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FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

DEFINITIONS
TERM DESCRIPTION
CAG Cultural Advisory Group, established under the Project designation
CARP Canterbury Air Regional Plan (October 2017 version)
CAQA Construction Air Quality Assessment (Volume 3E)
cDWPZ Community Drinking Water Protection Zone
CLWRP Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (March 2025 version)
CRC Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury)
CRPS Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (July 2021 version)
CSAs Construction Support Areas
Day Working day (unless otherwise stipulated)
Designation As the context requires:
a) Existing: The designation for the Project
the operative version of the Waimakariri
OWDP and NZTA-3 in the POWDP).
b) Altered: The existing designation ing
by the NZTA shown in Volume
(boundaries) of the SAR.
DOC Department of Conservation
DSI Detailed Site Investigation (
EcIA Ecological Impact Assessmen
EPA Environmental Protectg thor
FTAA Fast-track Approvals Bt
FTE Full-time equiva
GAZ
GPS
HAIL
HNZPT
HNZPT Act
KiwiRail
LUC
MfE
MIMP
NES:CS esource Management (National Environmental Standard for Managing
ontaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011
NES@PW Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Sources
of Human Drinking Water) Regulations 2007
NES:F Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for
Freshwater) Regulations 2020
NPS:FM National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (Amended
January 2024)
NPS:HPL National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (Amended
August 2024)
NPS:IB National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023 (Amended
October 2024)
NPS:UD National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (Updated May
2022)
NZFPG New Zealand Fish Passage Guidelines (2024)
NZTA New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi
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Project

Site

POWDP

Requiring authority
RMA
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SH1

SNA
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ULVEA
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ACSMP
CAQMP
CEMP
CNVMP
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EMP
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Notice of Requirement
Operative Waimakariri District Plan

State Highway 1 North Canterbury - Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast
to Pegasus) (the construction, operation, and maintenance thereof)

The land contained within the area delineated as “Project Site” in
Volume 4C, and the lizard relocation sites identified in Volume 3]
Appendix A Figure 1

Partially Operative Waimakariri District Plan

NZTA

Resource Management Act 1991

Roads of National Significance

State Highway 1

Significant Natural Area

Suitably Qualified Person

Urban, Landscape and Visual Effects Assess (Vghpim
Waimakariri District Council

Archaeological and Cultural Sites,

Construction Environmental
Construction Noise and 4
Contaminated Sites
Construction Traffic

Ground

@ dscape Desigh Management Plan
Pal Effects Management Plan
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PART A: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is an Application lodged by the New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi (NZTA)
under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA) for approvals to construct, operate and
maintain the State Highway 1 North Canterbury — Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to
Pegasus) (B2P or Project).

The Project is listed in Schedule 2 of the FTAA.

The Project will extend the State Highway 1 (SH1) Christchurch Northern Corridor
between Belfast and Pegasus and spans a linear length of around 11 km, commencing
from approximately 600m south of the Kaiapoi River Bridge and ending oximately
700m north of the Pegasus/Ravenwood intersection. The Project inc ;
around 4km of the existing SH1 and a new approximately 7 km_ b
township.

On 11 March 2026 an Expert Panel (Panel) was appointed to ne thg Application.
The Panel received comments from commentors and a re t 0S mments from
i a the Application.
pry criteria within the

en in this Decision, the Panel
to I of this Decision.

(e rt E: assessment of the effects of the Project on the environment and a
s of the matters raised in the s 51 reports and s 53 comments;

PRt F: The regional or national benefits of the Project;

(9) Part G: Decision making framework for the approvals that would otherwise be
applied for under the RMA;

(h) Part H: Decision making framework for an approval that would otherwise be
applied for under the Wildlife Act;

(1) Part I: Decision making framework for authorities would otherwise be applied for
under the HNZPT Act;

6)) Part J: Decision making framework for approvals relating to complex freshwater
fisheries;
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(k) Part K: Other considerations;
0] Part L: Overall approach; and
(m) Part M: Conditions imposed.
PART B: OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE
NZTA is the authorised person for the Project as set out in s 42 of the FTAA.

B1: Existing Environment

NZTA provided a detailed description of the existing environment for the in Part 4
of the Substantive Application, including the following key characteri

(a) Planning context;
(b) Cultural setting;

(© Built and social environment;

(d) Transport environment; Q
(e) Noise;
(f)  Air quality; %

(9) Contaminated land;

(h) Landscape, visual gnd | chardcter;

0) Archaeology hegfge;

6)) Ecolog

(k) ; and

O] r ahd flooding.

e adopt escription without repeating it here. In Part E of this Decision, we set
@) nt components of the existing environment with respect to various impacts of

e Projget.

B2: The Application

The Project is an extension of the SH1 Christchurch Northern Corridor between Belfast
and Pegasus. Spanning a linear length of approximately 11km, the Project includes
upgrades to approximately 4km of the existing SH1 and a new approximately 7km
bypass of Woodend township. Construction of the Project will require extensive
earthworks to establish the motorway alignment and associated infrastructure. The
Project design has currently (as at 2025) been developed to approximately 30% detailed
design.

NZTA sought the following approvals for the Project under the FTAA:
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(a) Resource consents from CRC that would otherwise be applied for under sections
9, 13, 14, and 15 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) in relation to the
relevant regional plans and the Resource Management (National Environmental
Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020;

(b) Resource consents required from WDC under the Resource Management
(National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in
Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011;

(c) An alteration to the existing Project designation for which a notice of requirement
would otherwise be lodged under the RMA;

(d) A Wildlife Approval for an act or omission that would otherwj pffence
under the Wildlife Act 1953;

(e) Archaeological Authorities that would otherwise be apply
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014; and

eritage

(f) An approval or dispensation that would otherwj
freshwater fisheries activity.

The specific resource consents (all discretion tus) required from the CRC

Activity Phase Consent #

Section 9 earthworks and land distur Construction CRC263282

Section 13 structures and works in CRC263283
and lake beds
Section 14 take, use, divert CRC263285
surface water and ground
LWRP and CARP CRC263287
LWRP and NES-F Operational CRC263284
LWRP CRC263286
LWRP CRC263288

ntive Application stated that the Designation (DO58A) for the Project corridor
included in the Operative Waimakariri District Plan (OWDP) since 2015 and
ject to an existing suite of conditions1. The purpose of DO58A was “to undertake
construction, maintenance, operation, use and improvement of the Woodend Bypass and
associated infrastructure. DO58A had been rolled over into the Partially Operative
Waimakariri District Plan (POWDP) with the same purpose, conditions and area as in the
OWDP2.

In accordance with s 176(1)(a) of the RMA, s 9(3) of the RMA does not apply to works
carried out under a designation for its stated purpose. Consequently, any Project works

! Those conditions were included in Volume 2B of the Substantive Application.
2 Reference NZTA-3.
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undertaken within the Designation that would otherwise contravene a rule in the
Waimakariri District Plan are already authorised, provided the Designation conditions are
met.

The Substantive Application did not revisit or reassess activities and their associated
environmental effects that were already authorised by the existing Designation. Those
activities included construction, maintenance and operational activities that might
generate effects on the environment arising from earthworks, access and traffic
generation, terrestrial ecology (outside of water bodies and their margins), noise and
vibration, urban design and landscaping, and lighting.

extending the Designation footprint to accommodate an amen
construction support area (CSA) and wetland offset.

activities on private properties (e.g. constructin i S govision of replacement
water supply), activities within the road res under the Building Act
2004 would also be sought separately.

reclamation. We have not cog
activities as they do not for

The key features of the ject a
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20 The Project involves the following components:

(a) Upgrading of SH1 from approximately 600m south of Kaiapoi River Bridge to the
Cam River / Ruataniwha (a total distance of approximately 4km), including:

i An additional southbound lane from around 600m south of the Kaiapoi River
Bridge to the bridge itself;

ii. Seismic strengthening and widening of the Kaiapoi River Bridge to
accommodate the additional southbound lane; and

iii. Upgrading the SH1 carriageway from two lanes to four lane R Lineside

Road Overpass to the Cam River / Ruataniwha.

(b) A new four-lane motorway, bypassing Woodend townshi

iii. A new tiered Quarry Lakes gh two artificial lakes (formed
through quarrying), inclugdhg d paction. The southern remnant
lake created by the ca be partially filled and a wetland
constructed in that

iv. A new Woodeqd ridge over SH1, including a realignment of
nd Beach Road;
V. bridge over SH1, including upgrades to Gladstone

gasus interchange involving removal of the existing roundabout at
section of SH1 / Pegasus Boulevard / Bob Robertson Drive and its
nt with a new grade-separated diamond interchange overpass,
ing traffic signals and local road upgrades including connection of
ck Street to SH1.

PEbject wide activities applying at various locations:

i Stormwater infrastructure such as swales, drains, culverts, and stormwater
detention and treatment facilities;

ii. Watercourse and drainage works, including the permanent realignment and
culverting of portions of Waihora Stream, Taranaki Stream, Taranaki
Stream Tributary and McIntosh Drain;

iii. Landscaping and planting;

iv. Ecological offsetting and compensation, including planting and creation of
an ecology offset wetland at the southern remnant lake;
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V. Noise mitigation comprising earth bunds and acoustic fences;

vi. Relocation of existing utilities and installation of new utilities; and
Vii. Road features and furniture including emergency bays, signage, and
barriers.
21 Further detail can be found in Part 3 of the Substantive Application. We refer to various
aspects of these Project components in Part E of this Decision.
B3: Procedure
The FTAA context
22 The Panel has been conscious of the emphasis on time limited d
present process, the purpose of the FTAA to facilitate the deliv
development projects with significant regional or national be
principles in s 10 of the FTAA that require the Panel to take al
timely, efficient, consistent, and cost-effective process rtionate to the
Panel’s functions, duties and powers.
Panel Convener Steps
23 The Panel was set up under s 50 of the FTAA fect f@m 17 March 2026.
Initial Panel briefing and site visit
24 The Panel attended a briefin N h y NZTA that was also attended by
representatives of the admini encies on 14 April 2026 and undertook a site visit
that same day.
Other Panel meeting
25 158 nce, deliberations and decision-making occurred over
eipt & comments (including on the draft Decision and approval
@Panel’s review of available documentation. Notwithstanding this, the
on the following occasions:
( une 2026; and
( 1 July 2026.
Comments and reports on the application
26 The FTAA does not contain a notification process and there is no obligation to hold a
hearing. The primary mechanism by which third parties can provide information to a
Panel is through the provision of comments (ss 53 and 70 FTAA).
3 Section 3.
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27 On 1 April 2026 the Panel invited comments on the Project in accordance with s 53.
The Panel also received and considered the reports required by s 18 and 51° of the FTAA.
The parties® who provided comments are listed in Appendix A7,

28 Under s 72 of the FTAA the Panel invited comment from the Ministers for Maori Crown
Relations: Te Arawhiti and Maori Development. Comment was received from Hon Tama
Potaka who supported the Application.

29 The Panel thanks all parties who commented for their contributions and expresses its
gratitude for the efforts made to properly inform us of matters arising. The matters
raised in the comments are primarily discussed in Parts E and F of this Decision under
the relevant headings to which the comments relate.

NZTA’s response to invited persons comments

30 On 15 May 20268 NZTA provided a response to the comments 1 lication
from those persons who were invited to comment. This include her matters,
evidence from technical experts® and updated suites g each of the
approvals. As part of their response NZTA also addge iIsed in the DOC

and HNZPT s 51 reports.

31 On 5 June 2026 NZTA provided a Memorandu
and withdrawal of the Project archaeologist.

32 On 17 June 2026 NZTA provided a Me
and the conditions for the Wildlife App

33 The Panel has considered N ons
responses in Parts Eto M gf t

Further information
34 The Panel soug cr @kor lon from:

(a) NZ
Sch

te 4 on 20 April 2026 regarding FTAA Schedule 5 clause 23, FTAA
e ause 30, amendments to the NPS:HPL and the appropriate version
A the Panel to operate under;

CRC via Minute 8 regarding multiple documents provided by NZTA to
stormwater and flooding matters that were not part of the Substantive
plication; and

4 Due to an oversight by the Panel the Minister of Transport was invited to comment on 13 April 2026 and due
to an oversight by the EPA the Minister for the Environment was invited to comment on 28 April 2026.

5 Department of Conservation and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

6 Comments were received after the 4 May 2026 deadline from two persons. As provided for by s81(6) FTAA we
accepted those late comments.

7 0n 26 May 2026 the EPA received an unsolicited further comment from a s53 commentor. As the FTAA does
not provide for further s53 comments to be provided after the applicant’s s55 response has been received, we
elected not to receive the unsolicited further comment. On 9 and 11 June 2026 the EPA received unsolicited
comments from a person who had not been invited to comment under s 53 of the FTAA. We elected not to
receive those unsolicited comments.

8 0On 11 May 20206 NZTA sought and was granted a four-day suspension of the Project.

 Jamie MacKay (terrestrial ecology), Patrick Lees (Canterbury mudfish), Fiona McIntosh (wetland ecology), David
Delegarza (stormwater and flooding), Paul Walker (contaminated land) and Jason Pene (air quality).
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(©) NZTA and CRC via Minute 9 on 14 June regarding design rainfall events and
incorporation of the RCP8.5 climate change scenario;

Panel members facilitated conferencing in person or virtually via Microsoft Teams with
invited experts and council officials on 24 April 2026 with the councils to discuss the
Designation conditions.

A draft of this Decision (including proposed conditions) was circulated to relevant parties
on 26 June 2026 and 15 July 2026*° and their comments have, where appropriate, been

taken into account as outlined in Part M of this Decision.

No hearing required

The Panel exercised its discretion under s 56 of the FTAA to not requir

received; NZTA’s responses to comments; the conference
further information provided by NZTA, the councils agsm

Timing of the Panel Decision

In accordance with the Panel Convenor’s Min d2f€d 10gMarch 2026 the Panel was to
issue its decision on or before 4 August verdl¥s s 53 comments were invited
on 1 April 2026 the EPA advised tha ed a r the decision was amended to
29 July 2026. Following the four da engpn request from NZTA the due date
reverted to 4 August 2026.

PART C: LEGAL CONTEX

e the delivery of infrastructure and development
national benefits.!! It is intended to be a one-stop
shop'? for a ra \ hich would otherwise need to be applied for under

Mandatory isT@s that apply in relation to all Fast-Track approval applications include
s 81 yree with counsel for NZTA®3 that s 81 requires the Panel to:
relevant Government policy statement (s 81(2)(aab));

chsider the Substantive Application and any information received under specific
ctions of the FTAA (s 81(2)(a));

(c) apply the clauses specific to each type of approval in s 81(3) of the
FTAA (s 81(2)(b)); and

(d) comply with s 82 which relates to Treaty settlements (s 81(2)(c)).

10 See Part M4 for an explanation of these dates.

11 FTAA, s 3.

12 FTAA, s 42,

13 Legal submissions for the New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi, 19 December 2026. Paragraph 4.1.
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Under s 81 we may:

(a) impose conditions in relation to Treaty settlements, provided we comply with s
83 in setting such conditions (ss 81(2)(e) and (d)); and

(b) only decline the approval in accordance with s 85 of the FTAA (s81(2)(f)).

We acknowledge counsel’s submission14 that in terms of s 81(2)(aab)), the Project has
been prioritised for delivery as a Road of National Significance (RoNS) under the
Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2024 - 2035 (GPS). That strategic
classification emphasises the Project’s significant national and regional benefits and
indicates its consistency with the purpose of the FTAA.

under that Act. Counsel for NZTA advised15 that the Act in
Statutory Acknowledgement areas of particular cultural, spirit
association. The Statutory Acknowledgement area Te Tai
Project because it will receive all of the water from t
ground) that are impacted by the Project. We disc
E8, E9 and E11 of this Decision.

relevanfmatters16 in sections

The Treaty settlement does not provide for th ign of any documents that are
specifically relevant to the Project area ZT nsel advised18 that the Treaty
settlement does contain several high-jfvel pasmaiol tended to provide a framework
for partnership between the Crown an catyjettlement partner. Accordingly, NZTA
had collaborated with iwi on the t andw continue to do so. We find that to be

appropriate.

The Ministry for the Enyg s 18 report advised that no other obligations (such
management agreements) were relevant to the

es of the FTAA. We discuss the criteria specific to each
C|f|ed in those schedules in Parts G to J of this Decision. We
gn considering whether to grant each of those approvals we must
Pht to the purpose of the FTAA.

Wj@n taking the purpose of this Act into account under a clause referred to in subsection
, the panel must consider the extent of the project’s regional or national benefits.

We discuss the regional or national benefits of the Project in Part F of this Decision.

4 1bid, paragraph 4.3.

5 Ibid, paragraph 4.9.

16 Tmpacts on cultural sites (E8), impacts of wetlands and streams that sustained mahinga kai (E9) and
stormwater management (E11).

7 1bid, 4.10.

18 Tbid, paragraph 4.11.

10
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Section 85 sets out the limited circumstances in which approvals must or may be
declined. There are no mandatory matters here that would engage subsections (1) or
(2) and require us to decline the Application.

We address a range of potential adverse impacts of the Project in Part E of this Decision.
Suffice to say that; after considering NZTA’s various mitigation, offsetting and
compensation proposals; in our view there are no adverse impacts that are sufficiently
so significant as to be out of proportion to the Project’s regional or national benefits.

We acknowledge that ss 5, 6 and 7 of the RMA contain matters which the Panel is to
weigh up when making its decision under s 81 of the FTAA and in carrying out the
proportionality exercise under s 85(3). We adopt the Expert Panel’s obse L in Waihi
North'® that s 85(4) of the FTAA means that non-compliance with, say, j X
that would usually preclude the granting of an approval is not of \Qgelf fatajito an
application.?® In other words, an effect that is the subject of an gffoidany
to trump a regional or national benefit.2!

PART D: IWI AUTHORITIES

Section 18(1) of the FTAA requires the Minister to gbT8a and co
responsible agency (MfE). Section 18(2) sets

report which include any relevant iwi authoritij eaty settlement entities.

ider a report from the

The s 18 report for this Application id

TUahuriri Rinanga as the relevant iwi i eaty settlement entities. In Part
D and section E2 of this Decision w toghose iwi authorities, along with the
substance of the comments thg§f"™ i under s 53 of the FTAA by Whitiora
Centre Limited (Whitiora), wi @ by Ngai Tuahuriri Rinanga to act on its
behalf.

MfE’s s 18 report advi th e oM@ers of two blocks of land?? were other Maori groups
having relevant intereSYQaid#’the lication. We invited comments from those owners.

PART E: AS (o) FECTS

In Part E of
headj

D&Qgion, we summarise the s 53 comments received under each effects
r at some comments addressed matters outside the scope of our
jurisdi n inclugng road tolling, landscaping of the wider quarry lakes area, creating a
nal in the Lees Road and Barkers Road properties now owned by NZTA,
cregi museum of local history, gifting money to Conservation Volunteers NZ and
s for@urvival Charity for Canterbury. We do not address those ‘out of scope’ matters
furg

In each of the sections in Part E we have included a heading titled “"Conditions”. The
discussion of conditions in those sections relates to amendments that we made to NZTA'’s
proposed conditions in response to matters raised in the s 51 reports and s 53 comments

19 Record of Decisions of the Expert Panel under Section 87 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024, 18 December
2025. Part G1, paragraph 4.

20 Waihi North decision at [10].

21 As it did in Environmental Defence Society Incorporated v New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited & Ors
[2014] NZSC 38.

22 The owners of Part Te Wera Maori Reserve 873 Block, S.0. Plan 13785; and the owners of Lot 3 Deposited
Plan 345904, 171 Gladstone Road, Woodend.

11
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that we received from various parties. We included that discussion so that the draft
Decision that accompanied the draft conditions provided an explanation of those
amendments.

We generally discuss further amendments to the conditions made in response to the s 70
comments we received on the draft conditions and NZTA’s s 70(4) response to those
comments in Part M of this Decision. Consequently, readers should refer to both the
“Conditions” headings in the various sections of Part E and the further discussion in Part
M to fully understand the rationale for the Panel’s final suites of conditions for the various
approvals granted for the Project.

Schedule 5 cls 5(4) requires an applicant to provide an assessment of an 3 ‘s effects

(a) an assessment of the actual or potential effects on the e

(b) if the activity includes the use of hazardous installatio ent of any
risks to the environment that are likely to arise fig
(©) if the activity includes the discharge of any co description of—

i the nature of the discharge and t
to adverse effects; and

e receiving environment

ii. any possible alternative ho
other receiving environm

rge, including discharge into any

(d) s (including safeguards and contingency

Pken to help prevent or reduce the actual or

(e) may be affected by the activity and any response

(f) and significance of the activity’s effects are such that monitoring is
description of how the effects will be monitored and by whom, if the

approved:

(g any effect on the people in the neighbourhood and, if relevant, the wider
community, including any social, economic, or cultural effects:

(h) any physical effect on the locality, including landscape and visual effects:

(i) any effect on ecosystems, including effects on plants or animals and physical
disturbance of habitats in the vicinity:

6)) any effect on natural and physical resources having aesthetic, recreational,

scientific, historical, spiritual, or cultural value, or other special value, for present
or future generations:

12
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(k) any discharge of contaminants into the environment and options for the
treatment and disposal of contaminants:

0] the unreasonable emission of noise:

(m) any risk to the neighbourhood, the wider community, or the environment through
natural hazards or hazardous installations.

Section 6.6 of Application Document 2A included an assessment of these matters.
Commentors also raised a range of actual and potential effects that were of concern to
them. Our approach has been to generally use the same effects-based headings that
that were used in Section 6.6 of Application Document 2A. Where thg i general
agreement between the parties as to the nature of those effects and ag#’condi s that
should be imposed on the relevant approvals then our discussion is re¥@&ively bri

Where there is contention between NZTA and other parties potential
adverse effects in more detail. In doing so we discuss the co j
response to those comments, any relevant provisions Q& )
noted in Parts G to J of this Decision, and our finding dverse effects.

Prior to discussing the effects of the Project,
plans and their appropriate use in the approv i fiter of interest to several
parties including the councils and DOC.

The following actual and potential effegls on nment are then assessed:

=  Cultural Effects

= Transport Effects

= Noise and Vibration
= Air Quality Effect

=  Ground Contagsi

P Stormwater and Flooding Effects

azaous Installations
E gement Plans
NZTA intends to prepare thirteen management plans to collectively manage the detailed
design and construction of certain aspects of the Project together with some of the
effects of those activities.
Seven of the management plans are particular to the altered Designation:

(a) Archaeological and Cultural Sites Management Plan (ACSMP);

(b) Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP);
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(c) Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP);
(d) Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP);

(e) Heritage Management Plan for 110 Parsonage Road (HMP);
(f) Urban and Landscape Design Management Plan (ULDMP);
(9) Visual Effects Management Plan (VEMP).
Six management plans are particular to the resource consents:

(a) Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP);

(b) Construction Air Quality Management Plan (CAQMP);

(©) Contaminated Sites Management Plan (CSMP);

(d) Ecological Management Plan (EMP);

(e) Erosion and Sediment Control Managem Plan d
(f) Groundwater Management Plan (GMP)?

The CEMP features in both the Designaiibn a r rce consents and we understand
it is intended to be the same documen ely Jpere are not two separate CEMPs.

The Wildlife Approval require

(a) Lizard Managem P).
an:

The Archaeological Au @ req s

a suitable mechanism for ensuring that ‘outcome based’ consent conditions
set andards or limits are complied with, and detailed environmental effects are

m appropriately.

Management plans avoid cluttering the conditions with excessive detail, particularly

regarding how certain construction works or mitigation actions will occur. The caveat is

that the approval conditions for management plans should generally specify:

(@) the purpose (or objective) of the plan;

(b) ideally which conditions it is designed to assist with implementing;

(©) the minimum contents of the plan;
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(d) who is to prepare it (in this case that involves a Suitably Qualified Person or SQP
which is a defined term);

(e) who else should be consulted or involved in preparing a management plan (in
this case that primarily relates to Whitiora);

(f) the process for amending a plan;

(9) that the works to which the plan relates must not commence until the relevant
plan is completed to the administering authority’s satisfaction (or certified); and

(h) that the Project activities are to comply with the ‘certified’ plan.

Any performance standards or limits that the Project needs to compl
be monitored by NZTA or the administering authorities shoul
conditions and not in the management plans. If there pct [ feen the
management plan and the conditions, then the conditions mu

It is routine for a management plan to be submittedd¥ the 3 e administering
authority and thereafter ‘certified’, which for all nté and p@poses is a delegated
approval process.

In this case NZTA proposes that the mana plags particular to the resource
consents will be certified by the CRC. was to be certified by DOC,
however a finalised LMP was provided 7 June 2026 for inclusion in the
Wildlife Approval. The ACSMP will be NZTP. A Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
for contaminated land will be pr akariri District Council (WDC) for their
information.

For the altered Designajg oposed that instead of being certified by the WDC,
the relevant manage instead be provided as part of the Outline Plan
(or Plans) to be provi der s 176A of the RMA.

That is not a ; ach, and it is one that the Panel is familiar with. For
example,

ic management plan conditions proposed for the altered Designation
caveats that we set out above. For example, some of the proposed
congd not specify the purpose of the plan. Other conditions lacked sufficient

il toj@nable compliance to be monitored and enforced or used vague terminology.
So, he performance standards or limits that the activities must comply with were
not specified in conditions.

Consequently, the proposed Designation conditions at times lacked sufficient clarity and
certainty and were demonstrably less robust than those imposed on other NZTA
designations??® that the Panel was familiar with.

23 Including the Te Ahu a Turanga: Manawati Tararua Highway and the SH29 Tauriko West corridor in the western
Bay of Plenty
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Comments Received

Whitiora advised that its involvement in the review and content of the management
plans was fundamental to ensuring that the cultural values, interests and priorities of
Ngai Taahuriri were addressed. Whitiora supported the requirement for NZTA to engage
with Whitiora in the development of the management plans, along with conditions
enabling Ngai Tuahuriri to raise environmental issues during construction. Whitiora
sought to have input to any amendments to the management plans.

CRC noted that NZTA had not provided draft management plans, proposing instead that
they be developed and approved through the compliance framework. Consequently,
CRC considered it particularly important that key environmental es and
performance standards were clearly specified and secured through eng
conditions, rather than being deferred to subsequent management

s should
sidered that
approved for
comes, with a

CRC opposed conditions enabling the deemed certification of
CRC not respond to a submitted plan within a certain timefra
deemed certification risked substandard managemep
construction activities, resulting in suboptimal

consequential risk that CRC (through its compliance

their Senior Transportation Engineer stated “Shifting
Plan process appears to remove the requirement for

s and substantially reduces Council’s ability to influence the project
the management plans.” They were also concerned about a
toRertify management plan amendments.

definition of a Suitably Qualified Person (SPQ).

opplsed the deemed certification resource consent conditions and their counterpart
in dlife Approval conditions. DOC considered an independent regulatory check of
management plans was necessary to ensure that NZTA was adhering to all protective
requirements before work commenced. Deemed -certification removed the primary
protection mechanism and degraded the overall purpose of a management plan.

DOC opposed the removal of the Lizard Management Plan (LMP) from the Designation
conditions?>. Retaining a LMP in the Designation conditions2® would further allow the
lizards’ habitat to be properly managed as the Wildlife Approval only managed impacts

24 Suitably Qualified and Experienced Person.
25 Condition 44.
26 We were unsure if DOC also sought for a LMP to be included in the CRC consent conditions.
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on the species itself. DOC advised that the same LMP could contain the requirements
for both the WDC's Designation and the Department’s approvals.

NZTA response to comments

NZTA did not support reverting to a certification framework for the management plans
that were referred to in the Designation. The proposed approach aligned the
management plans with the Outline Plan process under section 176A of the RMA, which
already provided WDC with a statutory review function and an ability to request changes
to the plans. In that regard WDC could seek its own independent technical input at that
stage if it thought that was necessary.

NZTA considered that a certification process would duplicate the s176A
and create an additional approval step. The proposed Outline Plan pr8
appropriate balance between WDC oversight and NZT
implementation. Furthermore, NZTA noted the Outline Pla ppr
across its designations, including Designation P19 in the Chr h Digrict Plan for
the Brougham Street Project.
Regarding a definition of a SPQ, NZTA considered, th¥ roduce a requirement
MPTA also observed that
eady been progressed.
unnecessary administrative

rtification’ process, NZTA advised it
t plan conditions for consistency, and

Addressing f a SQP to certify management plans, NZTA advised it
would no ch an approach because in discharging its responsibilities for
certifying th CRC would need to complete its own reviews to satisfy itself that
the ied With conditions. CRC’s suggestion would introduce an additional

the certification process and would not facilitate NZTA’s primary
ently delivering of the Project.

ondlg to Whitiora, NZTA noted that the proposed condition set included
re gl ents for engagement on management plan development and NZTA was
continuing to work on this in parallel with Whitiora.

Panel Findings

We acknowledge concerns about the removal of the management plan certification
process from the Designation conditions. However, we accept that the provision of
management plans as part of an Outline Plan process is a legitimate and acceptable
alternative approach. As we noted earlier, it is one that the Panel is familiar with.

Consequently, we have no issue with the provision of management plans as part of the
Outline Plan. Having said that, we acknowledge that it would have been preferable for
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NZTA to have provided draft management plans as part of its Substantive Application.
In the absence of that having occurred, it is particularly important that the approval
conditions dealing with management plans meet the caveats that we discussed above.
We have endeavoured to ensure that has occurred.

96 We acknowledge commentators’ concerns regarding the ‘deemed certification’ of
management plans in the CRC consents, Wildlife Approval and Archaeological Authority.
While we accept that such conditions may have been imposed on the approvals for other
projects, we find that would not be appropriate here and observe that other FTAA expert
panels?” have not imposed ‘deemed certification’ conditions. Instead, we adopt the
approach recently used in the Waihi North FTAA approvals of inserting an advice note to
address the certification process, including an indication that certificatigg
unreasonably withheld or delayed, and certification or a response fig
agency is expected to take no longer than 30 working days.

97 Regarding CRC's suggestion of a SQP to ‘certify’ the manage QPP ree with
NZTA that would be inappropriate here. For the Southland W
2508-1095], conditions were imposed by that FTAA 4
nominated by the consent holder and approved by tj
that SQP (called the Independent Management Pla
guidance, and confirm, or make recommendatio
of the contents of the management plan(s)
consent. However, actual certification rema
approach differs from what we underst C

a SQP to be
Is. The role of
hs to provide technical
older on the suitability
e relevant conditions of
relevant council. So that

98 We agree with NZTA that there isnho n efifg@ the term “Suitably Qualified Person”,
noting that term is widely used j ent gondifons and is well understood.

Conditions

99 We amended the co ons rovals as outlined above.

100 Cultural effec gyossessed in section 6.6.3 of the Substantive Application and in a

ral Values?® (Volume 1E) prepared by Whitiora Centre Limited

101 ords?® that Ngai Thahuriri RGnanga is a principal hapd of Ngai Tahu,
Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu Act 1996 and the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement
Settlement Act). The takiwa of the hapi is centred at Tuahiwi, and extends
nui to Hakatere, sharing an interest with Arowhenua Rinanga northwards to
P and inland to the Main Divide. In this area, Ngai Tuahuriri actively exercises

rangatiratanga and kaitiakitanga over te Taiao.

102 The Statement advised that Whitiora Centre Limited (Whitiora) is mandated by Ngai
Tuahuriri RUnanga to act on its behalf in matters of environmental policy and planning.

27 Including recently for Wahi North and the Southland Windfarm.
28 Statement of: Cultural Values, Interests & Priorities, Whitiora, October 2025.
29 In the Introduction.

18



FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

103 Section 6.6.3 stated that the Project traverses an area of high cultural significance and
involves activities that affect land, waterways and sites of high cultural significance and
sacredness. The Statement evaluated potential impacts on Wahi Tapu and Wahi Taonga
and summarised the effects on those sites and taonga, having regard to the findings of
the technical reports prepared for the Substantive Application, particularly the Ecological
Impact Assessment (Volume 3I).

104 The Statement3® noted NZTA and Whitiora commenced engagement on the Woodend
By-pass Project in mid-2024 and had met monthly since then. Whitiora and NZTA had
agreed the formation of a Cultural Advisory Group (CAG) which is reflected in the
amended Designation conditions. The CAG is a separate forum from the regular

art, naming and planting.

105 The Statement noted NZTA provided Whitiora with a full suite
alterations to the Designation conditions, proposed condijg
and the draft applications for the Wildlife Approval and haeo
reviewed those draft reports which enabled them unders
Application.

orities. Whitiora
d the details of the

106 Section 6.6.3 included a summary of anticip tur ffects relating to wetlands,
waterways, fauna and flora, Wahi Ta C ral landscape, transport and
y Whitiora and it noted:

(a) Measures for offsetting rg wetlands, in the form of the southern
remnant lake, were itiora. Measures for offsetting residual
effects on waterw ) cement of McIntosh Drain were supported.
Whitiora expec on water quality resulting from construction

ad runoff would be addressed through appropriate

t implementation of ecological mitigation, offsetting and
combined with improved stormwater treatment, could positively
A the restoration of environmental values that also hold cultural

Project would result in the loss of lizard habitat, Whitiora acknowledged
t effects on fauna could be managed through the Ecological Management Plan
P) and there was the potential to enhance indigenous planting throughout
e Designation corridor;

(c) The Project would result in a permanent and irreversible change to the cultural
landscape and would have cumulative effects on cultural values because of the
permanent loss of wetlands, modifications to waterbodies and the loss of
indigenous biodiversity. The mitigation and offsetting proposed by NZTA were
necessary to assist with some degree of restoration of cultural values within the
landscape; and

30 In the section titled Partnership and Engagement.
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(d)  The Project would provide benefits in the form of improved traffic safety and
efficiency for all road users, but there was the potential for unintended effects of
displaced local traffic short-cutting through Tuahiwi, both during construction and
operation of the Project. Whitiora acknowledged that the Traffic Management
Plan for early works at the Quarry Lakes was amended to address these concerns.

The Statement3' recommended several requirements which had been agreed to by
NZTA. These included monitoring of local roads; including the integration of
infrastructure or services in any local road upgrades; and codifying the mitigation,
offsetting and compensation measures recommended in NZTA’s technical reports in
conditions.

with NZTA and its contractors regarding any construction relat
that matter the Convenor’s Minute3? noted?? that “... ex
Cultural Sites Management Plan, Whitiora engageme
outside the FTAA process.”

Comments Received

The Minister for Maori Development an
Potaka, supported the Project and en
significance of the Project area within
waterways, wahi tapu, urupa
effects on taonga species.

i Crown Relations, Hon Tama

el to have regard to the cultural
TUpuna, including associations with
scapes, and identified and potential

Whitiora provided com dated by Ngai Tuahuriri RUnanga. They advised the
Project would perma ea of high cultural significance to Ngai Tuahuriri,

st with some degree of restoration of cultural values within the
ted with impacts on water quality and aquatic ecology, and the
f wetlands, modifications to culturally significant waterbodies and the
\ndigenous biodiversity.  Whitiora also considered cultural monitoring of
woils should be enabled across the whole Project site.

NZTA response to comments

NZTA acknowledged the support expressed for the Project by the Minister for Maori
Development and Minister for Maori Crown Relations. NZTA noted the matters that the
Minister encouraged the Panel to have regard to were addressed in section 4.3 of the

31 In the section titled “Requirements” on page 27.

32 Minute Of The Panel Convener, Advising of the Expert Panel Appointment and Decision Timeframe, FTAA-2512-
1157, 10 March 2026.

33 paragraph 23.
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Substantive Application, and in the Statement of Cultural Values, Interests and Priorities
prepared by Whitiora.

113 Regarding the s 53 comments from Whitiora, NZTA acknowledged the -cultural
significance of the area and had undertaken extensive pre-lodgement consultation with
Whitiora on behalf of Te Ngai Tuahuriri Rinanga. NZTA acknowledged the cultural values
associated with the permanent loss of wetlands, modifications to culturally significant
waterbodies and the loss of indigenous biodiversity and accepted the need to undertake
mitigation and offsetting as described in the Substantive Application and the CRC consent
conditions.

114 Regarding Whitiora’s concern about earthworks monitoring, NZTA proposg
words “during archaeological investigations” from Proposed Condition 4

gleting the

Statutory Instruments

115 No particular statutory provisions were brought to our attentiN es comments,
other than those already mentioned.

Panel Findings

e at cultural effects have
jnst granting the approvals

116 Considering the s 53 comments provided by
been adequately addressed and they do n
sought.

Conditions

117 We did not amend NZTA’s prg

E3 Transport Effects

118 Construction and op
authorised by wg

port effects associated with the Project are largely
Designation. Transport effects that are relevant to

this FTAA pro te to the updated design of the Pegasus Interchange
(relative to t cheme design). Those effects were assessed in section 6.6.4 of
the Subst Blication and the supporting Transport Effects Assessment3* (Volume
30).

119 c effects are managed by the existing Designation conditions, which
ruction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) to be prepared prior to

n works commencing. The CTMP would be provided to WDC with the Outline
an.

120 At the Pegasus Interchange, the originally proposed upgraded roundabout will be
amended to a signalised, fully grade-separated diamond interchange with two-stage
pedestrian crossings, seven-phase signal phasing and realignment of the Taranaki and
Waihora Streams. The interchange would be further optimised as detailed design
progresses. NZTA’s modelling® demonstrated that the updated design performed

34 Belfast to Pegasus Motorway & Woodend Bypass Pre-Implementation and MSQA Professional Services,
Transport Effects of the New Pegasus Interchange on the Surrounding Network, Aurecon New Zealand Limited,
17 October 2025. (Aurecon 2025).

35 The modelling was based on current best estimates and assumptions, but actual future conditions may vary
due to changes in land use, travel behaviour, infrastructure developments, and other external factors.
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better, particularly under projected 2048 traffic volumes. The amended design utilised
controlled crossings for pedestrians and NZTA considered that provided a better balance
of safety and operational efficiency compared to the former roundabout.

Comments Received

WDC3¢ advised that they have “... had close involvement with the Project’s design team
for the past several months including providing detailed review and feedback of the
underlying traffic modelling and assumptions.” WDC did not appear to query the
transportation effects, but they did suggest a range of minor amendments to the
transport related conditions.

roundabout, and undertake further development of safe syst
solutions as the preferred long-term option. Based on advi
Foodstuffs considered a roundabout offered better
alignment with the Ravenswood town-centre environiyg

Ravenswood Developments Ltd (RDL) advised t S irmed Ravenswood as
i QPicnt of a 20.74ha hectare
djacent to SH1. RDL was
n of the existing Ravenswood
Intersection, suggesting that conges restrictions resulting from the
Woodend Bypass Project together wi ion of the Ravenswood Intersection
would result in a level of congeg ignificantly impede the movement of
people and goods within th B37, understand RDL supported Foodstuff’s
suggestion that a roundabgut P/ided for the Ravenswood Intersection.

RDL also sought clea Wage ahead of the off/on ramps connecting SH1 to
Bob Robertson Drive.

ectare block of land located between Ravenswood and Waikuku,
y SH1 is known as the Gressons Road Block which is zoned Medium
e (MRZ) and is expected to provide for approximately 1,500 new
Estates supported the Project, along with the closure of the eastern

ancement to accommodate increased traffic volumes. Mr Monaghan requested
isionfor a 600mm diameter concrete conduit beneath SH1 to enable a future
w er connection serving the Gressons Road Block.

Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust expressed concern about the potential disruption of local
public access routes3® to the Thhaitara Coastal Park. TKTT requested that NZTA confirm
that all existing access connections between communities and Tuhaitara Coastal Park

36 Shane Binder (Senior Transportation Engineer) at WDC.

37 The Stantec report considered (section 9 Recommendation) that a signalised intersection would generate long

queues and combined with the requirements for the physical layout (for example, medians), would result in a

need to restrict many accesses that that have been provisioned for in the North Woodend ODP. As many of those

accesses already exist, this will have adverse effects on the functioning of established businesses

38 Thhaitara Coastal Park is accessed from Kairaki, The Pines Beach, Woodend Beach, Pegasus Town, and
Waikuku Beach.
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would be maintained or improved; assess whether the Project would create any new
barriers to access and provide for safe crossing points or alternative routes where
needed; and engage with the TKTT regarding active transport connections.

Some lay person commentators3® queried the lack of access to the bypass on the stretch
between the Pines and Pegasus roundabout and another*® suggested alternative
transport solutions. One commentator was concerned about sleep disruption from
vehicle headlights and the termination point of the Woodend Beach Road overpass?.
Another*? requested safety mitigation along the boundary with Pegasus golf course as
far as Preeces Road. One commentator was concerned that construction (including filling
of quarry lakes) would cause traffic congestion on local roads.

NZTA response to comments

Regarding WDC’s comments, NZTA noted the Designation route alred Drised,
and the proposed Pegasus interchange would support a fu an system
instead of the originally proposed roundabout which would no & for purpose
given the growth in Ravenswood and Pegasus.

Designation envelope for the Project,
had already been authorised. NZTA a

g of that intersection for the purpose of
Hered the matters raised by commentators
es associated with vehicles exiting Bob Robertson

R®bertson Drive were proposed as part of the Project and NZTA
directi i would be provided and would be shown as part of the Outline Plan.

Re the comments of Sean Monaghan (Suburban Estates) made on behalf of Brian
AnnglStokes, NZTA noted the Gressons Road development was a separate project
th d be managed through a separate process**. NZTA advised that the Belfast to

Pegasus Project conditions related to that Project and did not preclude development of
the Gressons Road Block. However, NZTA stated it would continue to work separately

39 Including Hugh and Catherine Bramwell.

40 Nicky Auld.

4 Emma Cunnigham.

42 Philip Jenkins.

43 Including a survey and disposal process upon completion of the Project, which in some instances results in
unused land being offered to adjoining blocks.
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with the Stokes on relevant matters relating to the development of the Gressons Road
Block in its role as an infrastructure provider.

Regarding Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust’s concerns, NZTA reiterated that the Designation
was existing, and they were not proposing changes to local access routes as part of the
Project. In particular, local road access would be maintained via overpasses on Woodend
Beach Road and Gladstone Road, ensuring ongoing access to the Tthaitara Coastal Park.

On the matter of the lack of access to the Bypass on the stretch between the Pines and
Pegasus roundabout, NZTA noted the Designation was existing and no changes to the
access and exit points were being sought. Regarding safety mitigation along the
boundary with Pegasus golf course as far as Preeces Road, NZTA noteg at was an
existing situation adjoining SH1 and no changes were proposed to )
relation to the golf course boundary.

Regarding Ms Cunnigham’s concerns about lighting, NZT ighation
adjacent to Woodend Beach Road was already authorised. No ¢
to the Designation in that location which would alter lig N

a shared path on the overbridge allowing on
maintaining the connection with Woodend.

ed*> to minimise disruption to local
ry lakes to create an embankment for
was not within the scope of this Project.
ng given effect to within the area of land
A the Project. As part of the separate land acquisition
pdated to reflect the modified land area available

use integration statement addressing how the Project aligned with CRPS policies
6.3.1 - 6.3.4. We address the CRPS in section G4 of this Decision.

44 160 Woodend Beach Road

45 A Construction Traffic Management Plan is to be prepared and implemented prior to construction. It would will
set out approved routes, hours of operation, access points, and on-site controls to reduce congestion and
conflicts with local traffic. Traffic management measures (e.g. signage, temporary speed limits, turning
restrictions) would be used when necessary.
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Panel Findings

We were mindful that transport effects were already authorised by the existing
Designation and were not within the scope of our consideration, except for the minor
areas of the enlarged Designation footprint.

Consequently, we could not explicitly address the concerns expressed by Foodstuffs and
Ravenswood Developments Ltd regarding the Bob Robertson Drive / Garlick Street
intersection at Ravenswood. We note the modelling of that intersection for the purpose
of future local network planning is being led by WDC. We also note NZTA'’s intention to
continue to work separately with the Stokes on relevant matters relating to the
development of the Gressons Road Block.

We are satisfied that effects on local roads and connections are either X@e brised
or will be addressed though the Outline Plan process.

We find that transport effects do not weigh against granting t oval

Conditions

We have not amended NZTA'’s proposed conditi

E4 Noise and Vibration Effects

Construction noise and vibration effe
section 6.6.5 of the Substantive Appli
Assessment*® (Volume 3D). Con

the Project were assessed in
Construction Noise and Vibration
d vibration are largely authorised by
t there were no changes to operational

amig@ompaction of the early works embankments across the Quarry Lakes;

d) erations to the Designation boundaries.

Tonkin & Taylor 2025 developed a noise effects envelope for the Project, and they
conservatively assumed noise walls (for operational purposes) would not be installed
ahead of construction.

The existing Designation conditions require a Construction Noise and Vibration
Management Plan (CNVMP) to be prepared prior to construction works commencing. The
conditions describe noise and vibration criteria to be achieved during construction where

4 Tonkin & Taylor Ltd, State Highway 1 North Canterbury—Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus) -
Construction noise and vibration technical assessment, December 2025 (Tonkin & Taylor 2025).
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it is practical to do so, and the CNVMP outlines the approach NZTA will take when those
criteria cannot be achieved. Furthermore, a CTMP would be provided to WDC along with
the Outline Plan.

A limited number of sensitive receptors (or PPFs*’) would be affected by ground
improvement works required to ensure the ground had sufficient bearing to support the
abutments for new bridges. A dynamically compacted*® hardfill embankment (causeway)
would be required to enable the alignment to pass over the Quarry Lakes.

Those effects are intended to be managed by the CNVMP. Ground vibration may be
noticeable for occupants of buildings within 100m of the works, but Tonkin & Taylor 2025
considered the resultant vibration would be safe for residential building g cosmetic
damage would not occur. Consequently, vibration monitoring
unnecessary.

Night works for bridge construction and dynamic compaction mi#nt e C oise and
vibration criteria specified in the Designation conditions a theg potential to
generate significant noise and vibration at specific locaig Th exd¥fedances were
also intended to be managed by the CNVMP.

Tonkin & Taylor 2025 considered that propose
boundaries would not result in any change to
at any sensitive receptor.

e existing Designation
ation effects experienced

Comments Received

WDC#* was concerned that th psed del n of Designation conditions 100-103
which mandated Council-led e inspections limited Council’s ability to
enforce or independently verif ) B and vibration compliance.

pre the owners of 110 Parsonage Road, Woodend.
They supported the co i appropriate noise walls to mitigate the operational
noise of the bypg and property. However, they sought amendments to
Designation
Assessme @¥nd the design of noise mitigations.

g, noise barriers, or low-noise road surfaces, along with post-

47 Protected Premises and Facilities comprising spaces used in buildings for residential activities, marae, overnight
medical care, teaching (and sleeping) in education facilities and playgrounds that are part of educational
facilities that are within 20m of buildings used for teaching purposes.

48 Dynamic compaction involves dropping a 30T weight from a height of 30 m using a crane on a grid pattern
with multiple drops at each point. Works would commence at the northern end of the crossing and progress in
a southerly direction.

49 Luke Lee (Senior Environmental Compliance Officer).

50 Including Olivia Penrose (Cleaver) regarding Copper Beech Estate and Woodend Beach Road, Phillip Jenkins
regarding north of The Pegasus Interchange along the eastern side of SH1 and the boundary with Pegasus Golf
course as far as Preeces Road, David Fahy regarding Lees Road; Jan VIk regarding the existing residential
community in Kaiapoi beside the existing SH1 corridor (Whitefield Street, Sneyd Street, Epworth Street, Bayliss
Drive, Hayson Drive, Wyatt Street and nearby residential streets).
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construction noise monitoring where required. In some cases,”! additional consultation,
traffic and noise modelling, and noise monitoring was requested.

156 Some commentators®? suggested alternatives such as an underground pedestrian
tunnel. However, it is our role to assess what NZTA has applied to undertake, rather

than consider alternative road safety solutions.

NZTA response to comments

157 In response to concerns about noise and vibration NZTA reiterated construction and
operational noise and vibration effects were already authorised by the existing
Designation, with the exception of some Project construction activities were not
anticipated when the Designation was included in the OWDP, and whe§t jons to
the Designation were sought.

he deration
ion of noise

158 NZTA stated that the existing Designation conditions®3 already
of noise mitigation options. Where those conditions require
walls or bunds, the mitigation measures would be taken ig

of visual impacts. NZTA advised operational
advanced based on the scope set in the ex

ts were substantially
conditions, and those

159 In terms of WDC’'s concern about D¢Fi i ions 100-103, NZTA noted the
However, those matters could be

addressed through an advice nojgts s within WDC'’s jurisdiction. NZTA did

not agree to an additional cla @ specifically to charging for inspections on

' be is already available under the RMA as set

160 No specific st ¢@ ovisi were brought to our attention by the s 53 commentators.

161 indfu(lhat noise and vibration effects were already authorised by the existing

the Project that we listed earlier. In that regard there was no expert opinion
hat contradicted Tonkin & Taylor’'s conclusion that the proposed ground
ents for bridges, potential night works, and dynamic compaction of the early
works embankments together with proposed alterations to the existing Designation
boundaries would not result in any change to the noise and vibration effects experienced
at any sensitive receptor.

51 Such as Jan VlIk.

52 Including Glenn Allsopp and Karala Allsopp

53 Conditions 92 to 96.

54 Along with all ‘affected properties’ as required by Designation condition 41.
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Consequently, we find that noise and vibration effects do not weigh against granting the
approvals sought for the Project.

Conditions

We did not amend NZTA’s proposed Designation conditions, other than to include an
additional advice note relating to the recovery of WDC's inspection costs.
E5 Air Quality Effects

Air quality effects associated with the Project were assessed in section 6.6.6 of the
Substantive Application and the Construction Air Quality Assessment>> (Volume 3E).

during the operational phase of the Project. Their assess
addressed construction related effects.

Tonkin & Taylor AQ2025 stated that air quality effects
dust (coarse particulate matter) from constructi
disturbance or handling of soil, aggregate or b his. A relatively small
component of fine particulate matter (PMio t be emitted. Other
potential discharges, such as respirable crys¥g@li ca (R®5), odour and combustion
emissions, were likely to be small in scal
negligible.

e discharge of
as mechanical

The Substantive Application® staigs y to dust impacts would generally be
higher in the urban settings of, end, with a medium level of sensitivity
within the rural environment. ensitivity to the health effects of PM1o were

To determine what
Regional Plan (CA&R

t¥be required from CRC under the Canterbury Air
lor AQ2025 undertook a conservative assessment of

tand that the result of Tonkin & Taylor’s assessment was that discharges of

ust re ing from land development and unsealed surfaces were assessed as permitted

ac s, while discharges of dust resulting from the outdoor storage of bulk solid
materials (stockpiling) required resource consent.

The requirement to prepare a Construction Air Quality Management Plan (CAQMP) is a
proposed consent condition in the regional consents. The CAQMP will include specific
procedures for stockpiling and handling material, including maximum heights for

55 Tonkin & Taylor Ltd, State Highway 1 North Canterbury—Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus) -
Construction Air Quality Assessment, December 2025 (Tonkin & Taylor AQ2025).

56 Section 6.6.5.

57 Frequency, Intensity, Duration, Offensiveness and Location.
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stockpiles, screening of uncovered stockpiles in certain locations (in proximity to
sensitive receptors), and covering or otherwise stabilising stockpiles.

Comments Received

171 CRC provided an air quality peer review® from Suzanne Cawood®®. The peer review
agreed that the primary air quality issue was dust, and dust from most of the proposed
construction activities was permitted under CARP Rule 7.32, provided they complied with
the rule’s conditions, which included the preparation of a Dust Management Plan (DMP)
in accordance with the Schedule 2 of the CARP. However, emissions from stockpiles were
a discretionary activity requiring consent.

172 Ms Cawood considered NZTA’s proposed mitigation measures were j

conditions to manage dust from the stockpiling activity only.
that if NZTA proposed to develop a separate DMP to add

stockpiling of bulk materials.

173 Ms Cawood queried whether the Constructio as (CSA) would be sealed,
because if they were not, they could be es otential dust and appropriate
dust mitigation measures would need beg the CAQMP. She also queried
the IAQM Dust Risk evaluation undert or ti@ earthworks, suggesting it contained
errors.

174 WDC sought the retention gf dition 10 requiring a CAQMP.

175 Te Kohaka o Tuhaitar,
the Tuhaitara Coastal

erie@protocols that would be in place to manage dust at

176

the suggestion in relation to wind direction characterisation. He updated
sessment presented in Table 6.1 of the CAQA®2, In relation to CRC’s comments
M dust risk evaluation, he agreed that the risk of human health impacts during
emolition and construction phase (as well as the earthworks phase) in rural
environments had been overstated, but did not agree with the suggestion to conduct

58 Appendix 1 — Technical Advice - Air Quality.

59 Senior Environmental Scientist with Beca Limited.

80 Statement of Evidence of Jason Savelio Karena Pene (air quality), Dated 15 May 2026.
1 Principal Consultant at Tonkin & Taylor Ltd.

62 Construction Air Quality Assessment report lodged with the Substantive Application.
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separate risk evaluations for each Project construction zone®3. He updated the IAQM dust
risk evaluation presented in Table 6.3 of the CAQA.

NZTA opposed the specification of setback distances in clause (a) of the definition of a
Sensitive Air Quality Receptor Activity (SAQRA) as it would inappropriately extend the
definition of an occupied dwelling well beyond the area that would be frequently occupied
by the dwelling and its occupants and be inconsistent with the corresponding CARP
definition of a “notional boundary” for occupied dwellings which is specified as 20 m from
the dwelling fagade. Similarly, setback distances proposed by CRC for clauses (b) to (d)
of the SAQRA definition would inappropriately lead to incorporation of areas that were
not associated with the sensitive activity and would likely include areas of low sensitivity
to air quality effects.

Mr Pene noted that the updated DRI and IAQM assessments did not_ alt™ (QaIsions
of the CAQA on the impacts of dust.

Regarding WDC’s concern about Designation condition 10(a
advised its removal from the Designation was because of discharges
to air was a regional council function being addressed framework and

create a dual management and approval
duplication and inconsistency.

In response to Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara
stockpiles would be documented in t i cordance with resource consent
condition MP.9. NZTA advised that the astal Park would be upwind of Project

construction and associated dugj revailing northeast winds and NZTA's
dust management measures minimise exposure to dust at sensitive
receptors located in closer gro ’ SPECt than the Tuhaitara Coastal Park and dune

CRC and NZT. @ fl to t'NPCARP which we address in section G4 of this Decision.

hat the CAQMP can be removed from the Designation conditions,
e that will avoid a jurisdictional overlap with the CRC's air quality
unctions. We agree with NZTA that the issue of vehicle speeds on haul
s is Jetter encapsulated in the CTMP.

We consider the CAQMP comprehensively addresses dust discharges from the stockpiles.
Since consent is only required for the discharge of dust from stockpiles, we do not agree

with CRC that the resource consent conditions should require the preparation and
certification of a separate DMP that encompasses the whole Project. NZTA will need to

63 Rather than conducting a separate IAQM Dust Risk evaluation for each construction zone, separate evaluations
were instead conducted in the CAQA for the urban environmental settings at Kaiapoi and Woodend and The
rural environment comprising the remainder of the alignment.
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produce a DMP to satisfy CRC that it meets CARP Rule 7.32A. However, that is a separate
exercise.

We note that resource consent condition C4.11 is that “There shall be no discharge of
dust that is offensive or objectionable beyond the site boundary”. If any such offensive
or objectionable dust discharges arise, or if NZTA does not provide a DMP to CRC, then
NZTA will presumably not meet CARP Rule 7.32A’s permitted activity conditions and CRC
can take appropriate enforcement action.

We are satisfied that potential impacts of dust on the Tahaitara Coastal Park will be
appropriately managed by NZTA’s adherence to CARP Rule 7.32A’s permitted activity
conditions and the resource consent conditions for stockpiles

approvals.

Conditions

F TA that the definition
ey cite. However, we
were sought by CRC to
important to set out those
then describing how those

Regarding the CRC resource consent conditions, we a¥

address dust discharges from stockpiles. We
requirements in standalone condition
conditions will be met.

Other than that, we found NZ posegd co#itions to be generally appropriate and
made no material amendmeng

E6 Ground Contamin

NZTA addressed Gr tion Effects in section 4.8 of the Substantive
Application Docu 3F report prepared by Tonkin & Taylor Limited (T+T
2025)%4,

The asses
overall align

nt pleted by T+T collates a range of previous reports, both for the
for specific locations within the Designation.

rid report that functions as a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) in
e alignment and a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) in others. The

this is due primarily to access limitations at the time of reporting or testing
eing dgerred until clearance of structures is undertaken.

ome

The report identified several areas of ground contamination that were confirmed by
testing. These include:

(a) A former landfill at Gladstone Road (Site 9/Area D).

(b) A livestock dip at 788 Main North Road, Kaiapoi (Site 4/Area A).

64 State Highway 1 North Canterbury - Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus) Ground Contamination
Assessment Tonkin & Taylor Limited December 2025, Rev F.
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(© A former commercial blackcurrant agriculture site at 189 Woodend Beach Road
(Site 7/Area B).

In addition, T+T identified a further eight sites where there is the potential for soil
contamination to be encountered within the proposed earthworks footprint. These areas
have been identified as requiring further investigation prior to earthworks commencing.

For the three sites (set out in (a) to (c) above) where detailed testing has been carried
out T+T found that “"Contaminant concentrations in investigated areas are generally
below thresholds for human health and groundwater protection.”

The Gladstone Road landfill is identified by T+T as the most significant HZ azardous
industries and activities list) site on the alignment. In some areas
results have identified contamination that exceeds surface water
protection criteria.

A detailed design for this area has yet to be completed and c i ither partial
removal with ground improvement (likely dynamic comggigan)
removal of the landfill material.

| indicate that most of
e Project alignment.

T+T considered that the levels of soil contamin
these materials would be suitable for re-use

A key part of the potential for re-useis t
which are set out in Section 6.4 of T (2

te Acceptance Criteria (WAC),
ave proposed two WAC re-use

criteria. One for freshwater/terrestria s a one for protection of groundwater
quality.
For assessment of freshwager, cts the Australian and New Zealand Default

Guideline Values (DGV) toxic in sediment are used.

For protection of grou
from Table C-3 4

ity T+T used the “leaching to water” criteria sourced
delines®® for a Class 4 fill facility.

T+T note did not use the “adopted” values from Table C-3 in WasteMINZ
guidelines® ass 4 fill facility because they consider that those values are
"LtV oMprotecting human health in a residential land use scenario or
terres , neither of which are considered key receptors with the project site.”
De Mg IS not expected to be necessary with the exceptions of some culverts and if

full dkcavation option for the Gladstone Road landfill is undertaken. Discharge of
de g water is expected to be to land adjacent to the dewatering areas and analysis

of groundwater at Gladstone Road landfill indicates that the quality of any dewatered
groundwater would not present a risk for groundwater users downgradient of the
discharge to land, and therefore the effects of any dewatering discharge are expected to
be low to negligible.

65 WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land - Revision 3.1.
66 WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land - Revision 3.1.

32



FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

204 Dissolved copper and zinc from Gladstone Road Landfill exceed surface water quality
assessment criteria and discharge to land is to be controlled to avoid dewatering water
entering surface water bodies.

205 T+4T recommended that operational phase stormwater discharges from the road to
ground should be avoided in areas of identified ground contamination.

206 T+T proposed development of a Contamination Site Management Plan (CSMP) which will
include protocols for any accidental discovery of contamination. They also noted that
construction dewatering will be governed by the proposed Groundwater Management
Plan (GMP) which will include controls such as groundwater quality sampling and pre-
treatment.

Comments Received

ed RC and
touched on
din Part E11

207 Ground contamination effects were discussed in the comme
WDC, and Nicky Auld. The comments of Te Kohaka o Tuhait
contamination, but in an operational context; their com r
- Earthworks, Stormwater and Flooding Effects.

208 Nicky Auld addressed ground contamination in
contamination risks related to importation of
backfilling of the quarry lakes.

rst being groundwater
nd the second being the

209 Class 5 cleanfill is (by definition) vir
contaminants. All quarried material is Class 5 cleanfill by definition®”.

Contaminated land experts for ] DC did not raise this as an issue and
we are therefore satisfied t @ oundwater contamination from imported

Class 5 cleanfill is negligib

210 We note that the b
previously consented €
of this FTAA ap

d does not form part of the approvals sought as part
atter raised is out of scope).

211  While the
contaminati

provided by CRC and WDC cover different aspects of ground
f , the assessment has been undertaken by the same Contaminated
an®Christenson®®) and we consider both sets of comments holistically

212 many areas of alignment between NZTA's experts and CRC/WDC experts.

here remain several areas of disagreement, primarily related to the Waste
(which are addressed in a separate section below).

213 Ms Christenson agrees with the conceptual benefits of re-use of contaminated soils, but
she was of the view that the WAC for protection of groundwater quality proposed by

NZTA was not appropriate for the geological and hydrogeological setting.

214 While Ms Christenson accepted that the WasteMINZ leaching to water criteria may be
acceptable for specific areas of the site "...where there is some management in place (for

87 WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land - Revision 3.1.
68 Senior Scientist - Contaminated Land and Waste Science, Hazards Science, Environment Canterbury.
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example, under sealed surfaces and >1m above groundwater)” she did not consider
them appropriate for re-use where the only other control is a restriction on placement
within 20 m of waterways (within which the lower of the Default Guideline Values or
leaching to water values will be used).

215 The main reasons given by Ms Christenson were that:

(a) “...the values are for an appropriately-sited landfill, and are not generally
applicable for any soil anywhere in New Zealand”,

(b) Many of the constraints that the WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines indicate need
to be considered in waste placement design such as drinking Y aquifers,
water courses, water supply catchments, estuaries, marshes yds are
present at, or near to the Project alignment.

(©) It is not clear whether the "...WasteMINZ Technical Guigdlines y#pre € ntended
to derive soil reuse values that protect shallow (< depthd Canterbury
groundwaters that are proximal to surface wa % € such as are

present in the project area.”

WasteMINZ Technical
d values for re-use of

216 Ms Christenson considered that the “adoptedg
Guidelines would be more appropriate for
contaminated soils.

217 In addition to the disagreement arourfll WA stenson considered that a much
larger buffer from streams or waterco On@proposed by the applicant) should be
adopted for contaminant conce s abgve V. She proposed an alternative buffer

of 100m.
218 Ms Christenson propos at m&@urement of contaminant concentrations in soil to be
re-used should con r a ean and maximum concentration or if mean

concentrations were u en thé calculation method should be defined specifically in
the consent co

219 Additional §
the results
nds.

fo was provided that related to a specific error in the units used in
leSQor the Gladstone Landfill (Site 9/Area D) relating to organic

comments

220 ided a response to CRC/WDC comments on contaminated land through the

evj of Paul Walker®® a contaminated land specialist at Tonkin & Taylor Limited.

221 Mr Walker responded to CRC/WDC concerns about the derivation of the leaching to water
criteria in the WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines. His view was that the leaching to water
criteria were appropriate for the Project.

222 The basis for Mr Walker’s opinion was that Class 4 facilities do not require the same
siting consideration as Class 1 or Class 2 landfills, where the Guidelines indicate that

69 Statement of Evidence of Paul Edward Walker dated 15 May 2026 FTAA-2512-1157.
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“...site ownership, location and transport distance are likely to be the predominant siting
criteria.”

223 Mr Walker further considered that the Guidelines "...define WAC that are sufficiently
conservative and therefore protective where there are site features (such as shallow
groundwater and nearby surface water) that would constrain the establishment of Class
1, 2 and 3 facilities.”

224 He also noted that the derivation of the WAC for leaching to water had a level of
"compounding conservatism that is baked into the derivation process...” that included
(but was not limited to):

(a) The use of slightly acidic (i.e. more “aggressive”) leaching watg
Precipitation Leaching Potential (‘\SPLP’) method;

(b) An adopted fraction of organic carbon (foc) of 1% en 4 Mlues are
expected from the soil to be re-used in this project; a

(©) An assumption of a 20 fold dilution value is mo
at the subject site because:

iv n that expected

i The derivation method assu co soil extends to the

groundwater table; and

ii. It is assumed that the rfept u ater well is at the edge of the
source, i.e. no dilution of indlon in the aquifer between the source
and the receptor.

225 Mr Walker acknowledgedth ion was based on meeting New Zealand
Drinking Water Stand m Acceptable Values (NZ DWS MAV) at the site
boundary and that ent with the CLWRP which limited groundwater

226 However, he &&
that the regy

227

20247 states that use of 95% UCL is appropriate for the characterisation of stockpiles
providing that it is implemented by a SQP that understands the use of statistical tools.”

228 Mr Walker remained of that opinion that a 20m offset from water bodies was appropriate
and considered that there was no basis provided for the 100m offset proposed by Ms
Christenson.

70 Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan at Table 8i
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Statutory Instruments

Statutory instrument provisions relevant to the ground contamination effects include:

(a) The Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011
(NES:CS).

(b) The Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).

We refer to these instruments in Part G of this Decision.

Panel Findings

The appropriateness of the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) for Inated

The Panel is not in a position to define besp
consider whether to accept CRC'’s posiig t
experts for both appeared to have a fylfdam reement around the applicability
of the only national guideline that migh assiance in assessing the re-use potential
of contaminated soils.

A key part of Ms Christegso that the leaching to water criteria in the
WasteMINZ Technical G i e developed in such a way that they did not consider

On balance, to imagine a scenario where a document such as the
WasteMIN Guidelines would fundamentally ignore the ground and
groundwate RNs in one of the largest regions in the country. While not explicit in
the f ta®won, there appears to be sufficient evidence to suggest that the

Ms nson proposes that the “adopted values” for Class 4 WAC be utilised for the
ect a WAC.

However, it is clear from the WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines that the adopted values
are primarily derived to be protective of human health and ecology. Conceptually, the
Panel considers that more relaxed criteria for re-use of contaminated soils are reasonable
where human health and/or ecological impacts are not a risk factor, which is the case
for the proposed construction and operation of this Project.

Considering that context, the levels of conservatism described by Mr Walker, and the
small volumes of contaminated soil expected over the Project alignment, the Panel is of

7t PDP 2019 Technical Memorandum WasteMINZ Landfill Guidelines - Options for Class 3 and Class 4 WAC
Derivations. 12 December 2019.
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the view that the Class 4 leaching to water Waste Acceptance Criteria proposed by NZTA
are appropriate for the re-use of contaminated soil for landscaping within the Project
designation.

However, we agree with CRC’s position that siting remains an important consideration
in development of a Class 4 controlled fill and do not accept Mr Walker’s position that
siting is inherently considered in the way the WAC are set. We have made changes to
the draft condition set to reflect the need for a siting assessment for soil re-use where
the proposed Class 4 leaching to water WAC are used.

The Panel is also mindful that the WAC are based on the NZ DWS MAV whereas the
CLWRP requires half this value at the boundary. Mr Walker’s evidence ested that
would be achievable, and we see no reason why the Project effeq
monitored in accordance with the requirements of the CLWRP. ) W@made
changes to the draft conditions of consent to provide for this.

The remainder of the matters raised in relation to ground con i fects can be
adequately addressed by way of NZTA’s proposed condjjg
we find that the ground contamination effects will begppropr oided, remedied
or mitigated and do not weigh against granting the apf§pvals sofight.

Conditions

The revised set of conditions (provide nts made by WDC and CRC)
include additions and changes made b@¥ed g discussions between NZTA, WDC
and CRC. We consider they appropriat nagd@ground contamination effects, subject
to the amendments that the Pa made escribed above.

E7 Landscape, Visual a cter Effects

assessed in section he SQubBstantive Application and in the Urban, Landscape
and Visual Effect

vised that the following changes and additions had the potential to result
e and visual effects:

am River / Ruataniwha crossing. The former design included demolition of the
existing bridge and three new bridges, while this Project retained the existing

bridge with a new bridge located immediately to the east;

(b) Pegasus interchange: As discussed in section E3 of this Decision; and

72 Belfast to Pegasus Motorway & Woodend Bypass Pre-Implementation and MSQA Professional Services, Urban,
Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment, Aurecon New Zealand Limited, 17 October 2025.
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(©) Alterations to the Designation to include a Lees Road Construction Support Area
(CSA) and infilling of the southern remnant lake wetland.

Changes to the Cam River / Ruataniwha crossing and inclusion of the southern remnant
lake were not expected to give rise to any adverse landscape or visual effects during
either construction or operation. Landscape character and natural features would
experience a low beneficial change through the replacement of a low-value lake with a
functional wetland environment, albeit one that was not expected to be visible from
public vantage points.

The Pegasus interchange would result in moderate”? landscape and visual effects during
construction due to corridor widening, stream realignment and generg gstruction
activities. NZTA proposed new Designation conditions’* requiring

the up to 9m high new overpass bridge could be partially mitig j planting,
improved connectivity, and enhanced pedestrian and cyclist
ULDMP would seek to improve its appearance and mining

there were no Significant Natural Areas
(SNAs) within the Projec a \ natural features impacted by the Project
included the Taranaki S Sora Stream, Cam River and several wetlands.

ffects on those waterways and wetlands might arise,

primarily due todfc@em egetation and the loss of some wetlands. However,
ongoing nat @ ter cts were largely positive as wetland offsets and native
planting cdfc biodiversity corridors that compensated for permanent wetland

loss, resultii@ain Dgeficial ecological improvements. Removal of exotic pest vegetation

landscaping effects at the Pegasus Interchange was limited and did not fully demonstrate
how potential adverse visual and landscape effects would be mitigated. Concerns were
expressed about the Cam River bridge, the Pegasus Interchange, the Lees Road
Construction Support Area and the southern remnant lake. However, WDC considered
that amendments to strengthen Designation conditions 39A and 40, together with the
reinstatement of the certification process for Management Plans, would provide a

73 Equating to more than minor but not significant adverse effects in RMA parlance.
74 Condition 39A.

7> Condition 39B.

76 Jade McFarlane (consultant Landscape Architect and Urban Designer at ARK).
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sufficient framework to ensure appropriate landscaping outcomes were achieved and
effective mitigation was delivered.

WDC also considered landscaping requirements for Lees Road Construction Support Area
could be sufficiently addressed by strengthened condition 39B, and landscaping
proposed for the southern remnant lake /ecological offset landscape (new wetland area)
could also be addressed through a management plan certification process. In saying
that, WDC acknowledged that CRC and DOC processes would address the creation and
maintenance of that new wetland.

Dr. Rainer Hack and Dr. Ursula Hack (110 Parsonage Road) sought amendments to
Designation condition 40 to require NZTA to consult with them on the VEMP in
relation to the proposed trees to be planted along the northern and ea
their property.

Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust requested that the planting plan the otorway
be designed to reflect the indigenous coastal and lowland ec s ngéive to North
Canterbury.

NZTA response to comments

OWS!:

(a) the Designation conditions requi i an ULDMP and VEMP to guide
and inform the detailed desig j hat framework was established
within the existing Designatio

(b) the Landscape
schedule, an
Plan;
(©) the ug r bridge design would not result in additional adverse
isual effects relative to the existing Designation;
(d) Psessed changes in visual effects from the previously approved
ualisations provided were indicative of year 10 to determine the level
and appropriate mitigation from the worst-case views (west and
rtheast of the interchange);

( itigation of the Pegasus overpass occurred from either screening retaining
walls, providing a trellis for climbing plants or using MSE blocks with an aesthetic
finish. Further integration arose from revegetation of the realigned Taranaki
Stream and screen planting’”” between the Pegasus Golf Course and east
retaining walls;

(f) NZTA agreed to amend Condition 39B in relation to the Lees Road CSA to include
further detail around rehabilitation requirements; and

77 Noting Designation condition 39A secures this visual screening.
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(9) no adverse landscape or visual effects were anticipated from creating a wetland
in the remnant quarry lake that will result from embankment construction.
Consequently, NZTA did not consider Designation conditions were necessary in
that regard. However, NZTA noted that the CRC consents required the
preparation of a Residual Effects Management Plan to be certified by CRC’8, which
would manage the creation of wetland habitat, including an adaptive and staged
restoration methodology informed by ongoing groundwater monitoring.

In response to WDC's requested changes to conditions from its landscape reviewer NZTA
stated:

(a) A further requirement for visual simulations and developed lands plans was
unnecessary as it would duplicate the role of the ULDMP, whichg
by which the detailed design is developed and documented 8
provided to WDC for their review as part of the Outline P

(b) NZTA accepted a 5-year maintenance period for the P
screening; and

(© NZTA did not consider conditions which co

proposing around 23 Ha of native pla
ecological offset areas which included
would use an all-native species palett

Statutory Instruments

No relevant statutoryg@#stru ts e brought to our attention by s 53 commentators.

Panel Findings

at landscape, visual and natural character effects were already
isting Designation and are not within the scope of our consideration,
eas of the enlarged Designation footprint and the four aspects of
ed in section E3. Those effects will be managed by the ULDMP and
. respond to those plans as they see fit when they are submitted as part
of line Plan.

We were
authorised

w atisfied that new Designation conditions 39A and 39B suitably address the
alteration to the Designation at the Pegasus Interchange and Lees Road CSA
respectively. We are also satisfied that no adverse landscape or visual effects will arise
from the updated Cam River bridge design or from the creation of a wetland in the
remnant quarry lake.

78 Under condition MP.7.
79 As per Designation condition 39B.
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261 Regarding TToK’s concern we are satisfied the planting plan for the Pegasus Motorway
will be designed to reflect the indigenous coastal and lowland ecosystems native to North
Canterbury.

262 We find that subject to the imposition of appropriate Desighation conditions, potential
construction and operational related adverse impacts on landscape, natural character
and visual amenity will be suitably avoided, remedied or mitigated. Consequently, those
impacts do not weigh against a grant of consent.

Conditions
263 We have not materially amended the Designation conditions proposed g A, other
than to include the VEMP in condition 3(h) which lists the managep N to be

included in the Outline Plan.

E8 Archaeological and Heritage Effects

ass d in section
Assessment8®

264 Archaeological and Heritage effects associated with the Project
6.6.9 of the Substantive Application and in the Archae
(Volume 3H).

265 Section 6.6.9 stated that the Archaeology an
support both the Archaeological Authoritie
alteration to the Designation. It conservati
the Project site would be destroyed,
practice some areas would not be sub

266 Strata 2025 advised the Proje
archaeological and cultural
interconnected mahinga @¥

Tuahiwi and Kaiapoi.

Ngai Tahu whan
267 ¥d8! archaeological sites (4 of which have already been destroyed)
Designation which will likely be destroyed. They ranged from
QW pits and modified soils to an agricultural drain, historic domestic
foundations, gum tree and a historic homestead parcel associated
en®, A further four recorded archaeological sites situated within 50m
n may potentially have archaeological remains and features that extend
isting Designation. There were no recorded archaeological sites within the
land proposed for inclusion in the amended Designhation boundaries.

268 The archaeological and heritage effects of the Project, insofar as they relate to WDC
matters, were authorised by the existing Designation. Existing Designation conditions
28 and 29 require the preparation and implementation of an Archaeological and Cultural
Sites Management Plan (ACSMP) that will manage construction effects by prescribing

80 Belfast to Pegasus Motorway & Woodend Bypass Pre-Implementation and MSQA Professional Services, Volume
3, Ref H Archaeological Assessment, Strata Heritage, 26 September 2025 (Strata 2025).

81 In the NZ Archaeological Association (NZAA) Site Recording Scheme (ArchSite).

82 These listed are listed in Table 1 of Strata 2025.

41



269

270

271

272

273

274

275

276

FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

training, methods, protocols and procedures for the possible discovery of archaeological
sites and investigation and recording of discoveries.

The ACSMP would be written by the Project Archaeologist in conjunction with the Cultural
Advisory Group (CAG) and Whitiora (Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga mandated
representative) and would ensure that effects will be appropriately mitigated in
accordance with Maori tikanga protocols. The ACSMP would be certified by HNZPT.

The Substantive Application did not propose to amend Designation conditions 28 and 29.

Similarly, the Archaeological Authorities sought under the HNZTP Act would set out
processes for archaeological monitoring, investigation, analysis and re g of any

natural features, designs that ‘tell the story’ of the local area
themes of cultural significance into the design of the Project.

reports to be provided to Whitiora on completion gndQgleting (@nditions 26 and 27 as

Comments Received

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taong ed a report under s 51(2) of the
FTAA, noting that NZTA had applied foNg§

ral Tauaki Matai Whaipara, Archaeology
ere Whanui, Statements of General Policy”

g th from the list of archaeological sites in Authority #1. A
further sit : (midden/oven) was recommended to be included in Authority #1.

e ACSMP was essential to manage the activities covered by the
horities, as it would outline procedures for identifying, protecting,
cording archaeological sites. An ACSMP had not been submitted as
Substantive Application, however in March 2026 NZTA provided a draft ACSMP

ZP)Kfor its review. HNZTP advised that the March 2026 ACSMP was not considered
to ropriate, but they were continuing to work with NZTA, with the aim of reaching
a point where the ACSMP could be certified prior to the granting of the Authorities.
HNZTP advised that should the ACSMP be certified prior to the grant of the Authorities,
then proposed Archaeological Authority condition 2 could be amended to reference the
certified ACSMP. In the meantime, HNZTP had drafted condition 2 to provide for future
certification of the ACSMP.

HNZPT advised that except for condition 2, the parties had reached agreement on the
Archaeological Authorities conditions. HNZTP recommended that the Archaeological
Authorities be granted, subject to conditions that were attached to Appendix A of their
s 51 report.
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In their s 53 comments HNZPT noted that they were consulted prior to NZTA lodging its
first Substantive Application and HNZPT had worked closely with NZTA to reach
agreement on an appropriate condition suite for the archaeological authority. HNZTP
reiterated it concerns with proposed Archaeological Authority condition 2. A new
condition 5 was sought relating to the requirement to have a person approved in writing
pursuant to s 45 of the HNZTP Act. In that regard HNZPT recommended that the
nomination for Dr Jeremy Habberfield-Short to be the approved person to carry out the
activity not be approved.

Whitiora confirmed that it had an active role in the preparation of the draft ACSMP, and
that appropriate protocols for monitoring, accidental discovery and recording of impacted
sites had been integrated into it. To ensure that the conditions relating

Dr. Rainer Hack and Dr. Ursula Hack’s (110 Parsonage Roa Category 2
Historic Place (Mairangi) as noted in Application @} ; hey sought
amendments to Designation condition 32 to require i em with a copy
of the photographic record of the property.

astal environment. The Trust
requested that if the Project was to bri
that a full archaeological assessment
Tuhaitara Trust also wished to sulted if any alignment changes were
proposed that reduced the bufd otorway and the Park boundary and that
any archaeological monitogng ’ @the Project were shared with it.

d area be undertaken. Te Kohaka o

In terms of H P , NZTA advised that it and HNZPT had agreed the
Archaeologica ,@ i ition set, with the exception of condition 2. NZTA did not
disagree Arpose statement or listed content of the ACSMP. However, NZTA

disagreed noQgrtification timeframe being specified; and the absence of deemed

wor HNZPT to finalise the ACSMP so it could be approved as part of this FTAA

ess. MRegarding NZTA’s request for Dr Jeremy Habberfield-Short to be the s 45
ap, person, NZTA accepted HNZTP’s additional condition if Dr Habberfield-Short
was not approved at this time, noting that did not affect HNZPT’'s recommendation nor

the Panel’s ability to grant the Archaeological Authorities.

On 5 June 2026 the Panel received a Memorandum?®? from NZTA advising that they now
considered that Dr Habberfield-Short did not have the available capacity to be appointed
as the Project Archaeologist for the Project. Accordingly, NZTA withdrew its application
to appoint Dr Habberfield-Short in that role. Counsel confirmed NZTA was comfortable

83 Memorandum of Counsel for New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi regarding results of a Canterbury
mudfish survey and withdrawal of the project archaeologist, Dated 5 June 2026.
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with condition 5 as proposed by HNZPT and intended to make an application under s 45
of the HNZPTA to appoint a different person at a later stage outside the FTAA process.

Regarding Whitiora’s concern about material changes to the ACSMP, NZTA noted the
Designation conditions required it to be jointly prepared and so Whitiora would be
included in any material changes. NZTA proposed amending Condition 2 on the
Archaeological Authorities to note the requirement to include Whitiora in any such
changes.

Responding to Dr. Rainer Hack and Dr. Ursula Hack’s comments, NZTA noted heritage
effects were already authorised by the existing Designation and were not within the
scope of the Panel’s consideration, except for the minor areas of enlarged

Regarding Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust’'s concerns, NZTA n eological
assessment was carried out as part of the Substantive Applic ny fdure changes
would require further assessment and associated Archaeg iP5 from HPTNZ.

was being prepared in consultation with Whitiord luded archaeological
monitoring protocols. Once complete that ACS coul® ed with Te Kohaka o
Tuhaitara Trust for information purposes as i uld . ly available document.

Statutory Instruments

No particular provisions were brought atte}kion in the s 53 comments, other than
clause 5(3) of the FTAA or s4 the H Act with regard to the approval of
Dr Jeremy Habberfield-Short

Panel Findings

We were mindful that I and heritage impacts were already authorised by

e not within the scope of our consideration, except for

Conditions

Designation conditions already require a Heritage Management Plan for 110 Parsonage
Road and we consider that largely addresses the concerns of Dr. Rainer Hack and
Dr. Ursula Hack. However, we see no harm in requiring NZTA to provide the
photographic record of that heritage property to its owners and we have amended
Designation condition 32 accordingly.

The contents of the ACSMP described in Designation condition 29 are comprehensive and

include a Wahi Tapu, Wahi Taonga and Urupa Protocol. The ACSMP will be prepared in
jointly with Whitiora. We see no need to amend that condition.
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E9 Ecological Effects

Ecological effects are assessed in section 6.6.10 of the Substantive Application and in
the supporting Ecological Impact Assessment Report® (EcIA, Volume 3I). Wildlife Act
Approvals are addressed in section 7 of the Application and the Freshwater Fisheries
Regulations approvals are addressed in section 9. Proposed methods for catching,
holding, and relocating lizards are provided in the Wildlife Approval Report® (Volume
3J).

Effects on Terrestrial Ecology

Section 6.6.10.1 stated that effects on terrestrial ecology from land disturbance,
earthworks, and vegetation clearance are largely authorised by the exist )
It further stated that terrestrial ecology effects are therefore limited
wetlands and streams (i.e., within the scope of CRC consent applicgpi

lan¥® to be included in
una. It further stated

streams and wetlands and 5.27 ha within the areas 4
the Designation), and up to 5.53 ha of habitat f
that "These estimates are conservative and
design. Landscape planting of indigenous sp@Ql d habitat creation at the
southern remnant lake wetland and eco
provide new habitat.”

Section 6.6.10.2 noted that vegetg

lizards and birds. It is propose izards will be managed by salvage and
relocation in accordance wit nagement Plan (LMP), which is proposed as a
condition of the Wildlife eing sought. A *‘moderate’ residual adverse effect was
assessed, due to loss i at. This residual effect is proposed to be offset by

the planting of ‘lizar i " vegelation at the southern remnant lake wetland and
McIntosh Drain. k&

Effects on bi e managed in accordance with an Ecological Management Plan
(EMP), wh oposed condition of the CRC consents. The EMP will include details
of bird surve straints on vegetation clearance.

P, residual terrestrial ecology effects would be low to very low, except
rate level of effect on lizard habitat.

Ef on Wetlands

Section 6.6.10.3 of the Substantive Application stated that the Project had the potential
to impact 15 wetlands. The Application assumed that all vegetation and associated
habitat would be removed during construction, but that wetland catchments within the
project area would be reinstated as far as reasonably practicable. There would be the
complete or partial loss of extent of five wetlands, with a combined total area of 6,206

84 State Highway 1 North Canterbury—Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus) - Substantive
Application - Ecological Impact Assessment, Tonkin & Taylor Ltd, December 2025 (Tonkin & Taylor EI2025).
85 State Highway 1 North Canterbury - Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus) - Application

for Wildlife Approval report, Tonkin & Taylor Ltd, December 2025 (Tonkin & Taylor WA2025).
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m2 (0.62 ha). Twelve wetlands are predicted to have their hydrology altered during
construction and operation, and three wetlands may become fragmented. Impacts on
hydrology may be reduced through stormwater design. Sediment-related construction
effects are predicted to be effectively mitigated through implementation of an Erosion
and Sediment Control Management Plan (ESCMP), which is a proposed condition of the
CRC consents.

NZTA concluded that, following implementation of proposed mitigation measures,
residual effects on individual wetlands ranged from ‘negligible to high’. Offset mitigation
was proposed for residual effects on wetlands, as detailed in the Ecological Offsets
section below.

Effects on Stream Ecology and Fisheries Regulations Approval

Section 6.6.10.4 of the Substantive Application stated that con
on streams and freshwater species were temporary and cq
implementation of the proposed ESCMP and EMP, including req
and relocation. It concluded that following mitigation me a
effects on streams would be ‘very low to low’.

passage and stream
Ivert designs and CRC
residual effects on stream

idual water quality and ecological effects
are assessed as being ‘v Pllowing stormwater treatment (required as

conditions of CRC cons
Ecological Offsets
Section 6.6. # e stantive Application described an ecological offsetting

package, ig P offset the following residual adverse effects of ‘moderate or above’
level of effe

(f) Permanent loss of, or modification to 428 m of stream length and habitat values
due to stream realignment and culvert designs.

The Application pointed out that the ecological offsetting assessment differs slightly in
terminology, but not in overall approach to that prescribed under the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS:FM) and the National Policy
Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023 (NPS:IB) effects management hierarchy.

8 The 0.67 ha of wetland loss referred to in section 6.6.10.5 of the Substantive Application is greater than the
value of 0.62 ha given earlier in section 6.6.10.3. The reason for the difference in wetland area affected is
unclear but is presumably due to the additional identified effects on hydrology and habitat fragmentation.
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The EcIA used New Zealand ecological impact assessment guidelines®” to ascribe a level
of effect and then applied offsetting of residual adverse effects of ‘moderate or above’.

305 The Application noted that under the NPS:FM and NPS:IB offsetting and compensation
are required where residual adverse effects are ‘more than minor’ and residual adverse
effects identified in the EcIA as ‘moderate or higher’ equate to ‘more than minor’ adverse
effects under the NPS:FM and NPS:IB. The Panel appreciates the guidance provided by
NZTA on this matter.

306 Permanent loss of 0.66 ha of lizard habitat is to be offset by enrichment planting and
habitat enhancement within up to 5.94 ha of low-stature landscape planting. The
application stated that this offset would be described in the EMP and requj & the CRC

volume 4E to the Substantive Application stated that up to 6 ha
would be created across the Project area (not shown on the P,

307 Permanent loss of 0.67 ha of wetland area is to be offset j
Ecology Offset Plan further stated that up to 2.6, hd

offsetting, with the full extent of the southern r: ant
4E map as the wetland offset area.

308 Loss and maodification of up to 428 m q m t to be offset by enhancement
of McIntosh Drain, where it flows thro la n y NZTA. The Ecology Offset Plan
shows the offset area and stated that of lkream bed and 2.5 ha of riparian area
was available for offset mitigatig 0 bitat enhancement and native riparian
planting.

309 NZTA concluded that t ecological offsets would result in no net loss of

¢al net gain in wetland values. The offsets would

310 i by the Department of Conservation (DOC) in their section 53 Report

ionally Critical); the ability to eradicate exotic coarse fish from the
etting area; impacts on native common bully resident in the southern

311 DOC also requested numerous changes to the proposed conditions, including: that CRC
consent conditions and DOC Freshwater Fisheries Act Approvals are aligned so as to
avoid repetition; removal of deemed certification clauses in proposed resource consent
conditions; lack of detail on proposed stream realignments; and removal of references
to lizards in proposed designation conditions.

87 EIANZ guidelines for use in New Zealand: terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems, 2" Edition, May 2018,
Ecological Institute of Australia and New Zealand (EIANZ 2018).
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In their s 53 comments, WDC considered the Substantive Application lacked sufficient
detail regarding risk of bird strike in the areas of enhanced habitat and also lacked detail
regarding the type of native vegetation proposed as mitigation.

In their s 53 comments CRC considered that relevant regional consents could be granted,
subject to numerous changes to the proposed conditions. Key ecological issues raised
by CRC were: undervaluing flora and fauna values and therefore underestimating the
required extent of ecological offset; lack of surveys for non-vascular plants, terrestrial
invertebrates, and Canterbury mudfish; lack of detail on the proposed southern lake
ecological offset area. CRC also opposed the idea of deemed certification in consent
conditions.

gazetted as Coarse Fishing waters, with both tench and redfin
stated that they must be consulted prior to any salvage and re

fishing access was maintained. FGNZ accepted proposed CRC
passage and erosion and sediment control.

ons rglating to fish

Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust was established as an QuiSQR J\gai Tahu Settlement,
and the Trust manages Tuhaitara Coastal Park, ) t. Ecological concerns
raised in their s 53 comments included: p i al effects on Tltaepatu
Lagoon; impacts of stormwater discharges ivi waters; construction-phase
disturbance of wildlife and habitat; an n plantings that reflected the
indigenous coastal ecosystems native

Allan MacDonald, a local reside er of the Maori Reserve area proposed
for the lizard relocation’, oppgc relocated to the reserve. His opposition

Fere already abundant within the relocation
site, and he also had c qut the ecological impacts of a predator-proof fence

Nicky Auld had g the ability to offset effects on wetlands, streams, and
threatened sp nterbury mudfish and bittern. Concerns were also raised
about imp ntosh’s Drain, coastal wetlands, dune lands, pest fish escaping from
the Quarry ad contaminated fill affecting waterways.

NZ ponded to DOC’'s comments in Attachment 2 of their response bundle.
arding the ability to remove coarse fish from the southern lake remnant, NZTA stated
th rogressive filling in of the lake would remove any habitat available for coarse

fish, and they confirmed that the infilling would be done under ecological supervision.
Regarding impacts on common bully in the southern remnant lake, NZTA clarified that
prior to filling in the lake they would salvage fish and relocate them to the adjacent
Quarry Lakes, and that no further compensation for the loss of the bully population would
be required.

Responding to DOC concerns about the scale of biodiversity offset, NZTA stated that this
had been assessed within the EcIA and that the proposed conditions provided a
mechanism to recalculate the offset. NZTA acknowledged that they would need to apply
for additional approvals from DOC if they needed to access Project land through the
Kaiapoi River reserve. NZTA was receptive to aligning the conditions of DOC and CRC
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approvals, to avoid repetition. However, NZTA reiterated that they continued to seek
deemed certification. Regarding lack of detail on proposed stream realignments, NZTA
disagreed, stating that there was sufficient detail in the proposed conditions. Lastly,
NZTA disagreed with DOC that reference to lizards should be reinstated in the
Designation. That was because the survey work covered by the existing Designation
condition had already been undertaken, with the results addressed in Volume 3] of the
Substantive Application and considered as part of the Wildlife Approval application.

Regarding the potential presence of Canterbury mudfish and other threatened species,
NZTA considered that the probability of these species being present was very low, on
the basis of the habitats present, degree of flow permanence, and the lack of eDNA or
other survey data indicating their presence in nearby waterways. Howeve A further

Subsequently, NZTA provided a report by Tonkin & Taylor88 ibj Bults of a
dedicated survey for Canterbury mudfish in wetland *‘WC_W6_" cted in May
2026. The survey found no Canterbury mudfish, or any o i the wetland.

this is proposed as a condition of consent.
NZTA responded to WDC’'s comments in ch their response bundle.

Considerable additional commentary was pregi arod bird strike risk and the
proposed native species that would be iti that risk.

NZTA responded to CRC in Attachm

d been undervalued. In summary, NZTA
Bthods for calculating ecological value, by
' settmg and Accounting Model (BOAM) approach. A
gsts was that the existing affected habitats were
iC species and diminished in value by their small size,
e creation of a comparatively large area of habitat
urther details were also provided on the southern lake

rivate ownership and that they are not obliged to provide a public fishery.
noted that access to the remaining quarry ponds on private land is not their

NZTA responded to comments from Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust in Attachment 1 of the
comment response bundle. Regarding concerns about hydrological effects on Tutaepatu
Lagoon, NZTA deferred to the Hydrogeology Assessment (Volume 3K of the Substantive
Application), where impacts on local hydrogeology and wetlands were anticipated to be
negligible. Regarding stormwater impacts, NZTA noted that stormwater from the Project

88 State Highway 1 North Canterbury—Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus) Canterbury mudfish survey
of Waihora Stream - wetland complex. Letter from Patrick Lees of Tonkin & Taylor to Colm Harvey of Aurecon
NZ Ltd, 5 June 2026.
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would be treated to a high standard prior to discharge. Responding to concerns about
construction phase effects, NZTA stated that effects were adequately addressed by
proposed conditions, including the requirement for a Construction Air Quality Plan.
Regarding proposed native planting, NZTA confirmed that the planting design
incorporated an ‘all-native’ species palette, reflecting local ecosystems, with a
requirement for eco-sourced species. NZTA further noted that 23 ha of native planting
was proposed along the road corridor, in addition to the ecological offset areas.

NZTA responded to comments from Allan MacDonald in Attachment 1 of the comment
response bundle. NZTA noted that his comments related to early works that were already
authorised, so are not directly related to the current FTAA Application. They advised that
a Wildlife Authority had been obtained from DOC, along with approvals WDC, for
these early works.

NZTA responded to comments from Nicky Auld in Attachment 1 of,
bundle. In summary, NZTA reiterated their assertion that e
adequately considered in the Substantive Application and t
adequately addressed via proposed conditions, includin

ponse
ffe ad been
ffects were

Statutory Instruments

Statutory instrument provisions relevant to log er ined in the Substantive
Application and include the following:

(a) National Policy Statement fol Fre e anagement (NPS-FM 2020, as
amended in October 2024).

(b) National Policy Staterg dige s Biodiversity.

(c) Resource Mana ent ational

Regulations

Environmental Standards for Freshwater)

(d) Canterb io P Statement.

nd and Water Regional Plan.

at potential ecology effects will be adequately avoided, remedied, mitigated,
or offset, subject to the imposition of conditions of consent. Our reasoning in relation to
the contentious matter of ecological offsetting follows.

A key ecological issue was the value and extent of the proposed ecological offset. The
lack of sampling for Canterbury mudfish was a considerable oversight in the Substantive
Application, because Canterbury mudfish have a Nationally Critical threat status and they
occur in waterways nearby. However, the subsequent mudfish survey and proposed
additional survey conditions have addressed this matter. Regarding impacts on other
ecological values, we agreed with the tenor of NZTA’s argument; namely that affected
habitats are highly modified and their loss is adequately compensated by the total area
and quality of ecological offsetting.
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331 We discussed the ‘deemed certification’ of management plans in section E1 of this
Decision.

Conditions

332 NZTA's revised conditions included additions and changes resulting from ongoing
discussions between NZTA, CRC, WDC, and DOC. These have largely been adopted by
the Panel in their draft conditions, except where modifications have been made to
simplify or clarify condition wording.

333 The only material change we have made is in relation to the Ecological Offset Plan and
associated conditions. In the Substantive Application, the Ecological Offsejgl fers to

the area ‘available’ for offsetting impacts on wetlands, streams, and at. No
minimum offset area is proposed, but rather an indicative area that ed as
construction designs are further developed. To provide greater ce Itered
the wording so that the actual areas of offset are commit n being

assessed at a later point. Hence, we included conditions in the that require
offsetting of at least 2.6 ha of wetland, 0.19 ha of stre
planting, and 6 ha of lizard habitat.

334 We also included additional guidance text to th
was set out in Section 7 of the Tonkin & Tay
were not specified in Condition MP.8 regarding

E10 Hydrogeological Effects

335 NZTA addressed Hydrogeological sectiglf 6.6.11 of the Substantive Application
e apili n prepared by Tonkin & Taylor Limited

: ange of temporary and permanent effects on
because of the construction and operation of

336

ial losS of wetlands at Quarry Lakes and Waihora Stream due to
ithin wetland extents and catchments;

(b) hort teN@ dewatering (up to 30 days) to allow for construction of culverts;

(©) 0 aquifer mixing and impacts on groundwater quality from concrete
tallation associated with piling and ground improvements for bridge
utments at the Cam River Bridge, Williams Street interchange, Pegasus

nterchange, and Woodend Beach Road;

(d) Risks associated with hazardous material storage at the construction storage
area at Lineside Road in a community drinking water protection zone (cDWPZ);

(e) Excavation and dewatering of the Gladstone Road landfill; and

8 Tonkin & Taylor 2025. State Highway 1 North Canterbury - Woodend Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus)
Substantive Application - Hydrogeology Assessment 1095459 Rev E dated December 2025.
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(f) Surface water takes for construction purposes.

In general, the temporary effects were considered by T+T to be of limited duration,
highly localised and have adequate mitigation measures. Those measures included
returning culvert dewatering discharges to surface waters, management of residual
effects through development the Groundwater Management Plan (GMP), and managing
the disposal of potential contaminated groundwater from the Gladstone Road landfill
through a Contaminated Sites Management Plan (CSMP).

Permanent effects included:

(a) Loss of wetland extent at Cam River and Waihora Stream and as ed partial

(b) Ground improvements (stone columns) at Williams S iny ye and

(c) Effects on groundwater from discharges from thg ems (swales,
cut-off drains, bio-retention basins).

Aquifer mixing effects were expected to be li End small scale in the
context of the scale of the aquifers. Surfac i E” effects on groundwater
were expected to be negligible. High-effect o etlands were expected to be
mitigated by the creation of ecological ce wetland offsetting areas. We
discuss that latter matter in section EQ@Df thij

Comments Received

Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Tryst e of potential groundwater effects on the
spring fed Tutaepatu L d approximately 1,400m to the east of the Project
alignment. Their co
the lagoon and the

of the Hydrogeology and Groundwater resource effects®.

he dewatering assessment prepared by T+T to be “..appropriate
onsent purposes and the input parameters reflective of anticipated

ustification for the adequacy of a 400m distance from proposed activities used
identify potential groundwater receptors;

(b) A lack of clarity around how the design of permanent structures would mitigate
leaching of contaminants from the surface to the underlying aquifers; and

(©) The need for further assessment or revision if site conditions or timeframes
differed from the modelling assumptions.

%0 s53(2)(a) Fast Track Approvals Act 2024, Technical Advice — Groundwater Resources, Mark Trewartha, Senior
Scientist — Groundwater Resources Science, Water and Land Science, Environment Canterbury.

52



FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

343 CRC also identified an incidental groundwater take issue related to passive interception
of groundwater via subsoil drainage associated with stormwater infrastructure and noted
that that would be considered a groundwater take under the CLWRP and so annual take
volumes needed to be provided by NZTA.

344 Nicky Auld was concerned about the potential for groundwater contamination from
backfilling of the quarry lakes. However, that activity was already consented as part of
an early works package and so it is outside the scope of our considerations. Ms Auld
also noted concerns relating to encountering shallow groundwater during construction
works and the potential effects on groundwater due to dynamic compaction proposed
for the quarry lakes causeway.

Response to Comments

345 The comments were addressed in tabulated responses provide ecific

additional technical evidence was provided.
346 NZTA noted in response to TKTT that the overall effe

400m from the designation. At 1,400m from th Qgnation@where TKTT concerns
arise) NZTA expected there would be no effects Uta QR Jjoon.

347 NZTA provided responses to CRC as follows:

(a) The 400m distance used for a i receptors was initially based on
Designation Condition 80a. Th geological assessment also identified
that "..beyond 400 m
receptors such as grg surface water fed by groundwater and

(b)

urce pathway and receptor linkage for contaminants
migrate into the aquifer via the ground improvement

(©) roundwater Management Plan (GMP) provided for monitoring of
oundwgller levels and quality before, during, and after excavation works. It
o will include provision for review of modelled conditions against the
ire conditions observed during Site earthworks and excavation.

348 Th ested annual volume for incidental groundwater takes was determined to be
42,900 m3/yr.

Statutory Instruments

349 Statutory instruments relevant to hydrogeology and groundwater effects were defined
by T+T in their report and include:

(a) The CLWRP.

(b) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FM 2020 as
amended in October 2024).
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(©) The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater)
Regulations 2020 (NES-F).

We agree with T+T's assessment of statutory instruments relevant to hydrogeology and
groundwater effects and we discuss those instruments in Part G of this Decision.

Panel Findings
Overall, we find potential hydrogeology effects will be appropriately avoided, remedied
or mitigated, subject to the imposition of suitable conditions of consent. Those effects

do not weigh against granting the approvals.

Conditions

The Panel’s draft conditions include additions and changes resulti rom 8
discussions between NZTA and CRC. We made some minor nd ts
clarify their wording.

Fement
plify or

El11l Earthworks, Stormwater and Flooding Effecj

NZTA addressed stormwater and flooding Effects

Quarry Lakes, McIntosh Drain, Waihor
stormwater discharges are large d NZTA considered that the Project
ater management along the proposed

Designation corridor.

Flooding and Storm

ject specific LIDAR surveyed ground levels (which better defines
vision of culverts that were not included in WDC’s models. 100-year
I rainfall events were considered to align with the WDC model base

mitigation, elevated flood levels were identified near Main North Road, Woodend
Beach Road, and Wards Road residential areas.

°1 Aurecon 2025a. Belfast to Pegasus Motorway & Woodend Bypass Pre-implementation and MSQA

Professional Services Construction Methodology Statement 11320-AUR-0350-PWI-GE-RPT-0003 Rev E,
Prepared for New Zealand Transport Agency. dated 17 December 2025.

92 Aurecon 2025b. Belfast to Pegasus Motorway & Woodend Bypass Pre-implementation and MSQA

Professional Services Stormwater and Flooding Assessment 11320-AUR-0350-PWI-SW-RPT-0003 Rev
D, Prepared for New Zealand Transport Agency. dated 17 October 2025.

54



358

359

360

361

362

363

364

365

366

367

368

369

FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

Aurecon indicated that the proposed mitigation package including the addition of, or
upsizing of, culverts; flow diversion channels; localised storage and introduction of check
dams or detention basins effectively eliminated adverse flood impacts on all habitable
structures.

Any residual increases in flood levels were confined to existing drainage channels and
floodplains or NZTA owned land, with no significant effects expected on adjacent
properties.

Bioinfiltration swales and basins in the Quarry Ponds and Waihora Stream catchments
were expected to promote infiltration close to the source, closely mimicking the natural

hydrological regime.

Erosion, Scour and Channel Stability

Aurecon set out measures to mitigate erosion risk which inclu
(a) Riprap energy dissipation structures at culver
completed road; and

(b) Scour protection designed in accorda
and HEC-23 guidelines for the Cam Ri

Realigned reaches of Waihora Streangand reek will maintain the existing
channel geometry and function; with tatigh planting proposed to address long-
term stability.

d scour risk was low. This was primarily
-velocity nature of the catchments, despite increases
tably the Waihora Stream).

Aurecon considered that gve
attributable to the low-
in flow rate in some
Aurecon descri g term residual flooding effects as negligible.

— Operational Phase

at Stormwater runoff from pavements would be treated in

Ar long term treatment devices were included in the Project including grass-lined
es, Moinfiltration swales and basins, and bioretention swales and basins. These
w cipated to achieve 70-80% removal of suspended solids, 60-80% removal of

heavy metals, and 20-60% removal of nutrients.

The portion of the road located south of Cam River, where the Project overlaps with the
existing SH1 alignment, will incorporate major stormwater treatment upgrades
compared to the current stormwater infrastructure with associated improvements in
stormwater quality expected.

Within the historic landfill/HAIL site north of Gladstone Road, the realigned Waihora
Stream channel will be managed to prevent mobilisation of contaminants.

Overall, Aurecon indicated that residual effects on water quality were less than minor.
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Stormwater Quality — Construction Phase

Management of construction phase stormwater quality is largely addressed in the
Construction Methodology Statement (Aurecon 2025b). This included

(a) Use of perimeter controls and clean water diversions around work sites.
(b) Staging of earthworks and their progressive stabilisation.

(© Stabilisation of site entrances and haul roads.

(d) Use of sediment retention structures.

(e) Site specific procedures for more sensitive areas and higher riSQa

(f) Daily monitoring of controls and regular document ¥ ensure

effective operation of controls.

e of construction
bmporary and no more

Pm the
iigated,

Aurecon indicated that any effects on the environmentg§
phase stormwater would be appropriately managed,or
than minor.

Comments Received

WDC touched on matters relating to dr st water management in that these
will need to be appropriately addresse there is no increase in effects from
rties. However, those matters are not
in agreement with the stormwater and
apparent below).

d concern relating to stormwater discharges from
ject, including the potential for contaminants to
groundwater and the risk of these contaminants

tokes (together, the Stokes) propose to urbanise land owned by them

an d between Ravenswood and Waikuku, to the west of State Highway 1. They
ed t@ensure that NZTA’s stormwater design did not "...rely on assumptions that the
Gr Road Block will remain in rural use” and that the stormwater modelling allowed

for "...cumulative and transitional urban development outcomes, including the shift from
rural to urban land use contemplated by the District Plan”.

CRC identified a range of concerns with the technical reporting prepared by Aurecon on
the basis of technical advice prepared by Philip Claassens (Principal Civil Engineer — Beca
Limited) and Minke Unwin, River Engineer (CRC). These included:

93 QOlivia Penrose
% Brenan and Carolyn Rhodes, Lance Dartnell, Katrina Morris, Daniel Paku.
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(a) That the substantive application did not provide sufficient detail on the
stormwater management design and how the system connected to existing
stormwater networks and waterways.

(b) A range of issues with the Aurecon flood model, including a lack of validation of
the model and a perceived need for peer review, issues with model extents,
perceived lack of maximum probable development in catchments, and lack of
shorter duration rainfall events.

(c) That major bridges and large culverts should be peer reviewed.

(d) Potential for stormwater runoff to discharge into the Gladstone Rqg o dfill site.

(e) Uncertainty in proposed measures to mitigate channel erosiony

(f) Issues with the effect of the increase in flow in the iho and the
reliance on infiltrative flows to mitigate those increase

(9) A lack of detail in the proposed conditions of
things) water quality, attenuation, flood level

atl o (among other
on of adverse effects.

CRC had been liaising with NZTA on these m g *ment of the Substantive
Application and had been supplied more det i
was not included in the Substantive i recommended that the Panel
request this information.

Response to Comments

The s 53 comments were gad abulated responses provided by NZTA and
in expert evidence prepg#Ed by id Delegarza, Associate Engineer at Aurecon.

Mr Delegarza provide nal detail on maximum probable development in the
d model, and additional detail in the local model when
compared to odel. He defended the outcome of the model, which he

reiterated ¢ everal conservative assumptions (climate adjusted rainfall, high

He acknowledged that the model and associated stormwater design resulted in increased
flood depths, minor increases in extents and increased flow rates in some areas outside
of the Designation, but they were expected to either be confined to NZTA owned (or to
be acquired) land, limited to existing flood plains or contained within existing channels.
Flood risk to existing dwellings remained largely unchanged.

Mr Delegarza also highlighted the beneficial outcomes of the flood modelling and design,

which included reduction in flood impacts on a range of adjacent properties and habitable
structures.
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The Waihora Stream is identified by CRC as having significantly increased flow rates.
While Mr Delegarza acknowledged that this was expected to result in small increases in
ponding frequency downstream of Woodend Beach Road (on NZTA land) and increased
frequency of overtopping of Jelfs Road, "...the modelling demonstrates that these
changes do not result in adverse flooding effects on habitable buildings, materially
increase flood hazard, or create channel erosion effects.”

While he remained of the opinion that a peer review of the flood model was unnecessary,
due to the low risk nature of the outcomes, Mr Delegarza noted that a form of validation
of the model had already been undertaken with WDC who developed the underlying base
model. He provided the documentation around this process in his Appendix B, which
indicated that WDC were satisfied with the modelling approach.

Mr Delegarza re-iterated the basis for the design of the stormwate
treatment systems (NZTA Stormwater management and minor
[P46]).

independent peer review.”

With respect to bridge abutment pr arza stated that “Abutment
protection riprap is proposed at the Ca

bridge abutments. It is noted that t

NZTA respo
treatment

a o Tuhaitara Trust’s concerns relating to stormwater
life noting that:

(a) ¥ treated through land-based treatment within vegetated swales
recognizing the important role that bio and phytoremediation play in
contaminants from stormwater. This standard will ensure that runoff is
ated to a high standard.”

( s part of the State Highway network, stormwater treatment systems included
as part of the Project will be subject to ongoing monitoring and maintenance in
perpetuity. As future changes / upgrades are undertaken, stormwater treatment
systems are regularly reviewed and upgraded as appropriate to current
standards.”

Other responses to comments from lay commenters largely comprised a reiteration of
the existing information presented within the Application, including:

(c)  “Stormwater from the motorway will be captured in bio infiltration swales which
will treat and infiltrate stormwater. This system will mitigate water quality
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impacts to a high standard, as well as reduce impacts due to added stormwater
in the catchment.”

(d) “The proposed Woodend Beach Road culvert replaces an existing culvert and
discharges water into the Waihora Stream, which is shown on Waimakariri
District Council mapping as a current floodway.”

(e) “The increased culvert sizes for Waihora Stream are intended to facilitate flood
drainage that otherwise would overtop roadways (i.e. Woodend Beach Road) that
are being raised as part of the project. *

(f) “The stormwater management strategy within the Waihora Stre atchment
areas includes swale features that are intended to capturg
infiltrate stormwater in a distributed manner throughou
replicating the existing infiltration patterns of the land
possible. The design avoids directly connected imp
flows to the existing floodways in multiple locations”.

(9) “The existing level of service issues, relating tggPvertop
flood events in the Waihora flow path, are know

(h)  “The levels identified in the assess
ponding area have not relied on any
conservative.”

0) “The model includes the seal acel and altered drainage patterns. The
model has considered ef events including 100- and 200-year
ARI events. Addition own in the flooding report consider the
impacts for a higly a 'sture condition, representing conservative
flooding outcom

391 NZTA noted that the ns Road Block site lies outside the boundaries of the

project flood
catchment. F
model.

Req

392
NZ

(b)

e base WDC model allows for urbanisation of the
e base WDC model form an input to the project flood

sts for orMation and Responses
no i rt B3 of this Decision, the Panel requested additional information from
et out in Minute 8 (dated 4 June 2026) and Minute 9 (dated 12 June 2026).

inute 8 requested additional, more detailed stormwater and flooding design
reporting that had been used in ongoing discussion between CRC and NZTA. This
information was provided to the Panel by NZTA on 9 June 2026.

Minute 9 requested information for experts from both NZTA and CRC relating to
the climate change representative concentration pathways (RCP) adopted by
Aurecon in their flood models and the implications on the modelled outcomes if
alternative RCP scenarios were adopted. Experts for NZTA and CRC provided
responses on 15 June 2026.
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Statutory Instruments

Statutory instrument provisions relevant to stormwater and flooding effects include:
(a) The CLWRP.

(b) NPS-FM 2020, as amended in October 2024.

(c)  NES-F.
We discuss relevant aspects of these instruments in Part G of this Decision.

Panel Findings

clategpto the
y alidated
tcomes that

The larger part of the remaining disagreement between NZTA
flood modelling. CRC maintain that the model has not been
and therefore presents an unacceptably high residual risk of a
are substantially worse that those currently presented.
the modelling is based on an existing WDC model fg additional detail
included and that a significant degree of conservatisai i to the model. WDC
appear to be satisfied that the model is approprij s y flooding effects.

in the flood modelling and the likeliho ki fi change could result from a peer
review of the model. On balance, we
sufficient level of detail and con
effects.

continue detailed design and early stage construction
ed suite of consents. Such an unduly onerous outcome
with the purpose of the FTAA. The Panel have therefore declined
dent peer review conditions sought by CRC.

A r of lay commentors had specific concerns about the potential exacerbation of
existing flooding of properties on Jelfs Road and of Jelfs Road itself.

The later version (Aurecon 2025c) of the flood assessment report prepared by Aurecon®®
and provided to the Panel in response to Minute 8, illustrates a reduction in flooding
effects on Mr Paku’s Property at 10 Jelfs Road. It also illustrates an increase in flood
depth limited to 0-20 mm on non-NZTA land downstream of Woodend Beach Road. These
flooding effects are largely limited to the Waihora Stream channel, noting Mr Delegarza’s

%5 Aurecon 2025c. Belfast to Pegasus Motorway & Woodend Bypass Pre-implementation and MSQA Professional
Services Flood Assessment Report 11320-AUR-0350-PWI-SW-RPT-0001 Rev B, Prepared for New Zealand
Transport Agency. dated 19 December 2025.
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evidence that there may be a small increased frequency of flood flows overtopping Jelfs
Road. We note that the operational availability of the road itself in flood conditions is a
matter for WDC who are satisfied with the flood modelling.

The flood assessment report also illustrates that the Project does not have an impact on
the flood levels in Copper Beach Estate.

The Panel is satisfied that the flooding effects on commentors property are not significant
and will be appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated.

We consider that the response of NZTA to Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust provides sufficient
certainty of outcomes, noting that some of the proposed changes to condifg ddressed
below should also capture these issues.

Overall, we consider that there is sufficient certainty and d obust
assessment of stormwater and flooding effects. We find tha an mwater
effects associated with the Project can be appropriately avoide i r mitigated,

subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions of Nty
matters do not weigh against granting the approvals.

uently, those

Conditions

NZTA’s 15 May 2026 revised set of conditio ded gdditions and changes made
based on ongoing discussions betwee WDC. These were largely
adopted as the basis for the Panel’s | oting that we made changes to
conditions that we consider are n

NZT mmitteqto only storing hazardous substances at the identified Construction
SA’s) and that the use of those hazardous substances would be
provisions set out in the Construction Environmental Management Plan
They also noted that hazardous substances would not be stored in any

omm y Drinking Water Protection Zone

or
ontrolled

Comments Received

No specific comments were received that related to Hazardous installations or
substances. However, CRC suggested a minor revision of proposed conditions of consent
relating to hazardous substance storage and use, based on their discussions with NZTA.
WDC proposed revision of the content of the CEMP, which included provisions relating to
hazardous substances

NZTA response to comments

No response was provided that directly addressed hazardous installations.
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Statutory Instruments

Statutory instrument provisions relevant to hazardous installations include:

(a) The Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011
(NES:CS).

(b)  The CLWRP.

We discuss those instruments of Part G of this Decision.

Panel Findings

We find that the potential effects related to hazardous installatig
avoided, remedied or mitigated, subject to the imposition
Those matters do not weigh against granting the approvals.

Conditions

The Panel has considered the modifications t
relating to hazardous installations and subst
they were included in the Panel’s draft conditi

ondit ht by CRC and WDC
fin m to be appropriate and

E17 Monitoring and Review

The conditions suites proposed
monitoring obligations.

for g#he approvals contained a range of

Comments Received

WDC?®® were concern
which mandated

roposed deletion of Designation conditions 100-103
iting and site inspections. They understood the

consequence ce monitoring, environmental reporting and auditing
would be mov¥ y into the Construction Environmental Management Plan, creating
a significa i self-regulation of construction stage and operational stage of the
Project.

f a separate monitoring condition relating to construction traffic
nt, construction noise and vibration, urban and landscape design and visual
DC sought an additional condition enabling WDC to recover its actual and
le inspection costs.

NZTA response to comments

NZTA clarified that the intent of compliance monitoring in Designation condition 8(q)
related to compliance checks by the Requiring Authority rather than WDC compliance
monitoring. However, an advice note was added at the location of what as previously

% Luke Lee (Senior Compliance Officer at WDC).
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condition 100 to address compliance monitoring (or inspections) undertaken by the
WDC.

Statutory Instruments

No specific statutory instrument provisions were brought to our attention by
commentators.

Panel Findings

In our view the monitoring obligations imposed by the proposed conditions attached to
the various approvals required for the Project were generally comprehensgj gd robust.
However, as discussed in the preceding effects assessment sections o on, we
considered additional monitoring would be beneficial regardin nt of
contaminated soil.

The additional monitoring that we consider appropriate is t inghe relevant
conditions in the approvals.

Conditions

By and large, we were satisfied with the Desj
condition 8(0) to clarify that environmental re
We amended the resource consent condg re
above.

, although we amended
be to the WDC and Whitiora.
ontaminated land as outlined

PART F: REGIONAL OR NATI ENEF OF THE PROJECT

Section 3 of the FTAA statgs se of the Act is to facilitate the delivery of
infrastructure and dev jects with significant regional or national benefits.
pon, s 81(4) FTAA specifically requires the Panel to
regional or national benefits.

rincipal north—-south freight and passenger route, linking
th Island’s largest economic centre) with Kaikoura, Marlborough,
via Picton.

ional or national benefits. We make no finding that regard, but observe that
vided an ‘Economic Benefits Assessment’ as Part 3M?7 of the Substantive
Application (Property Economics 2025).

Property Economics advised that in July 2024 the Project was identified in the
Government Policy Statement on land transport (GPS 2024) as a Road of National
Significance (RoNS). It is one of only two RoNS projects identified for the South Island.
That alone made the Project a significant project for the South Island road network.

°7 Belfast-Pegasus Motorway, Stage 2 Fast Track Economic Benefits Assessment, Property Economics, October

2025.
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427 More specifically, Property Economics determined that the Project would:

(a) Represent around 26% of the region’s $1.1 billion state highway-related
investment over the ten-year period 2021 to 2013;

(b) Provide a safer, more efficient, and resilient route for travellers on SH1 north of
Christchurch. Travel time savings of between three (average) to ten (at peak)
minutes per vehicle per day were predicted. Reduced congestion and improved
journey reliability would strengthen inter-regional supply chains, enhance access
to Christchurch International Airport and Lyttleton Port, and reduce the national
economic friction associated with traffic delays and road safety risks. The Project
would improve access to services and commercial hubs in Chris b and the
wider North Canterbury region;

(©)
(d)
(e)

(f) tential at Woodend, Ravenswood and

th Canterbury has seen significant

nd the Waimakariri District has emerged

Puthorities in NZ;
(9) i South Island economy, by improving transport

yielded a net present value of $275 million®® over the Project’s

onstruction period;

(h s associated with Project construction including direct employment

seven-year construction period equivalent to 1,023 FTE years and
irect and induced employment equivalent to 1,338 FTE years. In its peak
elopment year of 2030 the Project would contribute to an estimated 624 jobs

ithin Canterbury; and

(1) Be equivalent to around 14 years of average Canterbury construction sector
growth, reflecting its significant impact on regional construction employment and
activity.

%8 Property Economics advised that initial changes in spending as a result of the Project lead to larger, ripple
effects throughout the Canterbury regional economy. These effects include direct, indirect, and induced
impacts, reflecting changes in output, employment, income, and other economic variables.

99 Using a 8% discount rate. For a 4% discount rate the NPV increases to $320 million.
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428 Property Economics concluded that that the Project would yield significant economic
benefits for the regional and national economies and communities.

Section 53 Comments Received

429 The benefits of the Project were recognised and supported by Ministers of the Crown:

(a) The Associate Minister of Transport (Hon James Meager) noted the Project would
provide benefits in travel time reduction and safety improvements. He also noted
the Project was an important part of the Government’s investment in the roading
network. Progressing the Project would benefit Canterbury residents and
businesses, and would assist the Government’s roll out of keygifmastructure
projects across the country;

(b) The Minister for Infrastructure (Hon Chris Bishop) exp
Project as it reflected the Government’s economic I tructure
priorities;

(© The Minister for Economic Growth (Hon Nicola Y . conomic benefits
identified by Property Economics and adviged\@@at the Plbject was expected to
offer ongoing economic befit to the regj and the country by
improving land transport connectivity.

and network resilience of SH1;

(d) The Minister for the South Isl mes Meager) noted the Project was

expected to deliver impgf® i ty and travel time reliability, and to
support more efficien ' enger movement between Christchurch,
North Canterbury the wider South Island. He also noted the
economic benefi i@ by Property Economics; and

(e) The Minister fo velopment (Hon Shane Jones) noted that the 2024
Govern i ent for Land Transport identified the proposed project

as a He noted the economic benefits identified by Property
Ec eit that the regional impact in the context of the Canterbury region
sidered modest. However, once operational, the Project would

n iMportant asset to support Canterbury’s future growth, enhancing

ight eililciency and connectivity to support regional industries to access local

a markets.
430 advjed that the benefits of the Project as set out by Property Economics were not
bej estioned and that CRC had not undertaken a peer review of the Property

Economics assessment.

431 WDC supported use of the FTAA for the Project, but dd not otherwise comment on its
benefits.

432 Some s 53 commentators®® were concerned about the potential for the Bypass to
become a toll road and the cost of the Project. Some lay commentatorsi® queried the

100 Tncluding Glenn Allsopp and Karla Allsopp, Hugh and Catherine Bramwell, Nicky Auld, Ravenswood
Developments Ltd
101 Tncluding Glenn Allsopp

65



FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

projected time travel savings from the Bypass while others!?? questioned the benefits of
the Project. However, no expert opinion was provided in support of those lay concerns.
Conversely other!®3® lay commentators considered the Project would have significant
benefits for all commercial and public road users.

NZTA response to comments received

433 NZTA acknowledged the support for the Project expressed by the Ministers for Economic
Growth, Infrastructure, the South Island, Regional Development and Climate Change.

434 Regarding concerns about tolling, NZTA noted that tolling decisions were made under
the Land Transport Management Act 2003 and were not a matter fq & Panel to
consider. For concerns about the Project benefits, NZTA reiterated, a section

2.5 of the Substantive Application, the Project would have signifiS@mt regiorl and
national benefits, including significant travel time savings.
Panel Findings

435 Regarding concerns about the potential for the Bypag e oll road and the

r the Government to
in section 2.5 of the

cost of the Project, we respectfully note those
consider and are not relevant to our assessm

benefits, including significant travel time savi

436 Having considered the comments recejifed a ZTA’s response we find that the
Project will yield significant regional or al HEnefits.

PART G: APPROVALS THAJ WISE BE APPLIED FOR UNDER THE

437 This section sets o instruments that are relevant to the Panel’s
assessment in Parts D iDecision. NZTA’s Substantive Application listed what
it considered todP statutory instruments. The Application provided an

’ struments. We have carefully reviewed that assessment,
and we ge ur with it, however, we provide our own assessments as follows.

438
ES:F103 S:CS'%, the CLWRP and the CARP and the duration sought of each of
cOfsents. This was summarised in Table 6.1 which we reproduce below.

102 Tncluding Nicky Auld

103 Including Phillip Jenkins

104 Section 6.2.1.

105 Regulation 45 regarding works within or in proximity to 17 natural inland wetlands; Regulation 46 regarding
the clearing of vegetation within or in proximity to 17 natural inland wetlands; Regulation 57 regarding
reclamation of the beds of the Waihora Stream, Taranaki Stream, Taranaki Stream Tributary and McIntosh
Drain; and Regulation 71 regarding culverts.

106 The Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) (Volume 3F) identified three confirmed HAIL activities within the
Project Site and a number of additional potential HAIL activities where site investigations had not yet been
undertaken.
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Ref Phase Consent type Duration
c1 Construction Lf:md use (s9) - earthworks and land 20 years
disturbance
c2 Construction !_and use (51_3) - structures and works 20 years
in and over river and lake beds
c3 Construction Water permit (s14) - take, use, divert 20 years
and dam surface and ground water
Discharge permit (s15) - discharge
C4 Construction water and contaminants to land, water, 20 years
and air
o1 Opt_eratlons & !_an_d use (s13) - structures and works 35 years
maintenance in river and lake beds
Operations & Water permit (s14) - take, use, divert
02 - 35 years
maintenance and dam surface and ground water

Operations & Discharge permit (s15) - discharge

03 - water and contaminants to land, water,
maintenance .
and air
NES-CS Construction Land use (s9) - land disturbance

439 Under the ‘bundling’ principle, and applying the most restric
consent applications are to be assessed as a discretionar

440 In considering whether to grant the resource conse

17
(1)

(2) Fo urpose of applying any provisions in subclause (1),—

eference 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; ... .

441
ers and give them genuine consideration; rather than mere lip service,
listing them and setting them aside.’®” In our view, as expressed in Waihi

(incliding the purpose of the Act) first, but then only at the weighing up stage, give
effect to the “greatest weight” requirement.

442 We understand that approach to be consistent with that advocated by counsell®® for
NZTA.

107 Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand Transport Agency [2024] NZSC
26.
108 Thid, paragraph 5.11.
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443 Importantly cls 17(3) and (4) of Schedule 5 provide:

(3) Subclause (4) applies to any provision of the Resource Management Act 1991
(including, for example, section 87A(6)) or any other Act referred to in subclause
(1)(c) that would require a decision maker to decline an application for a resource
consent.

(4) For the purposes of subclause (1), the Panel must take into account that the provision
referred to in subclause (3) would normally require an application to be declined, but
must not treat the provision as requiring the Panel to decline the application the Panel
is considering.

444  Again, as observed in Waihi North, reading cl 17(4) alongside s 85(4) megamgathat when

(@) taking into account that they would usually engage t
taken in King Salmon and thus require an application

(b) recognising and that they do not require the P,

G2: Decision-making criteria for alterations,

445 Section 18(3)(e) of the FTAA requires that
accordance with the process set out in clayses

Designation alteration in
Schedule 5. Clause 24 is:

For the purposes of section 81, e a notice of requirement, including
conditions in accordance wit s , the fanel must, giving the greatest weight to
paragraph (a)(i),—

(a) take into account—

all e requirement (which in this case is the alteration to the existing Designation),
ing ticular regard to:

(a) National policy statements, the regional policy statement and plans and proposed
plans which we address in sections G3 and G4 of this Decision (s 171(1)(a)); and

(b) As NZTA does not have an interest in the land sufficient for undertaking the work:

iii. whether adequate consideration has been given to any alternative sites,
routes, or methods of undertaking the work (s 171(10(b)(i);

109 Environmental Defence Society Incorporated v The New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited & Ors -
[2014] NZSC 38; [2014] 1 NZLR 593.
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iv. whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary for achieving
the objectives of the requiring authority for which the designation is sought
(s 171(1)(b)(ii)); and

(c) Any other matter the territorial authority considers reasonably necessary in order
to make a recommendation on the requirement (s171(1)(d)).

Effects

We considered the effects of the Project in Part E of this Decision.

Alternatives

Section 6.4 of the Substantive Application set out the process that
consider alternative sites, routes and methods for the Project. Option

for nearly 20 years. Various studies considered multiple optj e traffic
growth and associated vehicle safety and community severa i icluding four-
laning the existing SH1 corridor, a western bypass, an
bypass and an interim (western) heavy-vehicle route,

ic modelling, and design
standards. The Investment Case tested k the Project design using

updated traffic modelling and safety rey

Some commentators!® consideig j utions should be considered, such as
In its s 55 response NZTA noted that
the route for the Project wgs [N place by the existing Designation which was
subject to an extensive i AN of alternatives. NZTA advised they also considered
alternative sites, rou or the alterations to the Designation being sought
for the Project.

) duce severance and improve accessibility; and

(©) Improve the safety of the transport network.

Section 6.3.2 of the Substantive Application stated that alteration of the existing
Designation was reasonably necessary and appropriate to achieve those objectives
because:

110 Tncluding Glenn Allsopp and Karla Allsopp
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(a) The alterations to the boundaries of the Designation enable additional parts of
the Project;

(b) The alterations to the Designation conditions will allow NZTA to more efficiently
construct the Project;

(c) The Project is consistent with the purpose of the existing Designation, so an
alteration makes use of existing statutory approvals and avoids duplicating
previous assessments;

(d) An alteration provides certainty to the community and landowners of the nature
and general location of the Project; and

(e) The effects of the Project have already been assessed and, m&@aged unfer the
existing Designation conditions. The relatively minor na (.chages (to
both the boundary and the conditions) means an alter i i with the
collaborative work undertaken to develop the origin nditions for
inclusion in the OWPD.

We are satisfied the work and alteration to the ex ation are reasonably
necessary for achieving NZTA’s objectives.

G3: RMA Statutory instruments

hose instruments that was set
amd associated Volumes 2G and 2H.
the s 53 comments provided by the
and HNZPT. We then considered any

Our starting point was to consider th
out in Section 6.7 of the Substantive

National Policy Statements that we must take into
include:

(b) i licy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (August 2024);
(c tional Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020; and

( tional Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023.

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 amended 2024

The NPS:FM sets out a framework under which local authorities are to manage
freshwater (including groundwater).!'! The objective of the NPS:FM is to ensure that
natural and physical resources are managed in a way that prioritises the:!2

111 NPSFM clause 1.5.
112 NPSFM clause 2.1.
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(a) health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems;
(b) health needs of people (such as drinking water); and

(c) 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 Wai'!3. Policies 1, 2,
3, 6, 7, 9 and 10 are particularly relevant!!* to the Project. These provisions were
addressed in Table 6.3 of the Substantive Application.

freshwater and of the wider environment is prioritised and p
has consulted with Whitiora as the mandated represg )
consenting matters. This has informed option refine
effects on the Cam River / Ruataniwha.

ted way that considers the effects of
the use and development of langg® tchment basis. NZTA'’s hydraulic and
flood modelling informed the g 7 i of culverts, bridges, stream realignments
and stormwater storage rgq the potentially upstream and downstream

Policy 6 seeks to ens is no loss to the extent of natural inland wetlands
and that their v, d. NZTA has conservatively assumed that the Project
will result in {& i complete or partial loss of extent of five natural inland
wetlands. g lause 3.22 of the NPS:FM specifically provides for the loss of extent

the 3.22(b)(i) criteria the Project is necessary for the purpose of the

trucjibon or upgrade of specified infrastructure and in Part F we concluded that it
w ve significant regional and national benefits. Based on our assessment in
section G2 we are satisfied is a functional need for the Project to occupy a corridor
between Belfast and Pegasus to achieve the Project’s objectives and in any case the
location of the corridor is largely fixed by the existing Designation. As we noted in
section E9, despite the absence of significant adverse effects, we are nevertheless
satisfied that effects on wetlands will be managed in accordance with the effects
management hierarchy.

113 NPSFM clause 1.3.
114 policy 5 relates to the National Objectives Framework which is relevant to the role of the WRC. Policy 8 is not
relevant as there are no outstanding water bodies identified within or directly adjacent to the Site.
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Policy 7 seeks to ensure the loss of river extent and values is avoided to the extent
practicable. We reach the same conclusion on that matter that we did for wetlands.

Policies 9 addresses the protection of the habitats of indigenous freshwater species. In
section E9 we concluded that the Project would protect habitats of freshwater species

through various measures, including improving fish passage, restoring more natural
waterways when realigning streams to achieve no net loss.

Panel Finding

The NPS:FM does not weigh against granting the approvals sought.

National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (August 20

ch constitutes specified
ction activities as far as

a functional and operational need for t
infrastructure), it minimises impacts o
practicable, productive land use can ¢
Site, and the Project is unlikely to gi i verse-sensitivity effects on land-
based primary-production activitiegal

Consequently, under NPS:H4 2 9(2)(h) and (j)(i) and 3.9(3) the use and
development of the LUC
need not be avoided.

Panel Finding
The NPS:HPL weigh'against granting the approvals sought.

ent on Urban Development 2020

to ensure New Zealand’s towns and cities are well-functioning urban
meet the changing needs of diverse communities. It is addressed in

ock urban growth in the WDC area and wider Canterbury region. It would support
planned further growth of Woodend, Ravenswood and Pegasus townships and may
enhance public transport use by making the existing SH1 available as a local road.

In her s 53 comments the Minister for Economic Growth noted that elements of the
Project might support a well-functioning urban environment.

Panel Finding

The NPS:UD does not weigh against granting the approvals sought.
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National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023

The Project’s effects on terrestrial ecology from earthworks, land disturbance and
vegetation removal are already largely authorised by the existing Designation.
Consequently, we need only consider the NPS:IB with respect to terrestrial ecology
within 10m of water bodies (the regional resource consents sought) and in the additional
areas to be included in the Designation.

Importantly, neither the OWDP nor the POWDP identify any SNAs within, or within close
proximity to, the Project Site. Nor are there any areas identified within the CRPS as areas
of significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitat for indigenous fauna within or
within close proximity to the Project site.

As set out in section 6.7.5 of the Substantive Application, NPS:IB cla
indigenous biodiversity outside SNAs and requires significant adv

Eignificant
adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity in the terrestrial envi . nsequently,

effects on indigenous biodiversity must be managed to objectives and
policies of the NPS:IB, rather than by strictly [ cts management
hierarchy.

The NPS:IB objectives and policies were 6.5 of the Substantive
Application. We concur with that assess while overall effects will be

avoided or minimised to a low to v
associated with the loss of 0.66ha of infige
of “lizard friendly” enrichment plagéi

abitat, compensation in the form
enhancement will be implemented.

Panel Finding

The NPS:IB does not

introduces changes to flow regimes, however, the proposed design will effectively
address potential adverse flooding outcomes reducing any adverse effects to less than
minor. The design consists of culverts, channel diversions, and localised storage. Any
residual increases in water levels are confined to existing drainage features or NZTA
property and do not result in material effects on third-party assets.”

Our assessment in section E11 concurred with NZTA’s assessment. Accordingly, we
consider that the ‘consequence level’ of the stormwater and flooding risk associated with

115 Section 6.6.12.3
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the Project is in the range of ‘negligible’ to ‘minor’. Given the design of the stormwater
infrastructure associated with the Project as summarised above, we consider the
‘likelihood level’ of that risk is in the range of ‘possible’ to ‘unlikely’. The resultant risk
is therefore in the range of ‘low’ to ‘medium’.

484 NPS:NH Policies 3 and 4 require ‘very high’ natural hazard risks to be avoided and
‘significant’ natural hazard risks to be avoided or mitigated. The stormwater and flooding

risks associated with the Project are neither ‘very high’ nor ‘significant’ and so those
Policies do not apply here.

Panel Finding
485 The NPS:NH does not weigh against granting the approvals sought.

National Environmental Standards

486 Approvals for the Project are required!'® under the Resou MagfemerW® (National
Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 (N

487 Also relevant are the:

(@) National Environmental Standards for
Soil to Protect Human Health 2011 (

aging Contaminants in

(b) National Environmental Stand
NES:DW); and

f Human Drinking Water 2007

hsur and Reporting of Water Takes)
ended in 2020).

(c) Resource Managemeng
Amendment Regulatid

488 Regarding the NES:F aregsat
NES:F Regulation (6)ggca

hed that the Project meets the three conditions of

(a) As we in of this Decision, the Project has significant regional or
benefi

tional need for the Project to be located within the Designation
including within proximity to natural inland wetlands; and

tlined in section E9 of this Decision, despite the absence of significant
verse effects on wetlands, the effects management hierarchy has been applied
natural inland wetlands.

489 As we noted in section E6 of this Decision, resource consent is required under clause 11
of the NES:CM for a discretionary activity for disturbing a piece of soil on a piece of land,
that is not otherwise a permitted, controlled or restricted discretionary activity. In
section E6 we concluded that the consent could be granted subject to conditions.

116 The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities)
Regulations 2009 (NES ET) only apply to existing high voltage electricity transmission lines and so are not
relevant here. The Preliminary Site Investigation undertaken confirmed that the Site has not been subject to
any HAIL activities, and so the NES-CS is not relevant
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As outlined in section 6.7.8 of the Substantive Application, there are six community
Drinking Water Protection Zones within the Project Site, with resource consents to take
water from wells within those zones held by WDC. As we noted in section E6 of this
Decision, the wells take water from very deep confined aquifers and as such they will
not be affected by the Project earthworks.

Under the Measurement and Reporting of Water Takes Regulations NZTA is required to
keep records that provide a continuous measurement of the water taken under a water
permit, including water taken in excess of what the permit allows (Regulation 6);
electronically submit water use records to CRC (Regulation 7A); and have a suitably
qualified person verify that the device or system that keeps records for a water permit
is accurate (Regulation 7). We are satisfied those matters are adg )
conditions of consent.

We observe that the Resource Management (National Environ
Quality) do not require consent for the Project, but the ma
other discharges of airborne particulates associated with the
will be appropriately managed.

Panel Finding

The relevant national environmental standgd¥fs d ot h against granting the
approvals sought.

Planning documents recognised b rel t uthority and lodged with the
Council

e an assessment of the activity against
ent recognised by a relevant iwi authority
The Whitiora Statement of Cultural Values records
Plan (MIMP) provides policy direction on matters of

al for compensation and off-setting of effects on wetlands, including
n of new wetland habitat;

arian planting and restoration, particularly in relation to the Taranaki Stream,
tributary to the Taranaki Stream, Waihora Stream and MclIntosh Drain;

(c) the Project’s stormwater and run-off management methodologies;
(d) maintaining flow in waterbodies throughout construction;

(e) fish salvage and relocation and ensuring ongoing fish passage through culvert
design; and

117 Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h) and clause 5(2)(g).
118 pages 19 to 26.

75



496

497

498

499

500

501

FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

(f) the opportunity for Ngai Tuahuriri, through its Cultural Advisory Group, to work
with NZTA on landscape treatments, interpretation and artwork as anticipated by
MIMP Policies CL1.8 and CL1.9 as means of mitigating unavoidable impacts on
cultural landscapes.

Considering Whitiora’s stated support, we are satisfied that the provisions of the
Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan do not weigh against granting the approvals sought.

Section 6.7.12 of the Substantive Assessment addressed the Ngai Tahu Freshwater
Policy 1999, noting that objective to protect waterbodies of high cultural significance
cannot be achieved because the Designation crosses several Nga Wai (waterbodies of
particular spiritual significance). Consequently, mitigation and offsettin ffects on
waterways has been proposed and as we noted above, that is suppor jora.

G4: Regional and District planning framework

NZTA briefly addressed the regional and district planning fra iO™6.7.10 of

the Substantive Application and more fully in Volume 2G title and District
Objectives and Policies Assessment”.
The approach that we have taken is to consider thg as abrovided by NZTA and

the commentators, and to determine if there e apy
materially weigh against approval of the Proj

provisions that would

Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)

In Volume 2G NZTA addressed th visions relating to Land use and
Infrastructure, Fresh Water, Ecog® Qs and I enous Biodiversity, Beds of Rivers and
Lakes and their Riparian Zong ic H ge, Air Quality, Contaminated Land and
Hazardous Substances.

(a) ‘ ies, by strengthening and helping to foster a more

(b)

related deaths and serious injuries along the existing alignment
1.25 per year;

(c plement a ESCMP and EMP that appropriately manage works adjacent to
tercourses and wetlands by way of a suite of treatment devices capable of
moving contaminants (including total suspended solids, hydrocarbons,

nutrients and heavy metals) with the aim being to minimise the discharge of
sediment laden runoff and other contaminants to properties beyond the Site, or
to watercourses and wetlands;

(d) protect the values of areas of indigenous vegetation and fauna across the Project
corridor (as identified in Application Volume 3I) by way of consent conditions and
utilise planting with native species that would naturally occur within the Project
area. That will enhance biodiversity, especially where vegetation removal is
proposed;
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manage effects on the beds of rivers and lakes rivers in accordance with the
effects management hierarchy set out in the EcIA (Application Volume 3I).
McIntosh Drain will act as a stream offset site for the permanent loss and
modification of stream extent, habitat and natural character resulting from the
permanent channel realignment of portions of the Waihora Stream, Taranaki
Stream, Taranaki Stream Tributary and MclIntosh Drain;

manage stormwater discharges through a combination of vegetated swales,
bioinfiltration and bioretention basins, infiltration to ground, and treated
discharges to watercourses;

provide fish passage for each of the culverts that will be located ggmerbeds in
accordance with condition 2(a) of Regulation 70 of the NES-F ag rS@ned by
the NZFPG;

minimize effects on groundwater from excavation d urbance
activities, including procedures for managing confi ifer gnd artesian
pressure in accordance with the GMP;

reflect NZTA’s consultation with Whitiora sych
cultural heritage sites will be avoided
consent include an Archaeological Si
and Urupa Protocol, both of which for

possible, historic and
ected. Conditions of

ontaminated land personnel training
ocedures, accidental discovery protocols,
and safety controls and incident management;

tering water from the Gladstone Road Landfill and
water to meet, after reasonable mixing, the receiving

will be unavoidably affected!!® through complete or partial loss. However, in

applying the effects management hierarchy NZTA has proposed that the loss of those
wetlands will be offset by the creation of the southern remnant lake, providing 2.6 ha of
new wetland habitat. We note that a range of water depths will be provided within the
new wetland to support a diversity of wetland vegetation, habitat types and species. The

wetland area will be fenced and managed for weeds and predators.

119 The location of the new highway corridor is largely fixed by the existing Project Designation.
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Considering that offsetting, we find that the Project’s impacts on wetlands are not so
significant as to be out of proportion to the Project’s regional or national benefits.

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP)

The Substantive Application stated that because the CRPS became operative ahead of
the CLWRP, it can be assumed that the CLWRP was prepared to give effect to the CRPS.
We accept that proposition and find that the Project is generally consistent with the
majority of the relevant CLWRP provisions for much the same reasons as set out above
in relation to the CRPS.

In addition, we are satisfied that:

(a) the proposal to take up to 2,000 m?3 of water per day from tk
both reasonable and necessary for various constructi

(b) the GMP will outline suitable pumping rates
volumetric loss intended to prevent local§
significant effects on the flows or levels of

(©) flood flows in rivers will not be materi
We find that the provisions of the CL against granting the approvals

sought by NZTA and that any inconsist@nci thdSe provisions are not so significant
as to be out of proportion to the Pgadect™S tegiongl or national benefits.

Canterbury Air Regional

Section 6.7.10.3 of the Application observed that the principal purpose of
the CARP was to mai i uch that it provided for the cultural wellbeing and
health of people. In e note that while under the CARP the discharge of
dust from unco can be undertaken as a permitted activity (subject to
conditions, nfident will be met), some discharges of dust from
stockpilin may occur during construction. We are satisfied any such
discharges itably managed under the CAQMP using routine and well-proven

53 comments CRC helpfully advised that they considered the Project to be
eneral@consistent with the relevant objectives, policies, and rules of the CRPS, CLWRP
a P, as well as the NES-F.

However, CRC stated!?? that NZTA’s policy assessment did not clearly demonstrate that
freshwater quality would be maintained or improved, that the “avoid, minimise, remedy”
hierarchy had been applied, and cumulative effects on receiving catchments were not
addressed. CRC requested a freshwater outcomes and monitoring plan including

120 policy 4.65 on the efficient use of water.

121 policies 4.76 and 4.76A regarding dewatering.

122 policy 4.89 on activities in the beds of lakes and rivers.

123 Table 2 Planning and Appendix 10 — Technical Advice Planning
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baseline data, measurable indicators, thresholds and adaptive actions; and a brief
cumulative effects summary. In response NZTA considered its policy assessment was
proportionate, based on detailed assessments presented in the technical reports, and
supported through reference to appropriate conditions, including the provision of a suite
of management plans.

510 CRC also considered that ”.. there is limited assessment against the objectives and
policies of Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), which relates
to the Greater Christchurch Metropolitan urban area, including Woodend/ Pegasus”. CRC
provided an assessment of the Project against Chapter 6 in Appendix 10 of its s 53
comments. In response NZTA stated they appreciated CRC’s assessment and noted the
Project achieved the integrated and efficient provision of regiong ignificant
infrastructure and transport networks, consistent with the CRPS 4
framework.

511 CRC considered that any adverse environmental effects arj '"Qoprovals
sought by NZTA could be appropriately avoided, r j
offset/compensated, subject to amendments to the cog
noted there was broad agreement on the necessary cg

e OWDP in 2015. The
or reassess activities and
by the existing Designation.
d operational activities that may

512 The route alignment for the Project was
Substantive Application quite reasonabl
associated environmental effects tha
Those activities include construction,

generate effects on the envirogasent i om earthworks, access and traffic
generation, terrestrial ecology bodies and their margins), noise and
vibration, urban design and | mmand lighting.

513 The alteration to the ey¥ti Sation sought by NZTA relates to boundary changes
required to accomm rént design and provide a temporary construction
support area. N are sought to the Designation conditions, including

achieving alig posed regional resource consent conditions.

514 The POW OWDP were assessed in Tables D and E of Application Volume 2G.

nt ncluded that the Project was not inconsistent with the relevant
g to Strategic Directions, Energy and Infrastructure, Hazardous
aminated Land, Historic Heritage, Ecosystems and Indigenous

515 ir 4453 comments the WDC did not refer to any specific District Plan provisions.

516 We are satisfied that the provisions of the POWDP and the OWDP do not weigh against
the alterations to the Designation sought by NZTA.

Panel’s Overall Conclusion on the Regional and District Planning Framework

517 We have considered the assessments made by NZTA the comments made by WDC and
CRC and NZTA's response to those comments.

518 We are not persuaded that a freshwater outcomes and monitoring plan or a cumulative
effects summary is required to enable us to assess the effects of the Project.
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519 Taking the matters identified by NZTA, WDC and CRC into account and weighing them
in light of the mitigation and compensation measures secured through conditions of
consent, and giving the greatest weight to the purpose of the FTAA (to facilitate the
delivery of infrastructure and development projects with significant regional or national
benefits, which the Project undoubtably is) as we are required to do, we find that any
inconsistencies with the relevant provisions of the Regional and District Planning
Framework are not so significant as to be out of proportion to the Project’s regional or
national benefits.

Gb5: Sections 104G, 105 and 107 of 2 of the RMA

520 Under s 104G we must have regard to the actual or potentlal effect of the proposed

Services Act 2021. There are six Community Drinking Water Prote
the Project designation, however as outlined in section E10 of j#i
satisfied that the bores or wells in those Zones will not be a
Project.

521 Section 105 requires us to have regard to:

(a) the nature of the discharge and the s
adverse effects;

bceiving environment to

(b) the applicant’s reasons for the propo

(c) any possible alternative me
receiving environment.

522

523

or highly modified ag
Site, to which t n
will be avoid

) and the watercourses which intercept the Project
| alternative. Discharges to natural inland wetlands

524 ive method of discharge or receiving environment for the Project’s
ra discharges of dust to air. Effects on sensitive receivers will be
e CAQMP.

525 cavated earth will be undertaken in accordance with the CSMP. Creating
in the southern remnant lake at the Quarry Lakes will require the placement

There is no practical alternative method or receiving environment for that

526 Operational discharges involve stormwater and groundwater intercepted at the base of
stormwater infrastructure. They will be managed using a combination of vegetated
swales, biofiltration and bioretention basins, infiltration to ground, and treated
discharges to watercourses. There are no practical alternative receiving environments.

527 Under s 105(2) of the RMA we must consider whether an esplanade reserve or esplanade
strip is appropriate. In this case the areas to be reclaimed are small sections of streams
that will be abandoned when the channels are realigned. As the reclamation is a result
of realigning streams within the same land parcels and does not involve subdivision or
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creation of any new land parcels, the establishment of esplanade reserves or esplanade
strips is neither necessary nor appropriate

Section 107(1) restricts the granting of discharge permits in certain circumstances, if
after reasonable mixing, the contaminant or water discharged (either by itself or in
combination with the same, similar, or other contaminants or water), is likely to give
rise to certain listed effects in the receiving waters.

Construction related discharges of stormwater, dewatering water and cleanfill material
to the southern remnant lake may to give rise to the effects specified in s107(1)(d),
namely a conspicuous change in colour or visual clarity of receiving waters. However,
any such effects will be temporary, and we find they are not so signific 0 be out
of proportion to the Project’s regional or national benefits.

G6: Part 2 of the RMA

Clause 5 (1)(g) of Schedule 5 of the Act requires an assess t against
ss 5, 6 and 7 of the RMA. NZTA addressed Part 2 of the RMA i .7.13 of the

The purpose of the RMA set out in s 5 is to pro Fhable management of
natural and physical resources. We are satisfi e Project will promote
social and economic wellbeing, both for the in Woodend, Ravenswood and
Pegasus and the wider north Canterbury regi

In light of the preceding Parts of this [ j to the imposition of conditions of
consent that avoid, remedy or mj igladverse effects, we are also satisfied
the Project will safeguard the Ij

In particular we find:

(a) Sections 6(e
recognitiog

ay of the RMA are all relevant. They require the
ip Maori have with their ancestral lands, water, sites,

(b) account our assessments of effects in Part E, we consider that the
ot “inappropriate development” in the context of s 6(a). Conditions
nt will preserve the natural character of wetlands, rivers and their
rgins to the extent appropriate and practicable. Consent conditions will also
able areas of indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna to be
rotected to the extent practicable within the operational constraints of the
Project (s 6(c)), and regard has been had to the intrinsic values of those

resources (s 7(d));

(©) The Project does not reside within an ONF or ONL (s6(b)). Effects on the natural
character and landscape within the Project will arise, as will effects on the
amenity values of some people who may view the Project works (s7(c)), but
amenity values will also be enhanced because of the proposed landscape and
ecological planting, including wetland creation and stream restoration;
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(d) In terms of other more localised s7(c) amenity matters, where NZTA activities
are not permitted, the conditions of the approvals will impose suitable limits on
noise, lighting and dust;

(e) Effects on historic heritage (except for archaeological sites) are already
authorised by the existing Designation. While the Project will unavoidably affect
some archaeological sites (s 6(f)), appropriate Archaeological Authorities have
been sought; and

(f) Risks from natural hazards and climate change will be managed by appropriately
sizing of culverts, bridges, stream realignments and stormwater infrastructure
based on flood modelling, with allowances for climate change; anggimadesign of

bridge and major culverts in accordance with the Project’s g ilience
philosophy (s 6(h) and 7(i)).
Panel Finding
As summarised above, because of the conclusions reachg fegff of the Project
and in the context of the relevant provisions of t i ments and the
imposition of appropriate consent conditions, we fipd ject is consistent with

Part 2 of the RMA.

G6: Decisions on resource consents

In light of our adverse effects (or imp
statutory instruments set out in this circumstances whereby a Panel
must or may decline an Applicatiog s 85 of the FTAA (none of which apply
here), we find there are no gr g0 the resource consents sought for the
Project.

in Part E, our findings on the

Consequently:
(a) the resoyus ght from Canterbury Regional Council under the
Act and the Resource Management (National

use consent sought from Waimakariri District Council under the
Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
g Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 is
nted subject to the conditions set out in Appendix C.

ision on Designation amendments

In light of our adverse effects assessments in Part E, our findings on the statutory
instruments set out in Part G, and the circumstances whereby a Panel must or may
decline an Application as described in s 85 of the FTAA (none of which apply here), we
find there are no grounds for declining the alterations sought to the existing Designation
for the Project.

Consequently, existing Designation DO58A is altered as sought and the conditions of
Designation DO58A are amended as set out in Appendices E and F.
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PART H: AN APPROVAL THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE APPLIED FOR UNDER THE
WILDLIFE ACT

NZTA has sought a Wildlife Approval under the Wildlife Act 1953 and section 42(4)(h) of
the FTAA to salvage (catch alive) and relocate lizards from habitat in the Project area
and to undertake post-release monitoring in lizard relocation sites for a duration of 20
years, including incidental killing.

The Approval sought applies to the “Package 2" area of the Project, namely that area
not already addressed by Wildlife Approval 119946-FAU (“Package 1”) for early works.
Section 7 of the Substantive Application summarises the Package 2 activities as being
lizard salvage and relocation led by a suitably qualified person, using metj onsistent

with DOC'’s Inventory and Monitoring Toolkit. The primary relocation ards is
given as Barkers Road on NZTA land beside the southern re ith a
contingency site being adjacent NZTA owned land (Barkers Roa D6)124
The Wildlife Approval Report notes that the contingency reloc needed

if more than 1,500 lizards are salvaged from Package 2, a exceed the
carrying capacity of the primary Barkers Road relocatio

The criteria for determining the Wildlife Approval 3 set out in clause 5 of

Schedule 7 to the FTAA which provides:

lication for a wildlife approval,
into account, giving the greatest

For the purposes of section 81, when con
including conditions under clause 6, el
weight to paragraph (a),—

(a) the purpose of this A
(b) the purpose of 3 and the effects of the project on the protected

wildlife that4 ed by the approval; and

uding, as the case may be, in the New Zealand Threat
or any relevant international conservation agreement).

proflded a s51 report on the Wildlife Approval application!?> and concluded that the
pri activities were consistent with the purpose of the Wildlife Act. Four key points
of consideration given for the Panel were:

(a) that herpetologists should be nhamed on the Wildlife Approval;

(b) undervaluing of habitat quality leading to inadequate offsetting;

124 We note that the original contingency site was Kaiapoi Lakes Reserve, beside the Package 1 relocation area
125 Section 51(2)(c) wildlife approval report for FTAA-2512-1157 State Highway 1 North Canterbury - Woodend
Bypass Project (Belfast to Pegasus), 15 April 2026.
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(c) that DOC disagrees with deemed certification of management plans; and

(d) DOC requested an Approval term of 10 years, rather than the 20 years sought
by NZTA.

Turning to each of DOC’s points, the Panel notes that herpetologists were named in
Schedule 1 of the updated Approval conditions provided by NZTA. Regarding the habitat
values affected by the Project, as noted in section E9 of this decision, we agree with
NZTA's assessment that affected habitats are highly modified and their loss is adequately
compensated by the total area and quality of ecological offsetting proposed across the
Project. We addressed the matter of deemed certification in section E1 of this Decision
and our findings in that regard apply to the Wildlife Approval. Regarding grm of the

NZTA has proposed a condition requiring a review of the Lizard
after 10 years, which we have accepted as a condition in the
specify the term as 20 years commencing on the date of this i gh the expiry
date being 20 years hence.

In their s51 report DOC noted a preference for fina
issuing its draft decision. DOC provided feedba
June 2026 and NZTA provided a final versio
attached the 17 June 2026 LMP to the
Schedule 3 conditions accordingly.

P prior to the Panel
¢ e updated LMP on 15
ane 17 June 2026. We have
al and have amended the

PART I: AN AUTHORITY THAT WOU E ISE BE APPLIED FOR UNDER THE
HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND P ET ACT

As we noted in section E8 of ZTA sought five Archaeological Authorities

ent identified and unknown archaeology within the

NZTA ownership by the time construction commenced. The five
groupli rties were identified in Application Document Volume 1D Schedule 4.

In ring whether to grant an Archaeological Authority that would otherwise be
ied under the HNZPT Act we must apply clauses 4 and 5 of Schedule 8 to the
FT, lause 4 states:

4 Criteria for assessment of application for archaeological authority

(1) For the purposes of section 81, when considering an application for an archaeological
authority, including conditions in accordance with clause 5, the panel must take into
account, giving the greatest weight to paragraph (a),—

(a) the purpose of this Act; and
(b) the matters set out in section 59(1)(a) of the HNZPT Act; and
(c) the matters set out in section 47(1)(a)(ii) and (5) of the HNZPT Act; and

(d) a relevant statement of general policy confirmed or adopted under the HNZPT
Act.

84



FTAA-2512-1157 Decision

(2) For the purposes of subclause (1), the provisions of the HNZPT Act referred to in
that subclause must be read with all necessary modifications, including that a
reference to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga must be read as a reference to
the panel.

549 The Schedule 8 (cls 2) information for archaeological authorities is set out in Part 8 of
the Substantive Application.

Comments Received

550 We discussed the comments received from HNZTP and Whitiora in section E8 of this
Decision.

551 Notably NZTA sought approval for Dr Jeremy Habberfield-Short to undegp
under the Archaeological Authorities, in accordance with clause 7(2)
In their s 51 report HNZTP advised that they reserved their pogion
subject to receiving additional information in relation to his ski#and
their s53 comments HNZTP opposed Dr Habberfield-Short’'s af@ov,

m

NZTA Response to Comments Received

552 We discussed NZTA'’s response in section ES8.

Panel Findings

553 The Panel must undertake an assess of the Project on the values of
the archaeological sites. In that rega uided by the s 51 advice provided by
HNZTP and the s 53 comments rggiixed from HMPF TP and Whitiora. As noted in section

554

555

556 In section E8 of this Decision, HNZTP recommended granting the
ical Authorities, as did Whitiora. Consequently, we grant the Archaeological
s subject to conditions that set out in Appendix G. Importantly in our view,

onditions appropriately reflect the views of Whitiora and HNZPT.

PART J: AN APPROVAL THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE APPLIED FOR UNDER THE
FRESHWATER FISHERIES REGULATIONS

557 The Project involves the installation of permanent and temporary culverts and the
permanent realignment of the Waihora and Taranaki Streams and a Taranaki Stream
tributary. Those activities may, respectively, fall under clauses (a) and (c)(i) of the
definition of a “complex freshwater fisheries activity” (CFFA) in section 4 the FTAA.
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NZTA sought approval for these activities on a conservative basis!?®.

In considering whether to grant the CFFA approval, we must apply clauses 5 and 6 of
Schedule 9 to the FTAA. Clause 5 is primarily important, and it provides:

5 Criteria for assessment of applications for complex freshwater fisheries activity
approval

For the purpose of section 81, the panel must take into account, giving the greatest
weight to paragraph (a),—

(a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the alignment of the proposed activity with best practice and the New
Zealand Fish Passage Guidelines; and

(c) how the proposed activity will manage risks to freshwaig
(d) the availability and quality of the habitat upstre

(e) the presence of threatened, data-deficient, or at

and

(f) the advantages and disadvantag
downstream of the proposed acly

bh passage upstream or

Comments Received

DOC commented on the CFFA approval @ts ts, advising that the conditions
in a CFFA approval and the regional cfs Id¥need to be developed together so
they would not overlap. DOC prgugde viewn what the CFFA approval conditions
should be!?’,

DOC'’s suggested CFFA
Management and Monj

nditions included the preparation of a Native Fish
MMP), the purpose of which would be to minimise

ments received

ponse NZTA provided possible CFFA conditions!?® that duplicated
conditions C2.10 and M.8(j) to (m). However, NZTA reiterated that

ub plication had not proposed specific CFFA approval conditions because
e i d not prevent fish passage. Furthermore, NZTA considered that the
proposed for the regional consents would effectively manage effects on fish,

ecaus

(a) Condition C2.10 required fish passage through culverts, with initial written
confirmation that the culverts had been installed correctly, and inspection by a
SQP within 1 year of installation to confirm that fish passage had been
maintained;

126 See section 9.1 of the Substantive Application.
127 DOC’s Attachment D.
128 NZTA's Attachment 11.
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(b) Condition MP.8(j)-(m) required the inclusion of protocols, guidance and
approaches relating to fish management within the Ecological Management Plan
which would be certified by CRC; and

(c) Condition O1.3 required culverts be maintained to ensure fish passage did not
reduce.

563 NZTA advised that they had suggested!?® to DOC that resource consent Condition C2.10
could be replicated on the CFFA, with written confirmation provided to DOC.

564 However, NZTA did not support DOC’s suggestion that a separate NFMMP be prepared
because the matters identified by DOC for inclusion in the NFMMP e already

before providing the EMP to CRC for certification

565 NZTA noted that resource consent was also being so
Project’s culverts did not meet all the permitted acti
in NES-F Regulation 70.

s for culverts set out

Panel Findings

566 eight to the purpose of the FTAA

567 mpproval conditions would be to ensure permanent

568 FFA approval monitoring conditions recommended by DOC are
iven the availability and quality of the habitat upstream and

the culverts in the waterbodies under consideration here. The

quatqllto ensure that fish passage is provided and permanently maintained in the
1 culverts.

569 Consequently, having considered the requirements of clause 5(e) of Schedule 9 of the
FTAA, we are satisfied that the CFFA should be granted. However, we are not persuaded
that it is necessary to issue a separate suite of conditions in a standalone CFFA approval
document. Instead, we have amended resource consent condition C2.10 to refer to
Regulation 42 of the Freshwater Fisheries Regulations 1983 and for the information

129 By way of an email dated 24 March 2026.
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required by resource consent conditions C2.10(b) and C2.10(c) to be provided to DOC
as well as CRC.

We have similarly amended condition C2.11 (which refers to the diversion and
realignment of the Waihora Stream, Taranaki Stream, and Taranaki Stream tributary)
to refer to Regulation 43 of the Freshwater Fisheries Regulations 1983. While it was
evident to us from the contents of condition C2.11 that the realigned streams would not
impede fish passage, we have nevertheless inserted an additional requirement to provide
‘permanent fish passage’ and note condition C2.11(a) already refers to the New Zealand
Fish Passage Guidelines.

Condition MP.8(k) refers to providing temporary fish passage where o

works cannot be avoided. However, we do not see a need for the EMP, ded to
or be certified by DOC, because conditions M.8(j) to (m) primarily ad Ivage
and relocation during construction and understandably do not g t fish
passage, given that matter is adequately addressed by co 10 and

C2.11.
In saying that, we also note that the NFMMP soug essed wetlands,
lands. In that regard
we are satisfied that the resource consent co equately protective of
wetlands, including by way of the propos & al Effects Management
regime.

PART K: OTHER CONSIDERATION

| Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD),
known informally as the i y Convention. It is a multilateral treaty with three
main goals: the co iological diversity; the sustainable use of its
components; and t i nd eqUitable sharing of benefits arising from genetic
resources.
As a party to Y New Zealand is required to have a National Biodiversity Strategy
SAP). This strategy sets out our national contribution to reversing
worldwide. In 2020, the New Zealand Government launched Te
Aotearoa New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy 2020 (ANZBS). This is

t a strategic framework for the protection, restoration and sustainable
iversity in New Zealand. It covers the period from 2020 to 2050 and focuses
ous biodiversity.

DOC’s s 51 report for the Wildlife Authority advised that the Application seeks to salvage
and relocate resident lizards from the effects of works to establish the Project. The
proposal to salvage lizards and enhance lizard habitats at the relocation sites should
provide a level of protection of biodiversity from the adverse effects of the development.

130 Including C1.7, C1.14, C1.20, C1.28, C1.29, C4.9, MP.7(a), MP.8(f) to (i), MP.10(d), EM.2(b) and EM.4.
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PART L: OVERALL APPROACH

L1l: General Comments

Many of the potential adverse effects of the Project are typical of those associated with
large scale roading projects. These effects (or impacts) are all addressed in Part E of
this Decision.

While the effects of the Project were the subject of comments, we consider they were,
in general, adequately addressed by NZTA’s technical assessments, the technical peer
reviews undertaken by the councils and DOC, and the extensive and comprehensive
conditions proposed by NZTA for the Designation, the resource consents and the other
approvals.

L2: The principal issues that were in contention

As already noted, in Part E of this Decision we assessed the vgfous gpten fects of
the Project. We consider that the principal issues in contentio .

(@) Deemed certification of management plans;

(b) Transport effects;
(©) Stormwater and flooding effects; and
(d) Ecological effects.

these es

ificant regional and national benefits. Those
cts, but those impacts are not so great as to

indings on the principal issues in contention are:

the provision of management plans as part of the Designation’s
process is a legitimate and acceptable approach. Regarding the
S requiring management plans, while we accept that ‘deemed
conditions may have been imposed on the approvals for other
e find that would not be appropriate here. Instead, we adopt the
recently used in the Waihi North FTAA approvals of inserting an advice
te to address the certification process, including an indication that certification
st not be unreasonably withheld or delayed, and certification or a response
rom the certifying agency is expected to take no longer than 30 working days.

(b) Transport effects were already authorised by the existing Designation and were
not within the scope of our consideration, except for the minor areas of the
enlarged Designation footprint. We acknowledge the concerns expressed by
Foodstuffs and Ravenswood Developments Ltd regarding the Bob Roberston
Drive / Garlick Street intersection at Ravenswood but note the modelling of that
intersection for the purpose of future local network planning is being led by WDC.

(©) Stormwater and flooding effects have been adequately investigated and modelled

by NZTA, resulting in a robust assessment of stormwater and flooding effects.
Consequently, there is no need to require a peer review of NZTA's stormwater
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model, noting that WDC (whose stormwater network will be directly impacted by
the Project) were satisfied with NZTA’s assessment of effects on that network.

(d) Potential ecology effects will be adequately avoided, remedied, mitigated, or
offset, subject to the imposition of conditions of consent. We consider the
affected habitats are highly modified and their loss is adequately compensated
by the total area and quality of ecological offsetting.

L4: The relevance of the FTAA decision-making criteria

581 We acknowledge and agree with the Panel findings in Waihi North!3! that FTAA decision-
making criteria are, in some respects, distinctly different from those that would

sought does not depend upon the Project being consentable outsid
also note:

(a) The heavy emphasis in the Schedules on the purpose @the

(b) The way in which s 85(3)(b) is expressed; and

b) threshold has been
o provision or document

(©

582 in Part E of this Decision and
ns*we have imposed on the various
mental impacts of the Project will be

r compensated for) to the extent that

e acceptable. They therefore do not weigh

would also be at least substantially so even if, and
g of the Project was not completely consistent with

583 Is sought and impose the conditions set out in Appendices C to I.

eneral Requirements

584 of the FTAA provides that the Panel must set out any conditions to be imposed

on the rovals. Section 83 of the FTAA 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.

M2: NZTA’s Proposed Conditions

585 As part of the Substantive Application, NZTA included a suite of conditions for each of
the approvals sought, including the Altered Designation.

131 1bid, Part M, paragraph 9.
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586 On 15 May 2026 NZTA provided revised suites of annotated conditions as part of their
s 55 response to the s 51 reports and s 53 comments that had been provided by the
various parties. NZTA’s 15 May 2056 annotations helpfully discussed amendments that
were sought by commentors but not accepted by NZTA.

M3: Panel’s Initial Assessment

587 We reviewed NZTA's 15 May 2026 condition suites and accepted NZTA's amendments
where we found they better addressed the potential impacts of the Project or improved
the clarity and certainty of the conditions. Based on our assessments in Part E of this
Decision, we made further amendments to the conditions.

588 Our Part E assessments took into account the requirements of s 83 whj
the Panel must not set a condition that is more onerous than neces
reason for which it is set in accordance with the provision of the
discretion.

589 We also took into account the following FTAA requirements for
particular approvals:

(@) Schedule 5, clause 18 for resource conse

(b) Schedule 5 and clause 25 for the alte
(©) Schedule 7, clause 6 for wildlif provals the Wildlife Act 1953;

(d) Schedule 8, clause 5 for agamech ogicglauthority under HNZTP Act 2014; and

(e) Schedule 9, clause 6 o eshwater fisheries activity.

590 We note that if a Tre is relevant to an approval, then s 82 of the FTAA
applies. In this case, laims Settlement Act 1998 is relevant. In section
E2 of this Decisiog dvice of Whitiora in respect of this Treaty Settlement

591 gnisant of the fact that resource consent conditions must meet the
s 108AA of the RMA. We were also mindful that the underlying purpose
ditions of a resource consent is to manage environmental effects by setting
requirements or limits to the consented activity, and how they are to be
d.132 Conditions must also be certain and enforceable.!33

592 Amendments to the Designhation conditions where we differed from the wording proposed
by NZTA in their s 55 response to s 53 comments were:

132 Summerset Village (Lower Hutt) Ltd v Hutt City Council [2020] MZEnvC 31 at [156].
133 Bjtumnix Ltd v Mt Wellington Borough Council [1979] 2 NZLR 57.
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(a) Insertion of definitions of Canterbury Regional Council, Construction Support
Area and Waimakariri District Council and using those defined terms in the
conditions;

(b) Condition 3 where we added a reference to the VEMP;

(c) Condition 4 where we retained clause (c) that NZTA wished to omit;

(d) Condition 5 where we inserted a requirement for a management plan that would
be submitted in parts of stages to be subject to prior discussion with the WDC.

However, we concurred with NZTA that it would not be appropriate for WDC to
have to agree to that staging;

(e) Condition 8 where we inserted a heading and references to the 4§ tiora;
(f) Condition 9 where we inserted a purpose for the Pased on
conditions imposed on other NZTA designations that w with;

(9) Condition 9(f) where we consider that haul rog# d be specified in

the CTMP and not merely considered;

(h) Condition 11 where we inserted a p se
conditions imposed on other NZTA de ons t we are familiar with. To
provide more certainty, we als ce e d “should” or “should, where
practicable” with “must”;

(M Condition 32 where we he oyn of 110 Parsonage Road;

6)) ed to refer to planting plans and schedules
wording “where possible”;

(k) correct name of the intersection;

0) [ e inserted a purpose for the VEMP that was based on

(m) 46Wvhere we included wording sought by WDC regarding planting
the bridge works into the river corridor;

(n ndition 64 to improve the certainty of the condition’s chapeau;

( onditions 84 and 96 to remove subjective wording; and

(p) Condition 100 where, we omitted the condition number and included the advice
note recommended by NZTA in response to WDC’s concerns. However, we also
inserted a clause relating to the payment of inspection fees, noting that doing so
creates no mischief.

593 Amendments to the CRC resource consent conditions where we differed from the wording
proposed by NZTA in their s 55 response to s 53 comments were:

(a) Insertion of definitions of DOC (Department of Conservation) and VENM (Virgin
excavated natural material);
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(b) Referring to CRC instead of “Canterbury Regional Council” throughout;
(© Omission of duplicated conditions C1.2;

(d) Condition C1.12 where completed or abandoned earthworks are to be stabilised
within ten working days;

(e) Condition C1.18 to refer to VENM;

(f) Condition C1.19 where we inserted clauses (d) and (e) relating to the reuse of
contaminated soils consistent with CRC’s recommendations;

(9) Condition C1.21(b) where we omitted the subjective ¥ \ where
practicable”;

(h) Condition C1.22(c)(iii) where we referred “consent eusgand ediation
criteria”;

(i) Insertion of condition C1.28 relating to hazardge C orage;
() Omission of conditions requiring a mudfj
as that was undertaken by NZTA prior
E9 of this Decision);

Eporting of that survey
Praft Decision (see section

(k) Conditions C2.1, C3.1, C4.1,
amendments;

2 where we made formatting

0] Insertion of a heading
(m)
(n)
.10 and C2.11 which we amended to refer to the NES:F (see Part ]

on). We also inserted references to DOC in condition C2.10 and
bjective qualifier ‘where practicable” from condition C2.11;

(0)

a requirement for permanent fish passage in condition C2.11;

nditions C3.19 and C3.20 where we omitted the subjective qualifier “to the
tent practicable”;

(r) Insertion of a monitoring obligation for discharges of dewatering water or ponded
stormwater from the Gladstone Road Landfill and other HAIL sites to land into
condition C4.7;

(s) Insertion of conditions C4.12 and C4.13. We consider that performance
standards to be met by a consent holder should be specified in conditions and
generally not in the contents list of a management plan. However, we have
omitted CRC's requested requirement to cease all construction activities in
condition C4.13;
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Conditions 01.5, 02.4, 03.11 and GC.4 as it is routine for condition reviews to
require the BPO to be implemented;

Insertion of a heading prior to condition 02.3;

Insertion of condition 03.2. It is feasible to limit stormwater discharges to the
site. If stormwater discharged into surface water ultimately flows beyond the
boundary of the site (as postulated by NZTA) then it is beyond the control of the
consent holder and so is not a compliance issue;

Condition 03.6 where we inserted clauses (¢) and (d) to impose specific design
standards. NZTA considered those matters were covered by condé C2.9 and
C2.11, but those conditions were very general in nature;

Condition 03.7 where we omitted the deemed complian lause

(b);
Condition 03.12 as sought by CRC as such moni

Condition 03.8 where we omitted the subject
clauses (b) and (d);

racticable” wording in

Condition 03.9 where we amended (b) cross-refer to the design
requirements in Condition 03.8;

MP.8 to amend clause (j)(vii) to refer to stream works and insertion of
uses (p), (q) and (r) relating respectively to the South Remnant Lake offset
, McIntosh Drain offset and lizard enhancement offset;

Insertion of a purpose for the ESCP in conditions MP.10;

Insertion of condition MP.11 to refer to a provision for review of modelled
hydrogeological effects;

Schedule 3 to specify the offset areas required in EM.3;
Omitting reference to the mudfish survey in conditions EM.4(b);

Schedule 4 to omit the wording “where practicable” from CM.5(c);
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) Inserting definition for ‘Active Remediation” and “"Works Completion Report” into
the WDC NES-CS consent and consequently amending condition NES-CS.5;

(mm) Referring to “retained” contamination in condition NES-CS.9(b);

(nn) Amending condition NES-CS.10 to clarify the role of the SQP and the need to
implement their recommendations.

594 Amendments to the Wildlife Approval conditions where we differed from the wording
proposed by NZTA in their s 55 response to s 51 reports and s 53 comments were:

(a) We reformatted the Approval to follow the orthodox format pre

Windfarm;

(b) Consistent with our discussion of management plan
we omitted any deemed certification clause and instea
indicating that certification should occur within 3Q

(© We amended Schedule 3 to refer to the ; bn 17 June 2026 and
attached that LMP to the Approval as Sc

595 Amendments to the Archaeological Authorit here we differed from the

wording proposed by NZTA in their s 5 reports and s 53 comments

were:

(a) Consistent with our disggt™ ment plan certification in section E1,
we omitted the deemg uses and instead inserted an advice note
indicating that certjficoga cur within 30 working days. As part of that

596 As we discussed in P
activity suite of

not issue a separate complex freshwater fisheries

597 In light of ove considerations, we produced the Panel’s draft conditions.

M4: t Bnditions
598 0 of the FTAA, on 26 June 2026 the EPA provided our draft Conditions
or all rovals to
a) parties listed in s 70(1); and

(b) the Minister for Maori Crown Relations: Te Arawhiti and the Minister for Maori
Development, as required by s 72(1).

599 The Draft Conditions were accompanied by the Panel’s draft Decision document.
600 Unfortunately, on 15 July 2026 the EPA advised us that an administrative error had

occurred when invitations to comment on the proposed draft conditions were distributed.
Due to typographical errors in the email recipient list , three parties!3* did not receive

134 Te Kohaka O Tuhaitara Trust, Philp Jenkin andBrian and Anne Stokes (Suburban Estates)
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their invitations. Accordingly, on 15 July 2026 we asked the EPA to provide the draft
conditions to those three parties and invite them to comment on them.

Comments were subsequently received from one!3> of those parties and NZTA responded
to those comments on 27 July 2026.

Section s 72(1) comments were received from the Minister for Maori Crown Relations:
Te Arawhiti and the Minister for Maori Development (Hon Tama Potaka) on 13 July 2026.
The Minister supported the decision of the Expert Panel and the draft conditions, subject
to consideration being given to strengthening the conditions to provide clear
requirements for cultural monitoring across Project earthworks, engagement with
relevant Maori groups on management plan changes, and provisi relevant
monitoring and reporting information throughout the Project.

We consider that the conditions imposed (see sections M7 an 80 ision)
suitably reflect the Minister’s comments.

M5: Comments on the Panel’s Draft Conditions

On 3 July 2026 comments on the Panel’s draft conditg eiVed from five of the
original 32 commentators. As noted above on ments were received
from one additional party. Section 70 comme ided by NZTA.

WDC sought amendments to the NES-CS d conditions to:

(a) Require further contaminated I§d J ati®n works to be provided to WDC at
least 20 working days priQakg e workgcommencing (Condition NES-CS.4);

@ g\ DC for certification at least 20 working days
Condition NES-CS.5);

(b) Require the RAP to bef
prior to works co en

(© Expand the cOgken f th

(d)
Prmation on any measures to manage the risk from unexpected
iscovery to be provided to WDC.

fer consistently to WDC;

( xpand the conditions that the Urban and Landscape Design Management Plan
would need to be prepared in accordance with (Condition 3.h.6);

(c) Allow WDC 10 working days to review any management plan revisions (Condition
6);

(d) Require haul road mitigations to be specified (Condition 9.e); and

135 Te Kohaka o Tdhaitara Trust.
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(e) Require the CSA to be reinstated to its natural contours and for pre and post
construction photographic information to be provided to verify the rehabilitation
outcomes (Condition 39B).

607 CRC sought amendments to the resource consent conditions to:

(a) Refer consistently to the CLWRP and correct several typographical and cross-
referencing errors;

(b) Omit condition C1.8 as it largely duplicated C1.12;

(c) Amend condition C3.17 to refer to surface water takes (over pu

(d) Require the CAQMP to include a method for recording, a g to
complaints from the public (condition MP.9);

(e) Clarify that works can continue in other parts of the Pro y individual
wetland where Canterbury mudfish are found )
clarifying that Canterbury mudfish may be fg ithin the Project
other than just wetland WC_W6_NPSFM (Sch&@lle 4 clafses CM.5 and CM.8));
and

(f) Clarify that offset areas cannot be redu ing recalculation process under
Schedule 3 EM.4.

608 DOC provided a Memorandum?3¢ addr equacy of NZTA Canterbury mudfish
survey. Its author Dr Dunn further eight wetlands'3” should be
surveyed for the presence of iIsh prior to works commencing.

609 DOC sought amendmenjg@o resOqgce consent C2 (land use consent river and lake beds

CRC263283) to:

(a) Require o] d dd fish to be euthanised (Condition C2.5);
Re orks monitoring three months, one year, and two years following
construction to ensure permanent fish passage was achieved in

e aihora and Taranaki Streams and the Taranaki Stream tributary
onditioj C2.11); and

(b)

(¢ C supported the omission of subjective qualifiers such as “where practicable”.
610 D ht amendments to the resource consent schedules to:
(a) Omit the definition of a management plan “material change” and to amend the

conditions to refer instead to a "minor administrative change” (Schedule 2, clause
MP.4);

136 Authored by Dr Nicholas Dunn, a DOC Senior Freshwater Science Advisor.
137 In the vicinity of the Cam River/Ruataniwha, the Williams Street - Woodend Beach Road bridge, and in the
vicinity of the Gladstone Road Bridge - SH1.
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(b) Require the purpose of the EMP to ensure no net-loss of indigenous biodiversity
values within the Project site (Schedule 2, clause MP.7);

(c) Require the EMP to (Schedule 2, clause MP.8):

i set out environmental reporting, auditing, compliance monitoring, review
and complaints response processes;

ii. avoid vegetation clearance during the peak bird breeding season; and

iii. report fish salvage data to the CRC;

(d) Require the eradication of coarse fishes from the South Remnag
public exclusion fencing to prevent human reintroduction of cO

(e) Clarify that lizard habitat restoration and enhancem e
(Schedule 3 clause EM.4);

w d values if the
ition C1.30 confirmed
4);

(f) Require the recalculation of offset measures
Canterbury mudfish survey required by CRC2%
the presence of Canterbury mudfish (Sc

(9) Require the CMMP to be prepared in c i ith DOC (Schedule 4, clause
CM.3) and require surveying e
(Schedule 4, clause CM.4);

(h) Require NZTA to more
CMMP (Schedule 4, clzg

611 DOC sought the impo andalone Complex Freshwater Fisheries Approval
conditions that repli ions C2.9, C2.10 and C2.11; noting that would
unfortunately ‘double

612 DOC sought e Wildlife Approval conditions relating to lizard capture
and liberaig aming of SQP’s and personnel under the supervision of the Lead

613 the Panel’s addition of an Advice Note in the Archaeological Authorities

e certified. That Advice Note replaced the condition that was in contention
the parties with respect to “deemed certification”. HNZPT had no additional
comments to make in relation to the Panel’s condition set.

614 Jan van Ilk commented on operational road traffic noise Designation conditions 92 to 96,
insofar as they related to existing residential communities adjacent to the current SH1
corridor through Kaiapoi!38. Mr Van Ilk sought an additional condition requiring post-
construction nose monitoring at representative residential locations adjacent to the

138 Tncluding Whitefield Street, Sneyd Street, Epworth Street, Bayliss Drive, Hayson Drive and Wyatt Street.
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existing SH1 corridor through Kaiapoi, and that Condition 100 include operational road
traffic noise assessment, mitigation and monitoring as part of WDC audits.

615 Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust requested that it be included within the scope of the
receiving environment considered under the stormwater, hydrology, and ecology
conditions. More specifically the Trust sought:

(a) conditions that protected natural inland wetlands from potentially contaminated
stormwater during both construction and operation of the Project, that ensured
the Trust would be made aware of any monitoring results, and that established
a protocol for consultation with the Trust, including the potential for mitigation
where required (resource consent conditions C4.6, C4.9 and C ew clause
requested); and

(b) it be formally added as a party to be notified and consu
management plan conditions, on the same basis as
matters affecting water quality, hydrology, or ecologi
TUltaepatu Lagoon, the Te Kbhanga Wetlands, or tj e
(resource consent conditions MP.10(n) and MP4#0

ly to affect
Coastal Park

616 NZTA provided comments that comprised:

(a) a Memorandum from counsel;

(b) a Joint Statement of Evidencdlffro a ntosh, Patrick Lees and Jamie

MacKay (ecology) opposing t insertion of new condition EM.3(b)
and amending the Panel’s proposed
addition to MP.8 for 4 at must be set out regarding residual
effects management i Bl Management Plan (‘"EMP’);

(©) a Second Sta idgpce from Paul Edward Walker (contaminated land)
addressing:

ource consent condition C1.19(c) regarding a siting
nt for the re-use of contaminated soils and in particular, whether
-specific aspects were inconsistent with the assumptions upon
derivation of the Class 4 leaching to groundwater re-use criteria!®
wasipased;

a minor amendment to condition C1.19(a);

a view that the implementation of the Panel’s proposed monitoring condition
C1.19(e) would present an unduly onerous cost on NZTA compared to the
risk of groundwater and surface water contamination that re-use presented.

(d) a Second Statement of Evidence from Jason Pene (air quality) suggesting:

i amendments to condition C4.12 that related to the discharge to air from
the outdoor stockpiling of bulk solid materials; and

13% Depth to groundwater, groundwater use, LWRP Rule 5.187, proximity to surface water or wetlands.
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ii. either omitting or amending Condition C4.13(c) requiring the Consent
Holder to undertake specific response actions in the event that visible dust
was identified to have been emitted beyond the site boundary;

(e) a Third Statement of Evidence from David Delagarza (stormwater) suggesting
that:

i the Panel’s amendments to resource consent condition C2.9 (relating to
culverts) would more correctly apply to the stream realignments associated
with culverts, not to the culverts themselves, noting that draft condition
C2.11 pertained to channel realignments and included similar features to
the Panel’s condition C2.9 amendments;

ii. condition 03.6(c) be amended to reference the NZTAQ6 Storfwater
Management and Minor Stream Diversion Design Sp y
diversions, major or minor, and that reference Plons and

river works should be removed from clause (d);

iii. the words “where practicable” be retaineg

small portions of pavement.
(f) amended resource consent congiition sed on the above evidence;

(9) amended Designation cq S as,se t below;

(h) amended Wildlife ions; and
(i) i pprovals.

Counsel advis not seek any changes to the conditions on the

Archaeologica only sought minor amendments to the Wildlife Act

Approval, lied to oppose the imposition of all standard terms and conditions in

Schedule 2

Couns that some of the Panel’s amendments did not comply with s 83 FTAA,
g the ‘available’ offsetting areas as a ‘minimum’ areas, restricting the

reu oil on site (NES-CS conditions), and deletion of the subjective term ‘where

ticalje’ from conditions.

Counsel submitted that the phrase ‘where practicable’ did not give NZTA a discretion to
disregard the requirement imposed by a condition, but instead established a high
threshold for considered departure from that requirement that reflected the practical
constraints and characteristics of the surrounding environment. Retention of the ‘where

140 At the existing Kaiapoi and Cam River bridges; at Gladstone and Woodend Beach Roads, where the ramps
transition to the existing roadway alignments; at the ramps associated with Pegasus Blvd; and on the
northernmost 300m of the Project, where the roadway tapers back to dual carriageway.
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practicable’ wording was sought for several resource consent conditions including C2.9,
C3.19, 03.8 and MP.8(I)(ii).

620 Counsel submitted that some of the Panel’'s amendments to Designation conditions that
removed subjective wording relating to construction effects, operational noise and
vibration effects, and heritage effects and were therefore ‘out of scope’ as those activities
were already authorised by the existing Designation. Nevertheless, NZTA agreed with
several of those amendments but disagreed!*! with most of them.

621 Regarding the Designation conditions NZTA:

(a) opposed the inclusion of the VEMP in Designation condition 3 beca e original
Designation conditions did not require it to be certified by WD ¥ hould
not be part of the OPW;

(b) proposed amendments to condition 8 to ensure the Pr ire s in the
designation conditions were consistent with changes y thgaPanel to the
CEMP requirements in the resource consent condjd N

(©) opposed the Panel’s amendment of the wor; ust” in conditions 11
and 12 as that limited NZTA’s flexibilj ) bnstruction noise and
vibration effects and submitted that (P’ose conditions were ‘out

of scope’ anyway;

(d) submitted amendments to congition
and

g the ULDMP were out of scope;

46 beCause the proposed landscaping would not
e river corridor. Planting was only proposed

ur, and beneath and to the east side of the bridge.

(e) suggested amending
integrate the Cam RJj
where earthwor

622 A opposed the inclusion of Schedule 2, but if it was

623 provided its s 70(4) responses to the s 70(1) comments provided
C and Jan van Ilk.
624 0(4) response to Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust’s comments was provided on

July 4026.

625 With respect to the comments made by Jan VIk, NZTA noted his comments were out of
scope in relation to the Substantive Application. The existing Designation authorised the
operational noise effects of the Project, and NZTA had not sought any changes to the
operational noise conditions. However, NZTA advised it was happy to provide a copy of
the final operational noise assessment to Jan Vlk separately to this FTAA process.

141 Condition 11(b), the retention of ‘where appropriate’ in condition 64, the retention of “where possible’ in
condition 84, condition 96,
142 Clauses 2.4, 2.6 and 7.1.
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M7: Panel Findings on Conditions

626 Readers should note that the Panel did not revise Parts B to L of this Decision following
the receipt of s 70 comments on the Panel’s draft conditions and NZTA’s s 70(4) response
to those comments.

627 Consequently, any inconsistencies with our earlier findings in Parts B to L of this Decision
and the final conditions imposed arise because we agreed with the reasons given by
either WDC, CRC, DOC or NZTA for amended approval conditions, notwithstanding our
earlier assessments in Parts B to L'43,

628 Other than as set out below, we have adopted the amended conditions proposed by

CRC, DOC and Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust, along with the various rq
NZTA in its comments and response, together with the further t I
NZTA provided as part of its s 55 and s 70 comments. For th
not repeat those various reasons here but note the NZTA d
available on the FTAA website should readers of this Decision wi
and evidence.

629 There were no areas of disagreement between HN a a¥garding the conditions
of the Archaeological Authorities and we did nojgfiake an r amendments to those
conditions.

630 Regarding the CRC resource consent c itions:

@‘ alise (d) from the draft conditions as requested
mation provided by NZTA, the evidence and

R prepared by Mr Walker all indicate that the “siting

(a) In condition C1.19:

i We omitted our ¢

p\ates the potentially onerous monitoring requirement that was of
rn to NZTA;

omitted the second reference to “where practicable” in condition C1.21(b);
( e continued to omit the subjective words “where practicable” from conditions
C2.7, C2.9, C2.11 and C3.20 because conditions should impose clear and

unambiguous obligations on the consent holder;

(d) We amended condition C3.19 so that the term “to the extent practicable” only
applied to upstream ponding or downstream flow reduction;

143 We note HNZTP provided s 70 comments but sought no further amendments to the Archaeological Authority
conditions.
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(e) We retained the specification of monitoring frequency in condition C4.7(d) as
opposed to leaving that to be defined in the CSMP;

(f) Retained condition C4.13, but amended it as recommended in the Second
Statement of Evidence from Jason Pene;

(9) Retained our amendment to review conditions 01.5, 02.4, 03.11 and GC.4 as it
is not uncommon for review conditions to enable the adoption of the best
practicable option to remove or reduce any adverse effect on the environment;

(h) Retained our omission of the words “where practicable” in condition 03.8(b), but
added an exclusion for the areas that would require extengg additional

stormwater infrastructure to capture and treat what are relatiy, prtions
of pavement that were identified in the Third Statement of Ev David
Delagarza;

(i) We acknowledge and accepted NZTA’s evidence that t i oject design
and construction methodology might result in ac s on wetland
biodiversity values, stream values and lizard ss or more (in
quantum) than was outlined in the EcIA. Hqwe e also of the view that
consent conditions need to include the equired to achieve no
net loss of those values and habitat t i ith the NPS:FM direction
on biodiversity offsetting. NZTA’s conc the total quantum of impact
might reduce following detaile efore offset areas codified in
conditions now could be disp i e eventual and actual residual
effects. However, we have had anc@that uncertainty against the need for
certainty that effects - s by NZTA - have been adequately
addressed. Thereforeg ined condition EM.3(b) that specified
minimum offset ar we have updated their respective quantum

to reflect the ar i@ to achieve no net loss of values or habitat'*4, rather

dition EM.4) and the EMP will be prepared as a condition
.8). We are therefore satisfied that the consent conditions address
presented in the Application with a necessary degree of certainty,

d lizard habitat arising from the final or 100% Project design and
nstruction methodology;

(i Id not adopt the “where practicable” wording sought for condition MP.8(I)(ii) as
the wording “or minimise” sought by NZTA (and which we agreed to) provided
sufficient flexibility;

(k) We omitted what were conditions MP.8(p)(ii) and (viii) as sought by NZTA, but
included the list of habitat types in an amended condition MP.8(p)(ii) as a means
of providing guidance on the types of wetland habitat that should be created.

144 provided by NZTA in their Substantive Application and updated in the 3 July 2026 Joint Statement of Evidence
of Fiona Mclntosh, Patrick Lees and Jamie MacKay.
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We consider our inclusion of the words “including but not limited to” provides
sufficient flexibility for that wetland creation;

) We inserted conditions CM.6(c) and (d) requiring NZTA to document its response
to any DOC feedback provided on the CMM;

(m) We inserted condition GC.5 requiring that in the event of any conflict or
inconsistency between the conditions of the resource consents and the provisions
of a certified management plan the conditions of the resource consents must
prevail.

For the sake of completeness, we record that:

(a) NZTA sought to reinstate conditions C1.29, C1.30 and EM.4(18
mudfish survey in potential mudfish habitat WC_W6
Decision we considered that to be unnecessary giv
already been carried out in that area, but we neve igstated those
conditions because NZTA advised that they in
mudfish survey in that area; and

(b) We accept that in the unlikely event that h are found elsewhere
6_NPFSM which is to be
resurveyed), condition EM.1 would ap out a protocol for discovery
that would equally apply to
ened’ species. On that basis we

identified by Dr Dunn j
comments.

11(b)a12'45, 6 t47 and 94148, noting that wording to be inappropriately subjective,
but ac il® the amendments we proposed in our draft conditions were arguably
ecause those particular conditions did not relate to the altered

R g the Wildlife Approval there were only minor areas of disagreement between
DOC and NZTA. We accepted the changes to conditions set out in NZTA’s s 70(4)
response, noting many of those changes were sought by DOC%°,

However, we retained Schedule 1 notwithstanding NZTA's view that it was unnecessary
to do so. We inserted the Schedule 2 heading “What are the liabilities?” and clause 1

145 The use of the word “should” instead of “must” and the use of the term “where practicable”.
146 The use of the term ‘where appropriate’.

147 The use of the term “where possible”.

148 The use of the term “to the extent practicable”.

149 Schedule 1 clauses 1, 2, 3. Schedule 3 clauses 8, 10 and new clause 15.
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under that heading that was sought by DOC. We did not insert clauses 2 and 3 sought
by DOC in light of NZTA’s submission that NZTA is a Crown entity and s 163 of the Crown
Entities Act 2004 prohibits NZTA from giving an indemnity.

DOC requested standalone Complex Freshwater Fisheries Approval (CFFA) conditions
that replicated (or duplicated) CRC conditions C2.9, C2.10 and C2.11. DOC advised that
it had responsibility under the Freshwater Fisheries Regulations (FFR) for the
enforcement of any approvals granted under the FFR. We understand DOC to be
concerned that it would not be able exercise enforcement action against NZTA for
breaches of the FFR if there were no Approval conditions that DOC would be responsible
for monitoring compliance with. DOC acknowledged it was unfortunate that standalone
CFFA conditions would ‘double up’ the requirements that NZTA needed tg aDly with.

NZTA advised that it agreed with the Panel’s draft Decision that
conditions were not necessary as fish passage was secured throu
conditions.

The Panel’s view is that duplicated conditions create unce
of the approvals and potentially frustrate the efficient g
that it is better to state the conditions once in a rejeve
those conditions in the other approvals if neces

very §
appro

On balance we have agreed to issue a stan proval with conditions that
DOC will be responsible for enforcing, nditions largely duplicate the
CRC conditions. Addressing DOC's corjlern ges to cross-referred conditions,
any subsequent RMA s 127 or s 128 a eni{fll to cross-referred resource conditions

can be undertaken in consultaig th DQC e added resource consent condition

ction stream realignment inspections and findings to be
DOC in a manner consistent with resource consent condition

rs 74) response of 27 July 2026.
However, for the sake of completeness, we record that:
(a) the majority of amendments sought by the Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust’ to the

resource consent conditions were unnecessary, primarily because values relating
to Tltaepatu Lagoon, the Te Kohanga Wetlands, and the wider Tuhaitara Coastal

150 We agreed with NZTA’s supported amendments to resource consent Conditions CM.5(f) and (I) requiring the
Trust’s wetland restoration sites to be considered as potential recipient sites for Canterbury mudfish relocation,
or as locations for compensatory habitat restoration.
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Park were unlikely to be affected given those features are located approximately
1400m east of the Project Alignment; and

(b) the amendments to the Designation conditions that were sought by Jan van Ilk
are ‘out of scope’ as they relate to the operational SH1 noise effects within Kaiapoi
that were authorised by the original Designation conditions.

M8: Conditions Imposed

644 The conditions that we have imposed on the various approvals sought for the Project are
set out in Appendices C to I of this Decision.

Cameron Lines (Member)

(92

Dr Greg Burrell (Member

P
S
&

N

Rob ooriluysen (Chair)
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APPENDIX A: PARTIES WHO PROVIDED COMMENTS UNDER ss 53 AND 70

Section 53 Commentators

Section 70 Commentators

Alan MacDonald

Brendan and Carolyn Rhodes

Brian and Anne Stokes

Canterbury Regional Council

Canterbury Regional Council

David Fahy

Department of Conservation

Department of Conservation

Emma Cunnigham

Fish and Game New Zealand

Foodstuffs (South Island) Properties Limited

Glenn Allsopp

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

Hon Chris Bishop

Hon James Meager

Hon Nicola Willis

Hon Shane Jones

Hon Tama Potaka on Tgha Potaka
Hugh Bramwell & Catherine Bram

Jan van Vik Jan van Vik

Karla Allsopp

Katrina Morris

Lance Dartnall

Nicky Auld

Olivia Pen

Simon Watts

Te Kohaka o Tuahaitara Trust

Te Kohaka o Tuahaitara Trust

Vortech Electrical

Waimakariri District Council

Waimakariri District Council

Whitiora Centre Limited
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REF RMA TYPE CONSENT NUMBER DETAIL

Canterbury Regional Council (CRC)

c1 s9 Land use consent CRC263282 Earthworks

C2 s 13 Land use consent CRC263283 Activities & f oVer river and lake beds
C3 s 14 Water Permit CRC263285 and surface water

C4 s 15 Discharge permit CRC263287 d, water and air

o1 s9 Land use consent CRC263284 , under and over river and lake beds
02 s 14 Water Permit CRC263286 i tal take groundwater and stream diversions
03 s 15 Discharge permit CRC26328 ischarge stormwater and groundwater
Waimakariri District Council (WDC)

NES- s9 Land use consent Disturbance and excavation of contaminated soil
Cs






