensure ongoing effectiveness. The WHMP specifically addresses risks arising 

from both construction and operational activities, including management of stormwater 

basins, construction-related water bodies, soil stockpiles, and flat-roofed buildings, to 

minimise bird attraction. Protocols for reporting, stakeholder communication, and ongoing 

consultation are established, ensuring transparency and accountability. Consent conditions 

have been amended to require compliance with the relevant District Plan rules for bird 

strike management, and activities likely to attract birds are now more tightly controlled 

through strengthened conditions and operational oversight. These measures are supported 

by the technical assessments and recommendations provided in the Bird Strike Memo and 

the Final Draft WHMP in Appendix 11 and Appendix 12 respectively.  

Helicopter flight paths 

72. CIAL’s comments on helicopter flight paths in section 4.3 sought an independent 

aeronautical study be prepared by a suitably qualified professional to further assess risks 

to helicopter operations, ensure helicopter safety is not compromised and evaluate 

compliance with relevant regulations and statutory requirements.  This includes evaluation 

of: 

i. Helicopter rotor downwash risks, where helicopters may fly at low altitude over the site 

and over Lot 121 especially. 

ii. Emergency Landing Areas and Final Approach and Take-Off Area (FATO) 

requirements for Garden City Helicopters’ (GCH) operations.  This includes 

consideration of CAA Advisory Circular 139-8 (which recommends that approach and 

take-off paths for helicopters should be kept free of obstructions and ideally not pass 

over populated or built-up areas) and the need for any development restrictions to 

protect emergency landing areas. 

iii. Construction Equipment within the FATO protection surface and consent conditions to 

ensure clarity and enforceability. 

73. The L+R and Navigatus reports address these concerns, noting:  

i. The proposed consent conditions and application plans defining the GCH heliport 

protection surface (as provided by CIAL), will require buildings to comply with these 

protection surfaces. In addition, CAR Part 77 obligations will also apply to any 

structures or construction activities that penetrate relevant aviation surfaces, including 

notification to the CAA and implementation of any required mitigation.  These measures 

will ensure there are no unacceptable infringement of these protection surfaces.   

ii. Construction and downwash hazard risks are assessed as low for the development 

overall, noting potential downwash hazard exists over part of Lot 121 only, and this can 

be appropriately managed through the Construction Management Plan and health and 

safety plans.  To ensure awareness of the helicopter downwash hazard, Navigatus 

recommend that (a covenant on) the record of title for Lot 121 notifies owners of the 

helicopter downwash hazard that exists on the site.  L+R concur with this assessment 
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and proposed response.  This recommendation has been adopted, with proposed 

condition 21 and advice note A as detailed in Appendix 3.  

iii. The development will reduce the area currently available for emergency helicopter 

landings, but pilots – particularly those operating single-engined helicopters- can adjust 

flight procedures to maintain safety margins and mitigate risk.  This might entail 

adoption of alternative published approach routes or steeper descent profiles.  Whilst 

operational adjustments by pilots operating from GCH would address this issue, an 

alternative option is presented by Navigatus, should the panel be minded to impose 

controls on the development to address this issue.  This entails a controlled area (that 

corresponds with the approach descent / take off flight path for GCH) within which, 

development would be precluded, except where it is authorised in accordance with an 

aeronautical study prepared in accordance with AC139-15 and any relevant approvals 

are obtained from CAA.   Whilst not volunteered, should the panel be minded to impose 

such a condition, draft wording is provided below: 

X.  Prior to any development, construction, or placement of buildings or structures within the 

area identified as the ‘Controlled Area’ on [Figure 9 – Controlled Area Plan, dated XX], the 

consent holder shall commission and complete an aeronautical study in accordance with 

Advisory Circular AC139-15. The study shall, as a minimum: 

a. Assess the risk environment for helicopter operations associated with Garden 

City Helicopters, including analysis of flight data and incident records; 

b. Engage with relevant operational stakeholders, including local helicopter 

operators and Garden City Helicopters; and 

c. Determine acceptable building footprints, heights, and positions within the 

Controlled Area to ensure safe straight-ahead emergency landing capability. 

Y. No construction or development within the Controlled Area shall occur until the 

aeronautical study has been completed and its recommendations implemented to the 

satisfaction of the Council, and any Civil Aviation Authority approvals or determinations have 

been satisfied.   

74. In summary, the Navigatus and L+R reports conclude that the measures above will 

adequately and appropriately address CIAL’s key concerns regarding helicopter safety. 

Protection surfaces  

75. CIAL’s comments in section 4.4 seek assessment of the proposed changes to ICAO 

obstacle limitation surface (OLS) standards, which New Zealand is expected to adopt post-

2030.   

76. L+R Airport Consulting are familiar with the technical detail of proposed Amendment 18 to 

ICAO Annex 14 Volume I and has identified these new surfaces, consisting of Obstacle 

Free Surfaces (OFS) and Obstacle Evaluation Surfaces (OES), over the site for 

comparison with the existing Christchurch District Plan Airport Protection Surfaces.  Having 

reviewed these, L+R conclude that the new ICAO OLS specifications applicable to CIA will 

be, in some cases, less restrictive than the current CDP protection surfaces and none of 

the future OFS and OES should be infringed by the proposed development.  
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77. CIAL otherwise supports the intent of proposed conditions to prevent penetration of 

protection surfaces but seeks amendments as specified in Appendix A to its comments.  

These amendments ultimately seek enforceable and clear conditions to ensure no 

buildings or construction activities penetrate protection surfaces, reinstatement and 

strengthening of relevant District Plan compliance conditions, and robust management of 

temporary construction activities that could affect protected airspace. 

• CIAL’s requested additions and amendments have been generally adopted by 

the applicant – see (renumbered) conditions 5, 6, 7 and 10, Appendix 3.   

Runway End Protection Area (REPA) 

78. CIAL’s comments on the REPA seek clear, enforceable consent conditions that explicitly 

incorporate all REPA restrictions, prohibit incompatible activities, and require compliance 

with the relevant District Plan rules, to ensure the ongoing safety and efficiency of airport 

operations within the REPA. 

(a) CIAL’s requested additions and amendments have been adopted by the applicant 

– see (renumbered) condition 13, Appendix 3.   

Lighting  

79. CIAL’s comments and requested relief in section 4.6 on lighting seek clear, enforceable 

consent conditions requiring strict compliance with airport lighting rules, certification of 

lighting plans, inclusion of all recommended mitigation measures, and controls on 

construction lighting, to ensure lighting does not adversely affect airport operations. 

80. CIAL states that it is supportive of the intent of proposed lighting conditions but requests 

amendments for clarity, enforceability, and to ensure all relevant standards and mitigation 

measures are incorporated.   

(a) CIAL’s requested additions and amendments have been adopted by the applicant 

– see (renumbered) conditions 9-12, Appendix 3.   

Building generated windshear and turbulence (BGWT) 

81. CIAL’s comments on BGWT are generally supportive of the applicant’s approach to this 

matter, but as with other matters, it seeks amendments to conditions to ensure clarity and 

enforceability.   

82. L+R note that Australian guidance sets out a multi-step process for mitigating the potential 

impact of windshear and turbulence caused by buildings in the vicinity of runways – a 

matter not otherwise mandated, or controlled by the District Plan.  Notwithstanding, to the 

extent that the development may result in buildings infringing the advisory 1:35 slope 

assessment trigger, Navigatus has undertaken building-induced wake turbulence analysis 

in line with the Australian guidance criteria. That analysis indicates, for a worst-case wind 

direction and speed, the proposed development will not adversely affect runway operations 

due to building induced wind shear. Navigatus also provides data which indicates the 

Australian turbulence criterion will not be exceeded for buildings of the size and distance 

from the runway proposed. L+R concurs with this assessment and agrees with Navigatus 
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that the condition on development previously proposed requiring certification for 

development on any lots penetrating the 1:35 trigger plane is unnecessary and may be 

unduly onerous.    

83. Navigatus have otherwise recommended specific conditions for buildings on Lots 121 and 

122 to prevent undue wind shadowing on the main runway and GCH, which have been 

adopted (see condition 6, Appendix 3).   

Reverse sensitivity  

84. CIAL’s comments in section 4.8 support proposed land use conditions 3(a) and 3(b) insofar 

that these manage reverse sensitivity effects by limiting activities to those permitted in the 

Industrial General Zone (under rule 16.4.1.1 of the CDP) and otherwise expressly 

precluding residential and educational activities.   

• CIAL’s request that the Expert Panel impose the proposed Land Use 

Conditions 3(a) and 3(b) is supported by the applicant.   

Summary 

85. Attachment 1 to this memorandum provides a consolidated table summarising the issues 

raised by CIAL (and Airways in regards air navigation equipment) and the amendments 

sought, the response to these issues by the applicant and the technical experts, and the 

conditions of consent of primary relevance. 

86. Accounting for the assessment above and the technical assessments referred to, the 

proposal is assessed as having no more than minor (and not significant) and acceptable 

actual or potential adverse effects on the environment in relation to aviation safety matters.   

87. Accordingly, there are no adverse aviation safety impacts that reach the threshold of a 

“sufficiently significant adverse impact” such that they need to be taken into account in 

terms of an assessment under s85 of the FTAA2024. 
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ECONOMIC COSTS AND BENEFITS  

88. Greg Akehurst, Director, Market Economics Ltd has provided further expert economic 

advice in response to the economic matters raised in the comments by Christchurch City 

Council (CCC), and specifically the memorandum on the Council’s Growth Model, and the 

peer review report by Formative Limited.  

89. In summary, the Council acknowledges that the proposed Ryans Road industrial 

development will likely generate significant net economic benefits at a regional level, 

primarily by increasing the supply of industrial land and supporting economic activity. While 

Council experts do not fully agree with all the quantitative conclusions presented in the 

application as lodged —particularly regarding the scale of economic benefits and the 

sufficiency of industrial land supply—they accept that the development will positively 

contribute to the region’s industrial land availability. Peer reviews commissioned by the 

Council also highlight that, although in their view there is currently a reasonable supply of 

vacant industrial land in Christchurch (including around the airport), the proposed 

development would provide additional freehold options and could attract a broader range 

of businesses. However, the Council notes that the lot sizes proposed may not fully align 

with the needs of warehousing and logistics operators, and that some economic benefits 

have not been fully quantified. Overall, the Council considers that the economic benefits 

are likely to be significant, but recommends that a cost-benefit analysis would be necessary 

if significant adverse effects are identified elsewhere in the proposal. 

90. Mr Akehurst’s further assessment critiques inconsistencies in CCC’s industrial land 

demand projections, clarifies the methodology that has been adopted for assessing land 

sufficiency, and continues to assert that the supply of freehold, developable industrial land 

near Christchurch Airport is critically limited.  Mr Akehurst’s assessment finds that, even 

with the Ryans Road development, there remains a significant shortfall in industrial land to 

meet projected demand.  

91. Mr Akehurst’s further analysis now includes a cost–benefit assessment, which concludes 

that the economic and employment benefits of the development far outweigh the minor loss 

of productive rural land.  Mr Akehurst’s report also notes that infrastructure costs will be 

fully funded by the developer, and that the project will improve land market efficiency, urban 

form, and regional resilience, with only minor adverse effects on agriculture and rural 

amenity. 

92. Accounting for Mr Akehurst’s further assessment (including cost-benefit analysis), the 

comments received from Council as summarised above, and that no significant adverse 

impacts or effects are otherwise identified with the proposal no conditions of consent or 

changes to the proposal are proposed, and no further assessment is considered to be 

necessary in regards this matter. 
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THE NPS-UD  

93. The Council comments record that there is not full agreement with the applicant on how to 

assess the NPS-UD, insofar that: 

i. It considers there are no implementation provisions of the NPS-UD relevant to the 

processing of a resource consent; and  

ii. It does not consider it necessary to reach a view on whether the entirety of the Greater 

Christchurch area is the urban environment.   

94. Notwithstanding, the Council acknowledges that the development, if it proceeds, would be 

an urban environment and will also interface and affect Christchurch’s existing urban 

environment.  The Council also comments that based on its assessment of infrastructure 

and servicing matters, natural hazards, transport matters, and subdivision and urban 

design the proposal ‘has a design generally suited to its purpose’. 

95. In summary, the Council comments therefore conclude that the proposal is generally 

consistent with the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD) – a 

conclusion also reached in the assessment accompanying the application.  

96. Accounting for this and that no significant issues or adverse impacts arise that require 

further evaluation of the NPSUD, no further assessment is necessary in regards this matter. 

THE NPS-HPL  

97. The Council comments on the NPS-HPL records that there is not full agreement with the 

applicant on how to assess the proposal in relation to it, but ‘the proposal is allowed by it’.  

98. More specifically, the Council’s position is that the NPS-HPL does apply to the site, as the 

Rural Urban Fringe Zone is considered the nearest equivalent to a General Rural Zone 

under the National Planning Standards.  The applicant’s position is that the NPS-HPL does 

not apply.    

99. In any event, if the NPS-HPL does apply, the Council concludes that the proposal meets 

the exemption pathway under clause 3.10 of the NPS-HPL, accounting for Victor Mthamo’s 

assessment on behalf of the applicant and the Council’s peer review of this, undertaken by 

Ian Millner, Principal Consultant at Landvision.  

100. Based on those expert assessments, the Council comments that the environmental, social, 

cultural and economic benefits of the subdivision, use, and development outweigh the long-

term environmental, social, cultural and economic costs associated with the loss of highly 

productive land, the exemptions in Clause 3.10(1)(a), (b), and (c) are met, and the proposal 

is allowed under Clause 3.10 of the NPS-HPL. 

101. Accounting for this conclusion, no further assessment of the NPS-HPL is necessary in 

regards this matter. 
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CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY  

102. As described above, the proposal is assessed as having no more than minor (and not 

significant) and acceptable actual or potential adverse effects on the environment in 

relation to the subjects covered in this memorandum. 

103. Accordingly, there are no adverse impacts discussed above that reach the threshold of a 

“sufficiently significant adverse impact” such that they need to be taken into account in 

terms of an assessment under s85 of the FTAA2024. 

104. The Ryans Road Industrial Development project is expected to deliver significant regional 

economic benefits while managing environmental effects to acceptable levels and 

generally aligning with the relevant planning instruments. 

105. The project is consistent with the purpose of the FTAA2024, facilitating the delivery of 

infrastructure and development projects with significant regional benefits. 

106. Overall, taking into account the purpose of the Act as the primary consideration, this 

assessment concludes that there is no basis to decline the approvals sought in this 

application. 

Jeremy Phillips 

Director + Senior Planner 
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L+R 
(references 
Cyrrus) 

L+R s.5.6 

Radar (PSR/SSR) Independent aeronautical study 
for radar (PSR/SSR) and amend 
application accordingly. 

• Cyrrus radar analysis confirms 
minor/manageable effects;  

• Navigatus note mitigation options 
(e.g., code removal of static returns) 
available to Airways if required. 

Cyrrus 

Navigatus 
(also notes 
mitigation 
options)  

L+R 
(references 
Cyrrus) 

Cyrrus 

Navigatus 
s.11.6–11.8;  

L+R s.5.6 

LUC 6, 7, 
21 

Construction Phase 
Risks – Visibility 

Update safeguarding 
assessment/conditions to 
address dust & construction 
debris impacting visibility. 

• CMP to include dust/debris 
controls and Part 77 compliance; 
conditions restrict construction 
lighting, cranes, and temporary 
penetrations. 

Navigatus 
& L+R 

Navigatus 
s.6.2–6.4;  

L+R 
‘Construction 
Risks’ 

LUC 3, 4, 
13, 15, 21 

SUB 26-28, 
36 

Wildlife Hazard 
Management (Bird 
Strike) 

Amend Subdivision Conditions 
99/100 & Land Use Condition 
17: CCC certification of 
WHMPs; CIAL consultation; 
detailed mitigation; 
monitoring/reporting & review. 

• WHMP conditions updated to 
require CCC certification, CIAL 
consultation, detailed mitigation for 
basins/construction/flat roofs, and 
comprehensive 
monitoring/reporting/review 
processes. 

L+R 
(framework)  

PDP 
(specialist 
input) 

L+R s.5.3 LUC 3, 13, 
15, 21 

SUB 26-28, 
36, 95, 
109-112, 
1162 

 
2 Subdivision consent condition 116 requires consent notices to be imposed on titles in regards to certain conditions. 
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Wildlife Hazard 
Management (Bird 
Strike) 

Amend Land Use Condition 12 
to require compliance with Bird 
Strike Management Area 
permitted activity rule 6.7.4.3.1 
(CDP). 

• Condition (now 13) amended to 
require explicit compliance with CDP 
Rule 6.7.4.3.1. 

L+R L+R s.5.3; 
CDP 
6.7.4.3.1 

LUC 3, 13, 
15, 21 

SUB 26-28, 
36, 95, 
109-112, 
1163 

Wildlife Hazard 
Management – 
Landscape 

Submit detailed landscape plan 
per CDP Appendix 6.11.9, 
reviewed by independent 
ecologist to minimise bird 
attractancy. 

• Detailed landscape plan prepared; 
ecologist review completed; species 
selection per Appendix 6.11.9 to 
minimise attractancy. 

L+R L+R s.5.3; 
CDP 
Appendix 
6.11.9 

LUC 3, 13, 
15, 21 

SUB 26-28, 
36, 95, 
109-112, 
1164 

Wildlife Hazard 
Management – 
Construction 

Updated Construction & 
Earthworks Management Plans 
to address bird‑attracting 
activities and risks. 

• CMP updated to include 
bird‑attractancy controls during 
construction/earthworks; aligned 
with WHMP. 

L+R L+R 
‘Construction 
Risks’; s.5.3 

SUB 26-28, 
36, 95, 
109-112, 
1165 

Helicopter Operations – 
Downwash 

Update safeguarding 
assessment to address 
downwash risk over Lot 121. 

• Detailed downwash analysis 
completed; DPZ defined (~260 m x 
70 m) over Lot 121 only; advice note 
and covenant re: CMP and health 
and safety management  

Navigatus Navigatus 
s.9.3–9.5 

LUC 6 and 
21 

 
3 Subdivision consent condition 116 requires consent notices to be imposed on titles in regards to certain conditions. 
4 Subdivision consent condition 116 requires consent notices to be imposed on titles in regards to certain conditions. 
5 Subdivision consent condition 116 requires consent notices to be imposed on titles in regards to certain conditions. 
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Helicopter Operations – 
Autorotation / 
Emergency Landing 

Prohibit development under the 
FATO to protect emergency 
landing areas. 

• Assessment acknowledges 
reduced straight‑ahead autorotation 
segment; mitigation via pilot 
procedures/alternative routes.  

• Not proposed, but Panel option for 
‘controlled area’ on Lot 121 
requiring aeronautical study in 
consultation with GCH prior to any 
development.   

Navigatus Navigatus 
s.7.3–7.5; 
s.8.7–8.8 

N/A 

Helicopter Operations – 
Overall 

Independent study to assess 
helicopter operations risks and 
amend application accordingly. 

• Navigatus assessment addresses 
heliport OLS, downwash, 
autorotation/emergency landing 
areas, and building‑induced winds; 
conditions provided where 
appropriate. 

• Navigatus assessment notes CAR 
Part 77 compliance by developers, 
owners and occupiers.  Covenant 
and advice note proposed.  

Navigatus Navigatus 
s.s.6–9 

LUC 4, 6, 
7, 21 

Aircraft Protection 
Surfaces / OLS 

Independent study against 
incoming ICAO OLS (OFS/OES) 
to confirm no adverse effects; 
amend application accordingly. 

• L+R identifies future ICAO Annex 
14 Amendment 18 OFS/OES over 
site; comparison shows no 
infringement by proposal. 

L+R L+R s.5.1 
(Future ICAO 
OLS) 

N/A 

Aircraft Protection 
Surfaces / OLS 

Amend Land Use Condition 5B 
to remove protection surface 
penetration exemption. 

• Condition (now condition 7B) 
amended for clarity to remove any 
exemption; explicit compliance with 
protection surfaces required. 

L+R L+R s.5.1; 
CDP 6.7.4.1 

LUC 7, 21 
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Aircraft Protection 
Surfaces / OLS 

Reinstate/amend Land Use 
Condition 12 to require all future 
development & construction to 
comply with CDP Rule 6.7.4.1.1 
(Protection Surfaces). 

• Condition (now 13) 
reinstated/amended to require 
compliance with CDP Rule 
6.7.4.1.1. 

L+R L+R s.5.1; 
CDP 
6.7.4.1.1 

LUC 13 

Aircraft Protection 
Surfaces / OLS – 
Construction Controls 

Include condition requiring 
Height Construction 
Management Plan (H‑CMP) to 
CCC approval for all future 
building construction activities. 

• Condition 7F specifies height 
constraints for construction activities 
and 7D requires survey certification 
of the same.  

• Condition 21 and advice note B 
specifies Part 77 notification 
requirements, including for 
temporary works (cranes/masts). 

L+R & 
Navigatus 

Navigatus 
s.6.2–6.4; 
L+R 
‘Construction 
Risks’; s.5.1 

LUC 7, 21 

Aircraft Protection 
Surfaces / OLS – 
Temporary Works 

Amend Land Use Condition 5H 
for clarity on restrictions to 
height of temporary cranes, 
masts and construction plant. 

• Condition 7F specifies height 
constraints for construction activities 
and 7D requires survey certification 
of the same.  

• Condition 21 and advice note B 
specifies Part 77 notification 
requirements, including for 
temporary works (cranes/masts). 

L+R & 
Navigatus 

Navigatus 
s.6.2; L+R 
‘Construction 
Risks’ 

LUC 7, 21 

Runway End Protection 
Areas (REPA) 

Require full REPA restrictions in 
consent, prohibiting 
buildings/structures/uses 
generating specified effects 
unless approved by CIAL. 

• Consent condition 13 explicitly 
incorporates REPA restrictions and 
prohibited activities; airport 
designation otherwise 
acknowledged. 

Navigatus 
& L+R 

Navigatus 
s.12.4–12.5; 
L+R s.5.2 

LUC 13 
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Runway End Protection 
Areas (REPA) 

Amend Land Use Condition 12 
to specify compliance with 
permitted activity rules under 
CDP Rule 6.7.4.2.1 (REPA). 

• Condition (now 13) amended to 
require compliance with CDP Rule 
6.7.4.2.1. 

L+R L+R s.5.2; 
CDP 
6.7.4.2.1 

LUC 13 

Building‑Generated 
Windshear & Turbulence 
(BGWT) 

Amend Land Use Condition 5G 
for improved clarity (BGWT). 

• Condition text clarified; analysis 
shows compliance; lot‑specific limits 
(Lot 121: 16m; Lot 122: 20m, 70% 
on southern half, dimension 
controls) manage wakes at 
FATO/runway. 

Navigatus 
& L+R 

Navigatus 
s.8.6–8.8; 
L+R s.5.8 

LUC 6, 7, 
21 

Building‑Generated 
Windshear & Turbulence 
(BGWT) 

Amend Land Use Condition 5F 
to include a certification 
mechanism (BGWT). 

• Certification mechanism included 
in condition 7D for height controls 
(otherwise not required for BGWT 
noting Navigatus modelling and  
L+R notes prior certification 
condition unnecessary for assessed 
cases). 

Navigatus 
(supporting 
analysis) & 
L+R 
(context) 

Navigatus 
s.8.7–8.8; 
L+R s.5.8 

LUC 6, 7, 
21 

Lighting & Glare Amend Land Use Condition 9: 
comply with Control of Glare 
permitted activity rule 6.3.4.1; 
lighting report to CCC for 
certification. 

• Condition 9 amended to require 
compliance with CDP 6.3.4.1 and 
CCC certification of lighting report. 

L+R L+R s.5.4; 
CDP 6.3.4.1 

LUC 9, 21 

Lighting & Glare Amend Land Use Condition 10: 
comply with Control of Light 
Spill permitted activity rule 
6.3.5.1. 

• Condition (now 11) amended to 
require compliance with CDP 
6.3.5.1. 

L+R L+R s.5.4; 
CDP 6.3.5.1 

LUC 11, 21 

Lighting & Glare Amend Land Use Condition 11: 
apply to all future 

• Condition (now 12) amended to 
apply broadly within 500 m; adopt 

L+R L+R s.5.4; 
CDP 

LUC 12, 21 
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development/construction within 
500 m of runway threshold; add 
restrictions per lighting report. 

flat‑glass, zero‑uplight, no‑tilt fittings; 
additional mitigations per applicant 
lighting report. 

Appendix 
6.11.7.4 

Lighting & Glare – 
Construction/Operations 

Include condition to prevent 
external artificial lighting during 
hours of darkness. 

• Condition 10 now included: no 
construction lighting during 
darkness unless 
compliant/authorised; aligns CMP 
and Part 77. 

L+R L+R s.5.4; 
‘Construction 
Risks’ 

LUC 10, 21 

Noise & Reverse 
Sensitivity 

Impose proposed Land Use 
Conditions 3(a) & 3(b) (limit to 
IG zone uses; prohibit sensitive 
activities). 

• Conditions included: restrict uses 
to IG zone; exclude sensitive 
activities (residential, education, 
guest accommodation); comply with 
acoustic rules for ancillary 
components. 

L+R L+R s.5.5; 
CDP 
6.1.7.2.2 

LUC 4 

 

 




