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PART A: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is an application for various approvals to authorise the Southern Seawall Renewal
Project (Application or Project) by Wellington International Airport Limited (the
Applicant) to renew and maintain its aging Southern Seawall. This comprises:

a. Establishing two construction yards (Miramar Golf Course Construction Yard
(MGC Yard) and the Moa Point Construction Yard (Moa Point Yard), and using
them, along with the existing George Bolt Street Construction Yard (George
Bolt Yard) for storage and construction activities;

b. Renewal of the Southern Seawall with rock and Cubipods;
C. Remediating the eroding Eastern Bank with rock protection;
d. Establishing two new korora (Little Penguin) colonies to su

habitation and breeding;

e. Relocating lizards from the project area to other lo

f. Reserves Act 1977 (Reserves Act), Wildlife
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
together give effect to the Project.

life Act), and
approvals that

This Application proposes to utilise several @re ted to the south and south-east of
Wellington International Airport (Airp ) prigllg 7.70 hectares (ha) of land.
(Site).! Furthermore, the Applicant se toe y 0.35 ha of the Airport for use as
the George Bolt Yard.?

The Application was included as ted @roject in Schedule 2 of the FTAA. On 17
December 2025, an expe 8 pointed to determine the Application (Panel).

ation applying the relevant statutory criteria within
AA.3

The Panel has asse
the purpose and te

nts from statutory and invited parties and responses to

m the Applicant. The comments included those in support of the
against - including those who had reservations about certain

ry parties in general support of the Application were, the two local
\Wellington Regional Council (GWRC); and Wellington City Council (WCC),

agencies.

Lot 2 DP 78304, Section 5 Survey Office Plan 342914, Lot 3 DP 78304, Lot 4 DP 78304, and Lot 1 DP
552938.

Section 2 Survey Office Plan 595504.
Legislation Act 2019, s 10; and FTAA, ss 3, 7, 10.



A full assessment of all the comments received is contained elsewhere in this decision
report (Decision). The Panel has carefully reviewed all that information in evaluating
the Application.

To carry out this project, resource consents are sought by the Applicant under the
FTAA, alongside approvals to manage korora and lizards under the Wildlife Act and
possible archaeological remains under the HNZPT Act. Additionally, concessions under
the Reserves Act are also sought to allow for occupation, use, monitoring, and
maintenance activities. The relevant provisions in the FTAA are:

a. Schedule 5, clause 17 sets out the criteria and other matters for agagssment of
resource consent applications.

b. Schedule 6, clause 7 sets out the criteria for assessment of an ap @
concessions.

C. Schedule 7, clause 5 sets out the criteria for assess
wildlife approval.

to pplEation for a

d. Schedule 8, clause 4 sets out the criteria for asses @ M application for an

archaeological authority.
The Panel considers that, having considered I t ters, the Project meets the
purpose of the FTAA. We therefore grant agfrov Application subject to the

conditions in Appendices A to E

This Decision is made in accordan it ction 87 FTAA. This Decision covers all the
approvals sought under the sub apM@cation. This Decision includes:
a. The decision - thro marised in Part M;

b. The reasons for t

C. A statemeg® o ir@mal issues in contention - Part I and summarised in Part
M;

d, Th ain filNgs of the principal issues in contention — Part I and summarised
in Pa

The Jate on which the RMA approvals lapse - see the conditions in Appendix A.
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PART B: OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE

Application
Applicant

Wellington International Airport Limited is the authorised person for the Southern
Seawall Renewal Project as set out in Section 42 of the FTAA.

Site and surrounding environment

Located across several detached areas, the Site is primarily situated to tiNggouth and
south-east of the Airport. The Southern Seawall, Moa Point Construction Yasaand the
two korora colonies are positioned alongside Moa Point Rd. Bordering S
Drive, the Miramar Golf Course Construction Yard sits at the course’s so
Additionally, the George Bolt Street Construction Yard is sited on
Wellington International Airport.

Section 3 of the Application includes the key characteristi d surrounding
environment.* This section provides details of:

a. The location and general site characteristic

b. Site zoning and planning framework, , and residential activities;
C. Existing authorisations and app

d. Terrestrial ecology values;

e. Marine ecology values;

f. Korora / little pe S;
g. Coastal prgf#ess
h. Surfing ues,

at chajP®ter and landscape values;
oaWNg and traffic environment;

k. e environment;

I Lighting environment;

m. Geotechnical matters;

n. Contaminated land;

4

Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application -
Environmental Setting at A.03.
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0. Archaeological and historic heritage values;
p. Recreation values; and
qg. Natural hazards features and overlays.

There are numerous technical assessments which accompany the Application. These
are referred to below, specifically in Part E.

The Site zoning and planning framework is contained in section 3 of the Application.

This section of the Decision provides a high-level summary. Sections G agg H provide
more detail on the relevant statutory framework and the regional and dist lanning
framework respectively.

Operative Wellington City District Plan 2000

e, e 2000

rs being
overview of the
for which the

Project requires consent.

Proposed Wellington City Council District Pla 2

The Application provides information on S @ the District Plan and sets out in
Figure 3.8° an overview of the Project a zonyg ith further detail on the planning
framework, overlays and notationg

Sections 3.3.2.1 to 3.3.2.13 of p/fation contain detailed information regarding
the planning framework ug ng headings:
a. Southern Seawal JPoint Yard;

b. The Stage

IAL 2 — Wellington Airport Miramar South Area; WIAL 4 — Wellington Airport
ite Area; and WIAL 5 - Wellington Airport East Side Area);

pecial Purpose Airport Zone;

f. Natural Open Space Zone;
g. Sites and Areas of Significance to Maori;
h. Coastal Environment Overlay;

Page 88 of A0.3.
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i Significant Natural Areas Overlay;
j- High Coastal Natural Character; and
k. Natural Hazards Features and Overlays.

Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region 2023

Section 3.3.3 of the Application contains details of the notations and overlays that
apply to the Site from this Plan and plan change 1 to this Plan.

The Application also contains information on land ownership and land use ements
(section 3.3.4), and residential activities (section 3.3.5).

The Application

The Application includes reference to a series of approvals es or dthorising
the Southern Seawall Renewal Project under the FTAA. Theg R D mprise
resource consents, concessions under the Reserves Act, Qprovals, and an
archaeological authority.®

Overall, this Application aims to renew and maint Afbort’s aging Southern
Seawall, ensuring that the structure continu pNEKide gfotection from ocean waves
and limit coastal erosion. As detailed by thgAppli p mpleting this project will

require the following seven elements:
a. Establishment and use of the rd. Site establishment works, including

e ertaken to establish the MGC Yard. Once
pr various construction activities, most

d armour units to be used in the Southern

established, the yard will
notably, for the sto
Seawall renewal.

eorge Bolt Yard. The existing storage yard on George
a and the hangar on site demolished, before being used
f rock and armour units, construction plant and equipment,
kshop and staff facilities, and other miscellaneous
aterial storage associated with the Project.

ishment and use of the Moa Point Yard, and site facilities at the corner of
Steva@rt Duff Drive and Moa Point Road. Site establishment works, including
f g, vegetation clearance and re-contouring will be undertaken to establish
e Moa Point Yard. The location of the Moa Point Yard - directly adjacent to the
Southern Seawall working face - is critical to ensure ready access to rock and
armour units as well as plant and equipment once works at Moa Point
commence, thus reducing both risks associated with weather and sea state, and
construction time.

Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application — Approvals
Sought at A0.5.

Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application -
Description of Proposal at A0.2.



d. Remediation of the Eastern Bank. The remediation works involve protection of
the bank with rock. The rock protection provides a transition between the main
Southern Seawall and the unprotected coastline further east, helping to reduce
the active erosion of the existing bank. It will also help to support the Stage 2
korora colony.

e. Renewal of the Southern Seawall. The works involve overlaying the existing
seawall with a layer of rock and a double layer of concrete armour units. This
work includes some excavation of the seabed at the toe of the seawall and
placement of rock to form a new seawall toe, and associated works.

2 colony behind the Eastern Bank Remediation (once constructio
The Stage 1 korora colony will be developed before effects Qg

any existing roost and nest sites are affected. The cO@i projde purpose
built nestboxes, shelter from the wind and vegetatiqg
habitat. Additionally, the colonies will be fenced to
by dogs and disturbance by people.

g. Supply of rock and armour units. Due to th volume and specific
composition of rock and armour units ir or Project, a gradual
programme of rock and armour unit g€liv orage will be undertaken.
While it is anticipated that most el will be transported via road from
a North Island quarry, access teQll centraac marine unloading point to support

the importation of rock fro
illustrated in Figure 2.1.8

th Island may be needed. This is further

; i
DURSE CONSTRUCTION

Ll
BIRUCTION YARD#+

8  Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application -
Description of Proposal at A.02.
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Mitigation Measures, Management Plans, and Monitoring

The Application (and supporting appendices) includes a detailed explanation for how
each area of actual and potential effects has been addressed by various mitigation
measures, management plans, and monitoring.® Part A.08 of the Application contains a
detailed table outlining how these measures and management plans fit together to
control each environmental effect.

Approvals required

The Panel has reviewed all the documentation and the further informatio
the Applicant and the participants and notes that the necessary consents
in the Application at Part AO.5.

rovided by

Resource consents and National Standards
In accordance with Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(f) of the FTAA, A tioj@identifies
activities requiring resource consent. The Applicant notes e activity
status under each of the planning documents is as follow

a. NRP - discretionary;

b. Plan change 1 to the NRP — non-complig ;

C. WCC District Plan 2024 - discreti

The GWRC and the WCC both agregwit
section 53 comments (nhoted be e

is assessment, as set out in their respective
| likewise agrees with this assessment.

ational Environmental Standards for
sents. The National Environmental Standards for
ants in Soil to Protect Human Health requires

The GWRC and the Panel
Freshwater do not requjy
Assessing and Managind
consent as a cont act

a cgl¥cessi®n under the Reserves Act 1977

sets out the criteria for assessment of an application for
nt s 42(4)(e) of the FTAA, the Applicant is seeking approval under
for the various concessions set out in Table 5.1 of section AQ.5 of the

Schedule 7, clause 5 sets out the criteria for assessment of an application for a wildlife
approval. Pursuant to s 42(4)(h) of the FTAA, the Applicant is seeking approval under
the Wildlife Act for the activities listed in section 5.4 of the Application.

Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application -
Management and Monitoring of Actual and Potential Effects at A.08.
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Archaeological authority

Schedule 8, clause 4 sets out the criteria for assessment of an application for an
archaeological authority. Pursuant to s 42(4)(i) of the FTAA, the Applicant is seeking
an archaeological authority (on a precautionary basis) under the HNZPT Act for the
removal of any accidental discovery within the Site.

Procedure

The following matters of procedure are relevant for this decision.

Updated information received from the Applicant

After the Application was lodged the Applicant provided the following upfiE
information:

a. A detailed site investigation for contamination and @R
November 2025;

b. Additional and updated application documentation,
memorandum of counsel in advance of the pg . onference for
Southern Seawall Renewal on 30 January 2§

C. An updated Contaminated Land DSI f e
document B.07) along with an upda of Appendix 1 to the September
2025 WIAL-to-GWRC letter, whi astinclugld in application document F.06 on
18 February 2026.

Additional material was also lod t & the Applicant’s response to comments

and reference to this is included

=1

Meetings and site visit

The Panel carrie t 0] overview conference and site visit on 5 February
2026.19 This incl

view conference attended by: the Applicant; WCC; GWRC; DOC;
Upoko o Te Ika a Maui Potiki Trust; Te Rinanga o Toa Rangatira;
Nicholson Block Settlement Trust; in which the Applicant provided
n INAroduction to the Application.

b. alkover of the Site, and a drive around its immediate surrounds.

Much of the Panel’s correspondence, deliberations and decision-making occurred over
email following review, drafting and commenting on drafts of further information
requests, this decision report and the conditions. Notwithstanding this, the Panel met

on-line on the following occasions:

a. 17 December 2025;

10

Refer to Minute 1 of the Expert Panel, dated 9 February 2026.
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b. 5 February 2026;
C. 19 March 2026;

d. 16 April 2026; and
e. 13 May 2026.

Invitations to comment

The Panel invited comments on the Application by letter dated 10 Februar
Responses to this invitation were due on 10 March 2026. Comments wer ceived on
time from the following:

a. Wellington City Council;

b. Wellington Regional Council;

C. The Acting Minister for Infrastructure;
d. The Acting Minister for RMA Reform;

e. The Associate Minister for Transport;

f. The Minister for Maori Crown Relatio

The Department of Conservatio

and

o. I

The Panel would like to thank all persons who commented for their contributions.
The following commentors support or conditionally support the Application:

a. The GWRC conditionally supported the Application, indicating that the project’s
benefits will outweigh its impacts, so long as the issues identified by the Council

11

Refer to Minute 2 of the Expert Panel, dated 10 February 2026.



are “addressed by the provision of information, appropriate conditions, or other
amendments to the proposal.” The areas of concern noted by the Council
include: maintenance and management plans; the proposal’s effects on various
species of animals; coastal erosion; discharges from contaminated land; and
stormwater discharges. Additionally, the Council desired several changes to the
regional resource consents sought by the Applicant.

The WCC conditionally supported the Application, commenting that there were
“no significant issues” with the Project and that only a few minor changes were
necessary. The changes put forward by the Council included the improvement of
conditions relating to earthworks and geotechnical matters, terresi@al ecology,
and transport, as detailed within Appendix 10 of their comments.

The Acting Minister Responsible for RMA Reform supported the Ag
the basis that this infrastructural development would suppor
prosperity.

The Associate Minister for Transport outlined their s pplication on
grounds similar to the Minister Responsible for RM4 ' citing infrastructural
and economic benefits.

The Department of Conservation
Application, subject to the stre
and their related conditions. RO
potential effects of constr,

ed conditional support for the
enin rious animal management plans
ailed their chief concern as being the

ine mammals and, additionally, noted
kely necessary in relation to avifauna.

The Acting Minister for Infrastructure likewi ed the Seawall’s renewal,
again detailing the economic benefits E nfrastructural upgrades.

Board provided support for the Application,

hil, alongside its benefits to infrastructure protection,
gful gains within conservation. The Board noted

A Applicant’s conditions and management plans for

commenting that
should also er
several w

plication. Support by the Authority was noted as being subject to the
thening of various wildlife conditions and management plans, in order to
e demonstrable long-term conservation outcomes.

The Wellington Air Noise Management Committee, the body responsible for
overseeing the implementation of WIAL's Noise Management Plan, provided
support for the Application. The Committee submitted that “every practicable
option should be used”, including ongoing consultation to minimise construction
related noise and disruption to surrounding communities.

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (Heritage NZ) conditionally supported

the Application, subject to the bolstering of conditions relating to archaeological
works, as set out in its Section 51 Report.

10
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On 17 March 2026 the
application from th
FTAA. This includg th

The Guardians of the Bay Incorporated (GOTB), an organisation representing
Wellington residents working to reduce the airport’s adverse effects upon the
surrounding environment, supported the Application while noting several areas
of concern. The GOTB raised specific concerns related to improving public
engagement and lessening the potential adverse effects upon lighting, traffic,
noise, landscape characteristics, the coastal environment, and various species of
animals.

B oS the owner of a residential Moa Point Road property adjacent
to the Site, supported the Application while outlining three matters of concern.
Namely, I sought the expansion of the Community Liaison up and
desired further controls on noise, vibrations, and coastal erosion.

The following commentors oppose!? the Application:

adjacent to the Site, opposed the Application on mu
I did not oppose the proposal to renewal the s
FTAA process was opposed. Primarily, | SO
and Fair Purchase Offer be extended to their prope
on the basis that the proposal would cause
potential adverse environmental effects wo
their property.

f€quest was justified
S as the
h the value and amenity of

rsgpf an undeveloped Moa Point Road
ite, d the Application for similar
desire that WIAL's Solatium and Fair

(no. 49) property adjacent to t

yrovided a response to the comments received on the

0 were invited to comment under Section 53 of the

Memor um
pp ix 1 r Laureline Meynier's response to comments on marine ecology;

ppWRdix 2 — Chris Wedding and Dr Michael Anderson’s response to comments
on restrial ecology;

Appendix 3 - Dr John Cockrem’s response to comments on korora;

Appendix 4 - Jennifer Hart and Amy Sheppard’s response to comments on
coastal processes, engineering, and design;

Appendix 5 - Sarah Shepherd’s response to comments on contaminated land;

12

Note this opposition was explained when the commenters commented on the conditions below.

11
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g. Appendix 6 - Kirsty O’Sullivan and Ellen Robotham’s response to comments on
planning;

h. Appendix 7 - Updated proposed conditions for the resource consents;

i Appendix 8 — Updated proposed conditions for the wildlife approvals;

j- Appendix 9 - Updated proposed conditions for the archaeological authority;
k. Appendix 10 - Updated version of the proposed Marine Mammal Management
Plan;

l. Appendix 11 - Updated version of the proposed Avifauna Manage
m. Appendix 12 - Updated version of the proposed Korora Man

n. Appendix 13 - An updated version of Section 2 of t
Landscape, Natural Character, and Visual Effects As
updated Moa Point Landscape Concept Plan.

As we do not address the opposing commenters cq
other sections of this Decision we address them h bte that the Applicant’s
response was it had no issue notifying an addis < er of micro-piling if this is
required by us. As an overall response, th it O not wish to purchase the two
parcels of land and stated it was not ne to do so to address the adverse
effects of the Project. The Applicant a he Panel does not have the power
to compel it to purchase private prgper n this regard the Applicant noted that it had
proffered conditions (CN.13 an ui offers of purchase to be made in respect
of other nearby properties, on iefasis. This is further discussed below.

The Panel confirms thag
and do not propose

als. We were told that the proposed documents were developed by
CC and that both parties were comfortable that these documents
ble terms and conditions for the Reserves Act approvals. We confirm that
proposed documents that were attached to the joint memorandum as

We issued a minute on 27 March 2026* that sought further information in the form of
expert conferencing and a further set of conditions from the Applicant on a range of
matters that appeared to be outstanding. These were in relation to contamination;
paua and lobster / koura; end-effect erosion; stability of the cut batter at the MGC
work site; and generally, on conditions.

13

14

Noting that Attachment 1 was updated during the process and we refer to the updated version.

Minute 3 of the Expert Panel.

12
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We received the following by way of response to this minute on 10 April 2026:

a. A Memorandum of Counsel for the Applicant;
b. Three joint witness conferencing statements; and
C. An updated set of conditions.

We briefly comment on these matters here.

Statement dated 9 April 2026. We confirm that we understand that ther
outstanding areas of disagreement.

and prepared a Paua/Lobster Joint Witness Statement datS@
that, on the basis of the Paua / Lobster Joint Witness Stateg icant
understands that there is no longer any dispute between QA RC in respect of the
appropriate process to manage effects on paua and lobste 3

We were also informed that the Applicant and Ng Re@hgatira met prior to our
Minute 3 which resulted in an agreement thajg ot essary or appropriate to
include a condition enabling kaimoana (pa ering prior to construction.

The Applicant has deleted the proposed ut this from its suite of
conditions.

End-effect erosion - A Joint W
this includes updates to proposd
outstanding matter about jgsimai

ent — Planning has been prepared and
conditions which have resolved the

Stability of cut batte G work site - The Applicant has confirmed that
WCC has agreed ap a taken by it in its response to the section 53
comments such has been resolved by the proposed conditions.

Updated reso ent conditions - The Applicant has provided an updated set
of ur onse onditions which include track changes to any matters raised in
nded to in the Memorandum of 10 April 2025

Commentary on conditions

The Application included a set of draft conditions. The following commentors
specifically addressed the draft conditions provided with the Application: GWRC (see
Appendix 2); WCC (see Appendix 10); DOC (section 4); Heritage NZ (see the section
51 Report); and the GOTB (section 2). In addition, the New Zealand Conservation
Authority made comments on the conditions.

In accordance with section 70 FTAA the Panel reviewed and amended these conditions
and provided draft conditions to the Applicant and persons invited to comment on 20

13
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April 2026, requiring responses from the commenters by 5 May 2026 and the Applicant
by 12 May 2026.

By 5 May 2026 the Panel received comments from:

a WCC;

b GWRC;

C HNZPT;

d DOC;

e. New Zealand Conservation Authority;
f. Wellington Conservation Board;

g. GOTB;

h.

L

J- I

K. The Associate Minister of Transygkt; an

[ The Minister of Conservaty

from the Applicant. We begin with the
Ss those made by others in following groups: the
hgencies; government ministers; the Conservation

the memorandum the Applicant recommended minor amendments to
ision. The Applicant also suggested minor amendments to the draft

t in Appendix B to the memorandum. The Applicant also provided a clean
version of the full set of conditions which incorporated all the amendments that it had
suggested. We thank the Applicant for these helpful and considered amendments and
confirm that these amendments have been made.

Comments from local authorities

In correspondence dated 30 April 2026, WCC confirmed that the draft decision
accurately represents the comments provided to the Panel by it via the section 53
process and expert conferencing. WCC also confirmed that it had reviewed GWRC
proposed changes to the draft conditions set out in Attachment 1 of its response to
Minute 4 and supports these changes as they will clarify the general conditions under

14
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GC.1, GC.4 and GC.9, and provide minor corrections to advice notes and other
conditions.

In correspondence dated 1 May 2026, GWRC set out the amendments to the draft
conditions it considers should be made in Attachment 1 of that correspondence.
Attachment 2 sets out the amendments that the Council considers should be made to
the draft regional resource consents matrix. GWRC drew attention to the following
matters:

a. Agreement on conditions - At paragraph 625 of the draft Decision we noted
that the set of conditions provided by the Applicant on 10 April 20¢g was an
agreed set. GWRC has clarified that not all of the conditions were a d. We
have noted this and amended the paragraph that references this

b. Numerical targets - In its Section 53 comments on the app

“the Korora Management Plan, supported b
adaptive management provisions, prov
framework to detect issues and respg#d if,
anticipated”.

s are not tracking as

d. GWRC considers that witho able targets relating to habitat up-take

7 he draft conditions do not provide for
by which the success of the alternative
here any identified milestones in the draft
er the offset measures are on track.
ring of the uptake of the korora colonies or pohowera
he alternative habitat opportunities are not being
g0 not provide a clear or certain framework setting out
eed to be addressed by the consent holder. Because
Ilington considers that the draft conditions for offsetting the
r pohowera habitat do not give effect to Principle 5(b) of

any specific or measurab
habitat can be eval )

habitat de
taken up,

En ffects erosion - GWRC notes that the Joint Witness Statement Planning:

out the agreed amendments to conditions to provide for the monitoring of

d-effects erosion in relation to the new seawall. As part of the Joint Witness

Statement, it was agreed at paragraph 6(a) that the C.01 Engineering Plans for
Consent that were lodged with the application would be amended to incorporate
the design of the eastern end of the seawall shown in Figure 1 of Jennifer Hart
and Amy Sheppard’s Statement of Evidence dated 17 March. GWRC notes that it
is not clear from the draft conditions whether this amendment has been
provided for. It is important that this amendment is provided for to ensure that
the agreement on conditions for managing end effects erosion is given effect to.
This is reflected in GWRC’s comments on Condition GC.1 in Attachment 1.
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f. Other matters - GWRC also commented on a number of other matters that we
note the Applicant has addressed, and we have left this to the consideration of
the Applicant’s response set out below.

Responsible agencies

HNZPT provided its comments on the draft Decision and noted: “We have reviewed the
proposed conditions contained within Appendix D: Archaeological Approval Conditions,
and support them as drafted. We recommend an expiry date for the authority of 10
years from the determination date.”

DOC provided its comments on the draft Decision on 5 May 2026 and ma¥@aa humber
of specific changes to the Wildlife Act approvals.

Government ministers

Both Government Ministers who responded support the draft De

Relations: Te Arawhiti and for Maori Development on 20
May 2026 to respond. No responses were received.

portant refinement. We were
ope of the approval or introduce

which the Authority noted represent a mo
informed that the amendments do not a

new effects management requiremen athe y ensure that the monitoring and
adaptive management framewor ntemplated by the Panel can operate as
intended, by providing a clear ra®e reference point. This improves

transparency, accountability, a ologlral integrity, and supports a more robust and
defensible outcome for bg - orora over the life of the Project.

that it does not oppose the Project in principle but
engthened to ensure a clear and measurable net

5 criteria, robust monitoring, and enforceable

Sur re outcomes are not achieved in perpetuity is desirable. The
e Importance of securing long-term monitoring, maintenance, and
. These should be clearly defined, appropriately resourced, and

The Conservation Bgard
considers conditi co
biodiversity gain.

t biodiversity gains are sustained over the long term. In addition, the
that strong coastal and marine protections, clear thresholds for managing

be explicit. This should be supported by well-defined triggers for action and funded
response mechanisms. The Board does not provide any specific amendments but the
matters it raises are also raised by others - the Authority and the GWRC.

15 Minute 4 dated 20 April 2026.
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67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

GOTB

The GOTB had specific amendments to the resource consent conditions and the wildlife
approval conditions which are set out in its comments. GOTB noted that it agreed with
the Reserves Act and archaeological authority conditions.

Individual commentors

B had specific comments about the community liaison and the management
of construction noise conditions.

I clarified that they did not oppose the Appli

they did not agree with the conclusion we reached in the draft Decision re
position we took on their submissions.

tion, but
ing the

Applicant’s response to comments on conditions

The Applicant responded to the comments on conditions i Me ugh of Counsel

dated 8 May 2026 and in various appendices. The Applicant proges updates
to all the various approvals (resource consent conditions, Is ix, wildlife
approvals, and the archaeological authority) which includ aanges and

comment boxes that explain whether the changes r
agreed with, disagreed with or edited. A clean set
documents was also provided. We thank the Appli
providing these documents to us it is very ap

cd proposed condition
e care it has taken in

The Applicant also helpfully summarise@®s ong¥ in its Memorandum which we
summarise here for completeness, fo ing o the Applicant did, only those
comments that suggested edits t 1

With regard to the request by pose numerical targets for korora and
pohowera the Applicant r sition its response to GWRC'’s section 53
comments. The Applica es that it agrees with our findings in relation on

korora and pohowergeff?
measures are apopri
framework!® and

considering the NRP and the national policy
Q3 of the FTAA.Y

the support of HNZPT this is acknowledged by the Applicant and
n the amendment of the expiry date for the archaeological approval is

The Applicant comments on the comments from DOC regarding the wildlife approvals,
resource consent and Reserve Act approvals as follows:

16

17

National Policy Statement for Infrastructure 2025

Memornadum dated 8 May 2026 at paragraph 11.
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77

The Applicant is comfortable with the suggested, largely minor amendments, to
the conditions to the wildlife approvals and has amended these approvals in
their appendices to the Memorandum.

The suggested amendments to the resource consent conditions are addressed
by the Applicant in the updated consent conditions with the exception of the

following:

()

(i)

(iii)

The additional text proposed to the Marine Mammal Management
Plan is not necessary for the reasons set out in paragraphs

19(1)(a) (i) to (iii) (with regards to condition ECO.66and 19(b)
(with regards to ECO.68) of the Memorandum;

The renaming of the biota growth survey and Subtid
Monitoring Plan in ECO.69 - ECO.72 as this is
paragraph 19(1)(c)).

ddress the
spect of the agreed
fPagreed fee/rent of
g whether these
e Applicant responds to

The changes requested that more explig
application of Part 1 of Schedule 6 (
term of the Seawall Occupation Licen
the proposed Reserves Act app
should include rent review con
these concerns as follows,

e The agreement
us comfort re
approval d

joint memorandum should give
ropriateness of the Reserves Act

e Partlo du@ 6 of the FTAA differs from the standard
e Reserves Act whereby only approvals under

it ACC@pplied for under Crown-administered reserves are
ined aconcessions — which are subject to Part 3B of the

on {Ms matter below in the Legal Context section. Noting here
ut we agree with the Applicant.

are not supported by expert analysis and DOC is comfortable with the relevant
wildlife approval conditions.

The Applicant confirms that the strengthening of the ecological conditions to ensure a
clear and measurable net diversity gain, as requested by the Conservation Board,
has been addressed.

18

Memorandum dated 8 May 2026 at paragraphs 20 - 39.
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79

80

81

82

83

With regard to the amendments sought by GOTB the Applicant did not consider that

these would be either effective or necessary for the reasons stated in paragraphs 43 to

47 of the Memorandum. Likewise the amendments sought by | Vere
considered unnecessary as the matters raised were already addressed.!® Finally, the
Applicant states that it agrees with our findings (set out above) in relation to the

comments from G

Panel’s concluding position on conditions

The Panel has considered all comments received on the draft conditions as is required
under section 70 FTAA and notes that the Applicant has proposed amendments to the
conditions (and approvals) where appropriate. The Panel has addressed {
comments throughout this decision report, and in Part J: Conditions belo
summary, the Panel has agreed with the Applicant’s proposed amendmsq
revised conditions are attached as Appendices A to D.

Hearing

e under
es based on the
responses to
he Council and

The Panel has exercised its discretion not to require a hearjgg
section 56 FTAA. The Panel was able to adequately consi
information available including the Application, comment

Residual issues were sufficiently clear for t

The Panel considers that where insuffignt desj tail is available at the time of

preparing the Application and the Pane onsideration of the Application, these
nditions setting out a post-consent

e authority to approve matters of detail.

on time limited decision-making in the present

gnificant regional or national benefits, and the
0 FTAA that require the Panel to take all practicable

e with the Panel Convenor Minute dated 19 December 2025 the time

Min section 3, to facilitate the delivery of infrastructure

e for Panel to issue its decision documents under sections 79 and 88 is 15 May

20

19

Ibid at paragraphs 48 - 57.
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84

85

86

PART C: LEGAL CONTEXT

Legal context for a listed project under the FTAA

In accordance with section 42 an authorised person for a listed project may lodge a
substantive application with the EPA. ?° The substantive application is required to follow
the process set out in sections 43 and 44. The Applicant lodged the substantive
application on 23 October 2025.

The EPA decided that the Application was complete and within scope on 14 November

2025.2t The EPA made a recommendation on whether there are competing applications
or existing resource consents for the same activity on 28 November 202
then provided the Application to the panel convenor and at the same timegsiillested a
report from the Ministry responsible agency under section 18 of the FTA ﬂ gort

was received on 2 December 2025.

Decisions on approvals

Section 81 FTAA states:

81 Decisions on approvals sought in substantive applid

(1) A panel must, for each approval sought in a e apmmcation, decide whether
to—
(a) grant the approval and set any cond to imposed on the approval; or

(b) decline the approval.

(2) For the purpose of making the
(a) must consider the sub,

other information re el under section 51, 52, 53, 55, 58, 67,

68, 69, 70, 72, o

(b) must apply the

relation to the e given to the purpose of this Act when making the
decision):

(©) must cg 82, if applicable:

(d) must @ mply ion 83 in setting conditions:

(e) ma jlitions under section 84:

) approval only in accordance with section 85.

(3) For o) bsection (2)(b), the clauses are as follows:
an JMprovaRlescribed in section 42(4)(a) (resource consent), clauses 17 to
2 edule 5:
(b) fo approval described in section 42(4)(b) (change or cancellation of resource
nsent condition), in relation to a condition of a coastal permit specified under
section 186H(3) of the Fisheries Act 1996, clauses 20 to 22 of Schedule 5:
for any other approval described in section 42(4)(b) (change or cancellation of

resource consent condition), clause 23 of Schedule 5:

(d) for an approval described in section 42(4)(c) (certificate of compliance), clause
27 of Schedule 5:

(e) for an approval described in section 42(4)(d) (designation), clauses 24 and 25 of
Schedule 5:

) for an approval described in section 42(4)(e) (concession), clauses 7 to 9 of
Schedule 6:

(9) for an approval described in section 42(4)(f) (land exchange), clauses 29 to 33
of Schedule 6:

20

21

22

23

FTAA, sections 4 and 42
FTAA, section 43
FTAA, section 47

The Ministry for the Environment is the responsible agency for section 18.

20
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88

(h) for an approval described in section 42(4)(g) (conservation covenant), clauses
45 and 46 of Schedule 6:

(i) for an approval described in section 42(4)(h) (wildlife approval), clauses 5 and 6
of Schedule 7:

6)) for an approval described in section 42(4)(i) (archaeological authority), clauses
4 and 5 of Schedule 8:

(k) for an approval described in section 42(4)(j) (complex freshwater fisheries
activity approval), clauses 5 and 6 of Schedule 9:

M for an approval described in section 42(4)(k) (marine consent), clauses 6 and 7
of Schedule 10:

(m) for an approval described in section 42(4)(l) (access arrangement), clauses 7,
9, and 10 of Schedule 11:

(n) for an approval described in section 42(4)(m) (access arrangement), clauses 8,
9, and 10 of Schedule 11:

(o) for an approval described in section 42(4)(n) (mining permit), es 19 to 21

of Schedule 11.

4) When taking the purpose of this Act into account under a clause referri
subsection (3), the panel must consider the extent of the project’s reg W nal
benefits.

(5) For the purposes of subsection (4), if the substantive
under section 42(1)(b), the panel—

(a) must treat the stage of the project to which thg

constituting the project; but

(b) may consider the regional or national benefit

regard to the likelihood that any later s s

e

€S as

e project, having
gi-ct will be completed.

(6) Despite subsection (2)(a), the panel—

(a) is not required to consider any advic ort, @mment, or other information it
receives under section 51, 53 67, r 72 after the applicable time
frame; but

(b) may, in its discretion, coggi mation as long as the panel has
not made its decision r sectjg# on the approval.

(7) To avoid doubt, nothing i ion or section 82 or 85 limits section 7.

After taking into account the co
formed that view that the
sufficiently significant tq
benefits. The Panel has,
approvals. The de re

at the Applicant has offered, the Panel has
all Renewal’s adverse impacts are not

he esoul®e Management Act 1991

AA with the RMA is outlined in Schedule 5 which provides the
rocess that applies rather than the standard RMA consent
. Clause 17 states:

Criteria and other matters for assessment of consent application

For the purposes of section 81, when considering a consent application, including

conditions in accordance with clauses 18 and 19, the panel must take into account,

giving the greatest weight to paragraph (a),

(a) the purpose of this Act; and

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

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

(2) For the purpose of applying any provisions in subclause (1),—
(a) a reference in the Resource Management Act 1991 to Part 2 of that Act must be
read as a reference to sections 5, 6, and 7 of that Act; and
(b) if the consent application relates to an activity that is the subject of a

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

21
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90

91

92

the activity on the relevant land and on the rights or interests of Maori as a
relevant matter under section 6(e) of the Resource Management Act 1991; and

(o) to avoid doubt, for the purposes of subclause (1)(b), when taking into account
section 104(1)(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991, any Mana Whakahono
a Rohe or joint management agreement that is relevant to the approval is a
relevant matter.

(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 applicgtion the panel is
considering.

(6) For the purposes of subclause (1), the provisions referred to in that s
read with all necessary modifications, including that a reference to a c
must be read as a reference to a panel.

(7) Sections 123 and 123A of the Resource Management
panel on the consent.

When considering an application for resource consents u
take a number of matters into account. As provided by cld d confirmed in the
Court of Appeal’s decision in Enterprise Miramar P S/ c/lington City
Council, these matters must be considered on an u@basis, prior to an overall
weighting of the various factors.?*

M AA, the Panel must

When considering these matters overall e J (1) and s 81(4) requires, the
greatest weight must be allocated to FTAA pose, that being whether the
project will deliver significant regi ational benefits. Alongside this central
consideration, the provisions of 3, ¥and 8 to 10 of the RMA 1991 and any
other legislation that directs R -making must also be accounted for under
(b) and (c). Both (b) and ) tatutory weight.

Here, as held in Enterp
solely rely on the
detailed in (b) a

hr, the Panel must carefully ensure that we do not
¥ at the expense of consideration for the other matters

In accordance e 17, the relevant matters we take into account comprise:

The p of the FTAA, being “to facilitate the delivery of infrastructure and
pment projects with significant regional or national benefits”. When
assgiking this criterion we must consider the extent of the project’s regional or

nal benefits. This criterion must be individually assessed as part of a clause
(1) assessment, and then, when conducting an overall assessment, is to be
given the greatest weight.

b. Part 2 of the RMA, comprising: section 5; section 6(a) - “preservation of the
natural character of the coastal environment..., and the protection of them from
inappropriate use and development”, (b) - “the protection of outstanding natural
features and landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development”,

Enterprise Miramar Peninsular Inc v Wellington City Council [2018] NZCA 541 at [52]-[53].
Ibid at [41].
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94

95

(c) - “the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of indigenous fauna”, (d) — the maintenance and enhancement of public
access to and along the coastal marine area...”, (e) - “the relationship of Maori
and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi
tapu, and other taonga”, (f) - “the protection of historic heritage from
inappropriate subdivision, use, and development”, (g) — “the protection of
customary rights”, and (h) - “the management of significant risks from natural
hazards"”; section 7 (a) — “kaitiakitanga”, (b) — “the efficient use and
development of natural and physical resources”, (¢) — “the maintenance and
enhancement of amenity values”, (f) - “maintenance and enhancement of the
quality of the environment”, and (g) - “any finite characteristics oiggatural and
physical resources”.

C. Part 3 of the RMA, and in particular: section 12 (restrictions on us
marine area); section 15 (discharges of contaminants); sectj
avoid unreasonable noise); and section 17 (duty to avoid,
adverse effects).

d. Part 6 of the RMA 1991, and in particular: section ideration of

_ of applications for
restricted discretionary activities); section 1 rticular restrictions for
non-complying activities); section 107 grant of certain discharge
permits); and section 108 (conditio fr onsents).

In respect of clause 17, we further re thaty

a. Parts 9 and 10 of the RM} to the Application and have not been
considered.?®

b. No other relevan §s Ol any other legislation that directs decision making
under the RMA h3d

Application

ral direCts that in setting conditions, the provisions of Parts 6,
ly subject to certain necessary modifications and reflect the
s 19-22 are relevant to the Application.

lating to a wildlife approval under the Wildlife Act 1953

Schadu 7’ clause 5 sets out the criteria for assessment of an application for a wildlife
appr

5 Criteria for assessment of application for wildlife approval

For the purposes of section 81, when considering an application for a wildlife

approval, including conditions under clause 6, the panel must take into account,

giving the greatest weight to paragraph (a),—

(a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the purpose of the Wildlife Act 1953 and the effects of the project on the
protected wildlife that is to be covered by the approval; and

(©) information and requirements relating to the protected wildlife that is to be
covered by the approval (including, as the case may be, in the New Zealand

26

FTAA, Schedule 5, clause 17(1)(b).
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Threat Classification System or any relevant international conservation
agreement).

The discussion above in relation to clause 17 applies equally to our assessment of
clause 5 - insofar as the Enterprise Miramar decision provides guidance as to how we
should approach our assessment of clause 5(1)(a), the purpose of the Act.

For the purposes of clause 5(1)(b):

a. The Wildlife Act does not have a specific purpose section, but it still has a
purpose. Section 10, Legislation Act 2019, provides that “/egislation must be
construed in light of its purpose, and the word legislation is define®R@Q include
both the whole and any part of an Act. So, in cases of the kind we g
considering, the provisions concerned must be interpreted to adv;
purpose.”?” That provision is section 3, the purpose of which is th
limited exceptions, wildlife is “to be absolutely protected th

Zealand.”

b. The wildlife to be covered by the approval are Koroj enguin),
Banded Dotterel, Northern Grass Skink, Copper Sk g Skink, Glossy
Brown Skink, Northern Spotted Skink, Minim Cl he Raukawa Gecko.
Accordingly, it is the effects on those speci consider under this
sub-clause.

In respect of clause 5(c), we must conside%
a. Information and requirements &gf various bird and lizard species;
b. While bearing in mind th se®oes not relate to an assessment against
the FTAA requirements ( bligetion is provided for elsewhere in the FTAA),
o r

. s such as:
% System;

i NZ Thre
ii. relev tio Conservation Agreements;
iii. any r iInformation about, or requirements directed specifically to the

eva ird and lizard species.

sYRlating to a concession under the Reserves Act 1977

Sc , Clause 7 sets out the criteria for assessment of an application for
concession. The criteria are lengthy and we have not included them in full here. Suffice
to say that FTAA’s directed weighting in the context of the RMA approvals applies to
the concessions.

DOC and the Applicant have addressed us specifically with regards to Schedule 6. DOC
specifically notes:

27

Burrows and Carter Statute Law in New Zealand (6th Ed, 2021), Chapter 8, p 314.
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... that the reserves subject to this application are vested in and administered by the Wellington
City Council. DOC acknowledges that the application of Schedule 6 (Part 1 Concessions) of the
Act to non-Crown concessions is not straightforward. However, DOC is concerned that some of
the limits and requirements in Schedule 6 have been overlooked in the draft decision and
conditions for the Reserves Act approvals. In order to assist the Panel, and ultimately all parties
who have an interest in these approvals being legally robust, DOC respectfully suggests that
the empowering provisions in Schedule 6 for the Reserves Act approval are more closely
considered on the specific points raised below.?8

DOC includes its specific points in Appendix C of its comments on the conditions.

101 The Applicant responds as follows:

a. The Reserves Act approval documents were developed jointly by
which is the owner and administering body of the affected Qs
reserves. WCC has confirmed that it is comfortable
conditions of these documents.

b. The FTAA differs from the standard approach unde
only Reserves Act approvals applied for over Crow

defined as 'concessions' and are subject to P [ onservation Act. We
are told it would be contrary to the overarc rfse of the FTAA to apply
strictly Part 3B of the Conservation Ac thgRes s Act approvals for the
Project, given those provisions woulghot apply to a council-owned
reserve. The Applicant submits thgs, cl@use 7 of Schedule 6, the Panel is
only required to "take into acc " Par

rs raised by DOC (the rent / fee payable;
able; and the term of the Seawall
Occupation Licence L @ responds as follows:

e and periodic review of rent - Clause 8 of

’s that section 17X of the Conservation Act applies
modifications to conditions for a "concession" (ie a
ed by the FTAA, so including Reserves Act approvals).
provides that conditions "may"” be imposed for a range of

, including: the payment of rent, fees, and royalties as provided
ction 17Y. Section 17Y further provides that the rent, fee, or royalty
ay" be fixed at the market rate, having regard to a range of factors;
the waiver or reduction of any rent, compensation, or bond in particular
circumstances; and periodic reviews.

ii. These provisions are non-directive, using the word "may". Therefore, the
Panel retains a discretion as to whether to impose a market rent/fee,
whether to waive the requirement of the concessionaire to pay a rent/fee
and/or whether to impose conditions requiring periodic reviews.

iii. Of particular note the Applicant stated that the matter of rent/fee was
discussed by it with WCC and both are comfortable that a market

286 DOC comment on conditions Appendix C.
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Vi.

Vii.

Over

rent/fee is not appropriate in these circumstances for the reasons set out
in the memorandum. We are told that given the agreement between the
Applicant and WCC we do not need to require a market rent/fee and
similarly do not need to provide for periodic review.

Term - the Applicant sets out the relevant provisions of clause 13 of
Schedule 6 to the FTAA provides noting specifically that Section 17Z of
the Conservation Act in turn provides: “A lease or a licence may be
granted for a term (which term shall include all renewals of the lease or
licence) not exceeding 30 years or, where the Minister is satisfied that
there are exceptional circumstances, for a term not exceedgmg 60 years.”

namely that section 17Z is not in this case a ' ruirement,
and that we are entitled to confirm the term
ce to be restricted

because, [g]iven the purpose of the FTAA, ) 3
outcome for the term of the Seawall Occup X g
erwise apply to

by a Conservation Act requirement t;
council-owned reserves.?®
The Applicant further points t a art of the FTAA does not

directly apply clause 13 o e nd section 81 only refers to
clauses 7 to 9 of Sched 6 and not specifically refer to clause 13.
er

h\C a perverse

Section 96 does not lause 13 as applying when the approval is
granted.3°

Even if we dg h the Applicant, it submits that the only
change reg to it the term of the Seawall Occupation Licence to
ght of renewal. However, the Applicant goes on to

s of section 17Z(1) of the Conservation Act, it is clear
jrcumstances" apply in this case, such that the longer

s with regards to exceptional circumstances and further that
C is comfortable with a perpetually renewable term for the

all Occupation Licence, which strongly supports a 60-year (total)
rm.3! Overall, it is clear that the circumstances here are an exception
rather than the rule.

, we find that we agree with the Applicant that there is no requirement to alter
Appendix D - Reserves Act conditions. The Panel notes that Appendix D to this
Decision does not insert the dates into the conditions and we leave the Applicant and
WCC to do this as they are finalising the documentation.

29

30

31

Memorandum dated 8 May 2026 at paragraph 36(a).
Ibid at paragraph 36(b).
Ibid at paragraphs 37 - 39.
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Approvals relating to an Archaeological Authority under the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

Schedule 8, clause 4 sets out the criteria for assessment of an application for an
archaeological authority:

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; a

(c) the matters set out in section 47(1)(a)(ii) and (5) of the HNZ

(d) a relevant statement of general policy confirmed or adopte
HNZPT Act.

(2) For the purposes of subclause (1), the provisions of the HNg

reference to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Tao
the panel.

Our discussion above of the approach to the FTAA’s direc
of the RMA approvals applies equally to the archaeologica

PART D: IWI AUTHORITIES

Section 18 Report for a listed project

105 The Ministry for the Environmen e report under s 18 in accordance with
section 49. Within that report i fdheYelevant Maori groups including iwi
authorities, treaty settlement e s ag several groups with applications under the
Marine and Coastal Area 1 A).32

Substantive applicationgafo

106 As Schedule 5, Cu th AA provides, those applying for resource consents are

107

or ion oh any Treaty settlements, customary marine title
ary right groups, and MACA applications that apply in the
onsent application.

a. ort Nicholson Block (Taranaki Whanui ki Te Upoko o Te Ika) Claims Settlement
Act 2009.

b. Ngati Toa Rangatira Claims Settlement Act 2014.

32

33

Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 - Treaty settlements and other obligations (Section 18) report: FTAA-
2510-1118 Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Project, Dated 2 December
2025.

Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application - Mana
Whenua Values Overview and Assessment at 4.2.
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108 With respect to MACA applications, Te Atiawa Fisheries Trust has applied on behalf of
Te Atiawa, which forms part of Taranaki Whanui, to the High Court for recognition
customary marine title and protected customary rights. This application has not yet
been determined by the High Court. Te Rinanga applied on behalf of Ngati Toa to the
Crown for recognition of customary marine title and protected customary rights.
Likewise, the Crown has yet to make a decision in relation to this application.

109 Recognising their position as mana whenua and a long-standing association with the
project’s covered area, the Applicant has engaged closely with the Port Nicholson Block
Settlement trust on behalf of Taranaki Whanui and Te Rinanga on behalf of Ngati
Toa.** Each iwi had the opportunity to review the project description, proggsed
conditions, drafts of technical assessments, and management plans. Both
organisations have since provided letters of support for the application.

110 The Applicant additionally consulted other organisations representigs

Te Ika a Maui Paotiki Trust. The Tenths trust has likewise p
for the project.

Comments

111 Panel invited comments from the Port Nicholson B ment Trust and Te

RUnanga under s53(2)(b) - (g).

112 Comments were received from Te Rinan W Lad vised that:

a. Te Rlnanga, as the mandated iwi orit gati Toa Rangatira and the
organisation upholding kaitiajg jlities along Wellington’s southern coast,
expressed support for the p®vided that certain matters of concern will
be addressed through cons ns and ongoing collaboration.

b. The four concerns Rdnanga are as follows:

i First, rg€rri W |mpacts of the Application on korora and pohowera
(Band

elating to these bird species will be sufficient in scope to address
ediate and cumulative effects.

condly, the iwi reiterated concerns about potential impacts on marine
species, including taonga species such a koura and paua. Therefore, Te
Rinanga seek further clarity on whether these species can be located and
appropriately translocated prior to construction.

iii. Thirdly, standing primarily in support of the Marine Mammal Management
Plan, the iwi recommended that the soft start procedures be strengthened to

34 Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Fast Track Approval Application - Mana
Whenua Values Overview and Assessment at 4.5.
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Statutory requirements

114

115

specify a gradual escalation of works over a 20-30 minute period, providing
marine mammals with the best possible protections.

iv. Finally, referencing Condition CA.26, Te Runanga noted that the
maintenance parameters allow the Seawall to be extended five metres
horizontally and one metre vertically. Stating that the scale of such work
extends beyond routine maintenance, Te Rlinanga expressed concern over
the uncertainty this creates in relation to marine habitat, associated cultural
values, and the alteration of coastal processes. Accordingly, the iwi argued
that any changes to the Seawall’s dimensions should be subject to further
engagement with mana whenua and, in certain circumstances,ggay require a
new consent.

Notwithstanding these issues, Te Riinanga acknowledged the need to re
Southern Seawall in order to protect critical infrastructure and outlj
confident that their concerns have largely been addressed by th

Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights

Section 7 requires all persons performing function cising powers under the
FTAA to act in a manner that is consistent wi € @Pns arising under existing
Treaty settlements and customary rights refognj r the Marine and Coastal Area
(Takutai Moana) Act 2011 and the Nga n Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act
2019. For this Application, two Treaty tlem ply to the project area, alongside
two applications for customary rig u the MACA.

7 Obligation relating ttlements and recognised customary rights

(1) d exercising functions, powers, and duties under this

R manner that is consistent with—

ptions arising under existing Treaty settlements; and
rights recognised under—

the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011:
the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

( T doubt, subsection (1) does not apply to a court or a person exercising
a judicial power or performing a judicial function or duty.

In this section, existing Treaty settlements means Treaty settlements that

exist at the time the relevant function, power, or duty is performed or exercised
(rather than only those that exist at the commencement of this Act).

Effect of treaty settlements and other obligations

Because a Treaty settlement applies, section 82 becomes relevant to our decision
making. That section states:

82 Effect of Treaty settlements and other obligations on decision making

(1) This section applies if a Treaty settlement, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai
Moana) Act 2011, or the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapi o Ngati Porou Act 2019 is
relevant to an approval.

(2) If the settlement or Act provides for the consideration of any document, the

panel must give the document the same or equivalent effect through the panel’s
decision making as it would have under any relevant specified Act.
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116 Section 84 provides:
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(3) The panel must also consider whether granting the approval would comply with
section 7.

(4) In this section, document—
(a) means any document, arrangement, or other matter; and
(b) includes any statutory planning document amended as a result of the
settlement or Act referred to in subsection (1).

Conditions relating to Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights

84 Conditions relating to Treaty settlements and recognised custory
(1) For the purposes of section 7, the panel may set conditions to
protect a relevant Treaty settlement and any obligation

Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 or Oana o
Nga Hapi o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

(2) This section applies in addition to, and does nQasg a powers to set
conditions under this Act.

Conduct of hearings and other procedural matters text of Treaty settlements
and other arrangements

Schedule 3, clause 5 of the FTAA appliesdf settlement Act, iwi participation
legislation of Mana Whakahone a Roh joint gement agreement includes
procedural arrangements relating to th pointient of a decision-making body. No

such provision applies here.

As referred to in the Minist
settlements and other oh
Upoko o Te Ika) Claim
(DOC) to uphold g
principles includ

E onment’s section 18 report on Treaty
ort Nicholson Block (Taranaki Whanui ki Te
t Act 2009 requires the Department of Conservation
s during consultation with Taranaki Whanui. These

Ison Block Settlement trust is consulted as soon as

uring there is sufficient time for Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust to
participate;

d. Ensuring DOC approaches consultation with an open mind; and

35

Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 - Treaty settlements and other obligations (Section 18) report: FTAA-
2510-1118 Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal Project, Dated 2 December
2025.
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PART E: EVALUATION OF EFFECTS

123

e. Where Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust has been consulted, DOC will
report back on the decision made as a result of such consultation.

Assessment of consent application

As noted above, Schedule 5, clause 17 of the FTAA provides the criteria and other
matters for assessment of consent applications.

Concerning approvals for concessions under the Reserves Act 1977, Schedule 6, clause
7 of the FTAA provides that the Panel must take into account any management
strategies or plans approved under a Treaty settlement.

Schedule 5 clause 5(4) requires a consent ap
activity’s effects on the environment coveri
These matters include:

vide an assessment of an
tion in clauses 6 and 7.

(a) an assessment of the actual or ential €ltects on the environment:

(b) if the activity includes
the environment that

dous installations, an assessment of any risks to
arise from such use:

(©) if the activity ig

(i) an

(d)

ri f the mitigation measures (including safeguards and contingency plans
evant) to be undertaken to help prevent or reduce the actual or potential

ification of persons who may be affected by the activity and any response to the
views of any persons consulted, including the views of iwi or hapu that have been
consulted in relation to the proposal:

if iwi or hapt elect not to respond when consulted on the proposal, any reasons that
they have specified for that decision:

(9) if the scale and significance of the activity’s effects are such that monitoring is required,
a description of how the effects will be monitored and by whom, if the activity is
approved:

(h) an assessment of any effects of the activity on the exercise of a protected customary
right.

(a) any effect on the people in the neighbourhood and, if relevant, the wider community,

including any social, economic, or cultural effects:

(b) any physical effect on the locality, including landscape and visual effects:
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(c) any effect on ecosystems, including effects on plants or animals and physical
disturbance of habitats in the vicinity:

(d) any effect on natural and physical resources having aesthetic, recreational, scientific,
historical, spiritual, or cultural value, or other special value, for present or future
generations:

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

(f) the unreasonable emission of noise:

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

The assessment of environmental effects (AEE) provided an assessment se
matters at Part A.07. Participants who commented also raised a range o d
potential effects.

The Applicant commissioned a range of independent expeigg to sgkcialist
reports on the effects of the Project and included copies of e rts A Part B of
the Application documentation. The effects are covered in t der the

following headings.

a. Positive effects;

b. Coastal engineering;

C. Geotechnical matters;

d. Earthworks, erosion and s st and stormwater management during

construction and operati
e. Contaminated site
f. Effects on ter

g. Effects on

astal processes (note this is addressed as part of d);
s on surf breaks;

k. Effects on landscape and natural character;

l. Transportation effects;

m. Noise and vibration effects;

n. Lighting effects;

o. Effects on archaeology and historic heritage; and

p. Effects on recreation and access.
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105

The effects on mana whenua values were assessed in Section 4 of the Application and
in Parts D and this part of the Decision.

The Applicant proposes implementing the effects management measures by way of
conditions and terms imposed on the relevant resource consents, wildlife approvals,
concessions and archaeological authority. These were provided in Part G of the
Application and have been further refined and amended during the comments phase.

We agree with the Applicant that it has taken a comprehensive approach to the

identification and management of effects through its iterative seawall design process,
project siting and selection of construction techniques to ensure adverse
avoided or minimised in the first instance.3¢

The Applicant has set out its analysis of the existing environment, and
this analysis. *’In terms of the relevant receiving environment, th
the test in Hawthorn.3® The environment includes that which pr

implemented.*

The Panel has addressed these effects the ic gtighout our discussion below.
The Panel has also had regard to the re nrng provisions in evaluating the
effects of the Project, as noted in Part Plannyg ramework.

In terms of the management a
Applicant sets out its approach
that*°:

f actual and potential effects the
8 of the Application. The Applicant notes

In some cases, final ¥
ent plans it is intended that the decision-making Panel charged

with deliveri Ris application will have sufficient information to accept those
plans ardg@i ions tfat require the Consent Holder to adhere to their requirements
without th ubsequent certification. Those management plans will then 'attach’

vant authorisations

e he Application has gone through the various stages of its assessment
hese @anagement plans have been the subject of comment and further
am by the Applicant. We address this further in this section of the Decision.

36

37

38
39

40

AEE, Part A.07 at section 7.1, page 211.
Ibid at section 7.1.1pages 211 and 212.

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

AEE (A0.8).
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Positive effects

106

107

Coastal engineering

108

109

110

111

112

113

The Applicant has set out the following positive effects of the Project: economic
benefit; improved resilience; and ecological and amenity improvements.4!

We note that none of the commenters raised any disagreement or issues with these
stated positive effects. The Panel therefore adopts these positive effects. We do not
consider the comments received or the Applicant’s response to comments further here.
In Part F of this Decision, we set out our assessment of the national and regional
benefits of the Project.

Overview

key points considering: the southern seawall renewal desid
considerations and the MGC Yard geotechnical matters.

The design approach for the seawall is described in the Of
Summary Report, prepared by Beca, dated 22 Oct

detailed options assessment, use of humerical mo , @ ysical modelling at the
University of New South Wales Water Resear; a tordy and review of geotechnical,
coastal engineering and constructability mgers f their assessment approach.
A notable outcome from the design a sme the decision requiring the new

seawall to be constructed on top g
underlying existing armour unit
new seawall and results in a gr
4.6 of the report explains
duration and magnitudg [N
sediment during constr D
damage to areas derly
during partially ¢ o)

histing seawall without removal of the
esig@ approach influences the footprint of the
of the CMA used for the new seawall. Section
approach has been taken to reduce the
bance in the coastal area, reduce the release of
if a severe storm occurred, reduce the risk of severe
Ore material that had existing armour units removed
uction.

assessment of several armour options and how the
decision to use 20-tonne Cubipod units as the primary armour

the newseawall will require up to 80,000m?3 of rock and 7,600 Cubipod armour units
placed over a length of approximately 400m.

Engineering design has considered coastal processes both at the site and an
assessment of potential changes to surf conditions at Lyall Bay. Both nhumerical and

41

42

43

AEE, (A.07) section 7.2, pages 212 - 215 and the associated technical reports.
AEE (B.04) Beca Engineering and Design.
AEE (A.02) Description of Proposal.
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physical modelling have been used to assess coastal processes at the seawall site, and
a numerical model has been used to assess potential changes in surf conditions.

The design assessment concludes in Section 6 that the effects of the works, with
respect to waves and currents, coastal sediment transport, coastal erosion, surf
conditions at Lyall Bay will be no more than minor and there will be improved resilience
against coastal hazards at the seawall site.

The proposed work includes the construction of an 80m long rock armour protection
section in the eastern area to address existing erosion in that area. This zone forms
et. Section

physical modelling in the NSW University Water Research Laboratory an
explained to the Panel that the design process for this zone resultegems
alignment and design steepness of the rock to facilitate an effici

Comments Received

Guardians of the Bays* (GOTB) noted in paragraph 1.10 greed with the
“over-lay” option (i.e. the new seawall being cons n f the existing armour
units) as it would appear to have the lower enviro alfliffects. However, they had
concerns at the increased footprint of the se l, i is not considered by WIAL

as “dry land”.

1 relagy o existing erosion at the eastern
was that although the proposed rock

GOBT raised concerns in paragraph 1:
end of the proposed seawall. Thei
armour units might deal with p3
increasing eroded state. They ofPon(@rned that the waves and the water that will

run off from the wave tra ¢ the erosion at the western end of Moa Point
Beach.

At paragraph 1.1 OoTB
had altered the

gravel. They
amount of grav

ered the existing seawall associated with the airport
ds on Lyall Bay beach from white sand to small grey
stioned ethef or not the proposed new works will reduce the

o) into Lyall bay from the erosion of the seawall.

ragraph 3 GWRC submission on coastal processes*> noted that GW agreed
i licant’s experts that effects relating to waves, surfing conditions, currents
sedi t transport were considered to be no more than minor.

GWRC had some concerns (paragraphs 13 - 15 GW submission) about the transition
area at the eastern end of the seawall where the structure transitions to existing
beach. GWRC stated that they had had previous discussions with the Applicant’s
experts and the Applicant had outlined their design approach to deal with potential
“end effect” erosion at this location. GW stated in paragraph 15 “This is one of the

44

45

Submission from Guardians of the Bays, response to Minute 2.

GWRC Technical Comments Coastal Processes.
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main physical effects that may occur to the beach from changes to coastal processes
from the project”. This issue was also raised by GOTB.

GWRC sought the inclusion of a specific condition of consent requiring beach
monitoring of the Moa Point beach for a period of 5 years to monitor possible “end

effect” erosion at this location.

Applicant Response to Comments

The Panel issued Minute 3 requiring the Applicant and GWRC to caucus on the “end
effect” erosion issue and endeavour to provide the Panel with an agreed dition to
manage the issue. A joint witness statement*® was provided to the Panel t advised
that the parties had agreed that the issue could be appropriately manag
amendment to conditions CA.24(a), insertion of a new condition CA.25

amendment of conditions CA27, CA28 & CA29. New condition CA2 there
be no material erosion that is attributable to the structuregor wq grised by the
consents. Revised conditions CA27 & CA29 required specifi Moa Point

beach in the visual inspection and reporting program requj Be conditions.

Panel Findings

The Panel is satisfied that the agreed amendment dfbns relating to potential

t the area will be monitored
0 the seawall and associated

“end effect” erosion at the Moa Point beach
for erosion and if erosion occurs that is att
structures the consent holder will be re follremediation. This process is
expected to provide an improvement he exguig0 situation where erosion of the
bank at the top of Moa Point beac S rred for some time with no specific party
responsible for remediation acti

The Panel notes the concg
proposed seawall struc
constructing the seawal
reduces potential

lating to the increased footprint of the
pver, the Panel accepts the applicant’s findings that
the existing armour units is a safer solution that also
from sediment loss. This proposed solution also
assists with redu ediment transport of gravel to Lyall Bay beach, which
was raised a concern GOTB. Notwithstanding this, the Panel is comfortable with
the appli nt that sediment transport effects are expected to be less than

h erefore considers that the design of the project elements and the proposed
itions MMill ensure that the potential adverse effects of the structure, on coastal
pro are expected to be no more than minor.

Geotechnical matters

Overview

A geotechnical assessment of proposed earthworks excavation at the MGC Yard site
was carried out by Beca and the findings of their investigation are presented in

46

Joint witness statement - Planning.
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134

Appendix E47 to the Beca Option Assessment & Design Summary Report.

The purpose of the geotechnical investigation was to assess slope stability matters
associated with the proposed 10m+ high cut batters on the southern side of the MGC
Yard, required to create the yard to the required size and scale.

The report recommended design cut batter slopes for the different soils and rock
expected at the site such that slope stability could be managed within acceptable risks.

Draft consent conditions proposed by the Applicant included condition GEO.3 that
required an engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer to be on site Il times

during the excavations (cuts).

Comments Received

observation of the earthworks cut should be amended to re¥
experienced Chartered Engineering Geologist or Chartered

Engineer within 1 month of completion of the wor
compliance monitoring officer.

Essentially WCC sought a higher level of##r iong¥ input into site observation tasks
and completion reporting tasks to pro gre vel of certainty of achieving slope
stability.

Applicant Response to Commen

The Applicant’s responsg
Jennifer Hart and A
engineering geol 0
experience but d

ents included Appendix 4 - Statement of evidence of
stated in paragraph 9 that the site based

nical engineer should have a minimum of 2-years’

be a chartered professional provided that the work is
uit alified chartered professional geologist chartered

nical engineer who may be based off-site. They further stated that

In response to Minute 3, WCC and the Applicant had further discussions and WCC
confirmed by way of a memorandum>’ confirming WCC agreed with the proposed

47

48

49

50

Appendix E Geotechnical Assessment of MGC Yard Cut Batter Slopes, prepared by Beca, dated 29
August 2025 - to AEE B.04 Beca - Engineering and Design.

WCC Appendix 5 Earthworks and Geotech memo WCC comments.
Applicant’s response to comments

WCC memo response to Panel Minute 3 742026

37



revised wording of condition GEO.3 and the new condition GEO.6 would provide the
appropriate level of professional overview of the excavation work.

Panel Findings

135 The Panel is satisfied that the revised conditions provide a suitable mechanism to
manage risk and potential adverse effects associated with slope stability of the large
excavation at the MGC Yard.

Earthworks, erosion and sediment, dust and stormwater management during
construction and operation

Overview

136 In terms of construction, as stated in section 7.3.2.1 of the AEE the App @

necessitates large scale earthworks across various sites, includin P, the
Moa Point Yard and the Southern Seawall. Earthworks are association
with the rehabilitation of the Moa Point Yard and the establi tage 1 and
2 Korora Colonies. As the Applicant correctly notes, witho management,
earthworks can result in dust and sediment runoff until t 3 stabilised.

137 The most notable earthworks activity relating to t ishment of the seawall
construction infrastructure is the creation of the nsuction yard. As described

MGC site will involve the excavation of a 100,000m?3 of existing landform
to create the platforms to be used for g@ckpllin vel, rock and the concrete
Cubipods used for the new seawall con ctioiM™&Imost all of this cut material will be

transported from the site to a syj al site in the Wellington area.

,00m?3 of cut material at the MGC construction
is expected to be spread over several
material storage volume is required.The area of

g C yard is expected to be approximately 4ha.The
ction sites at the Moa Point yard and at the George
with the MDC yard.

138 The excavation of approximatel
site, involving cut batterg
years>2, as increased cd
earthworks disturb
earthworks to crgiite

Bolt yard are corpari

139

ent control principles and procedures for all earthwork activities
oject. This Report is contained in Part B of the Application and includes

140 Section 8.1 of the Erosion and Sediment Control Assessment Report states that the
principles of the GWRC Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for Land Disturbing
Activities in the Wellington Region, February 2021 (the ESC Guidelines) have been
adopted for the design, construction, operation and decommissioning of the ESC

5t AEE (A.02) Table 2.1 at section 2.4.1
52 AEE (A.02) at section 2.4.1.

53 B17 Erosion & sediment control assessment report, October 2025, prepared by SouthernSkies
Environmental Ltd.
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devices. Section 8.1 also states that the NZTA Erosion and sediment control guidelines
for state highway infrastructure, September 2014 is proposed for sizing the sediment
retention ponds (SRP).

Overall, the Applicant’s expert considers that the proposed erosion and sediment
management approach will ensure that the sediment yield from the works will be
minimised to an acceptable level, and that any adverse sediment-related effects will be
temporary and minor.

In relation to operations the Application notes (section 7.3.2.2) that erosion and
sediment control measures are most typically used during the constructiq@ phase of a

Report will remain in place for much of the duration of the Project. Once
stablished, aspects of the erosion and sediment control measures
ongoing stormwater management during operation of the yards.

ent solution
d. Such long-term
opment plans for

The Applicant notes that a permanent and long-term stormg

is not proposed as part of the development and use of th
solutions will be developed in accordance with future land\@g P
to ater Management Plan

the site, which are beyond the scope of this Projec
ing days) of the MGC Yard

managed in accordance with the

The Applicant proposes to amend the site-wi
(authorised under WGN230119) within 3
being fully stabilised. This will ensure t
management principles applying to t
catchment-wide approach to managi mwater quantity and quality.

With regard to the Moa Point Y 0s and sediment controls as managed by the

Sediment and Erosion Co D e maintained for the duration of the operation
eca) confirm that these measures will

quality and quantity within this yard.

ce h th&@ WIAL Stormwater Management Plan 2024. Given
ervious area proposed at the George Bolt Yard, no change to
is anticipated to arise as a result of the Project. Beca consider the

GWRC submitted on matters relating to ESC in their technical comments.>°. The
primary area of concern raised by GWRC with respect to these matters, related to the
Applicant’s proposed use of the NZTA Guidelines for sizing sediment retention ponds
instead of the GWRC Guidelines for ESC activities. The point of contention revolved
around the fact that the NZTA Guidelines resulted in smaller sediment retention ponds

54

55

AEE (A.02) at section 2.4.2.

Appendix 7 GW Technical Comments Earthworks.
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(SRP) than the GWRC Guidelines and thus GWRC raised concerns that the SRP’s to be
used at the MGC Yard might not provide sufficient performance to meet the required
standards for the discharge. GWRC also raised the point that the NZTA Guidelines were
issued in 2014, whereas the GWRC Guidelines were issued in 2021 and thus
considered the latter Guidelines as better reflecting best practice.

SouthernSkies Environmental set out the proposed management of these issues in
their report and stated in Section 8.156 “The NZTA Erosion and sediment control
guidelines for state highway infrastructure, September 2014 is proposed as an
alternative approach in the sizing of sediment retention ponds (SRP), which I consider
appropriate given the site’s (MGC Yard) sandy soils.”

The NZTA Guidelines incorporate a lower runoff to a SRP and thus the Sj
smaller under the NZTA Guidelines.

conditions, the Site Specific Erosion, Sediment and Dust C
would need to deal with how the additional risk of erosion
be managed through the winter period.

GWRC also raised concern that the Applicant’s prog f operating the

chemical treatment system on the SRP’s, in accor@ the Chemical Treatment
Management Plan (CMP), differed from the a Pd recommended in the
GWRC 2021 ESC Guidelines and considere a e Was a risk that the proposed
system would not be suitable for the sagy at he MGC Yard.

Applicant response to comments

The Applicant’s response57 incl n (Wdated set of conditions. Condition ESC.21
sets out procedures in thg ) ESC devices fail within certain circumstances
and, in the event that stances arise, the consent holder must consider the
suitability of the SRP de Her the NZTA Guidelines and amend the ESC Plan if
appropriate. GW re e consent condition.

The condition tachgd g the Applicant’s response includes Condition ESC.8 (l), which
requires the SS include if and how these matters will be managed through the

ndition ESC.12 deals with the CMP preparation and includes part (a), which
CTMP to assess and define the final chemical treatment dosing system to
ving given regard to the nature of the soils on the site.

Panel Findings

The Panel accepts the advice from the Applicant’s specialist relating to the design
Guidelines to be used for sizing the SRP’s on the MGC Yard. The Panel considers the
benefit in cost and operational efficiency potentially achievable from the use of the

56

57

B17 Erosion & sediment control assessment report, October 2025, prepared by SouthernSkies
Environmental Ltd - page 20.

Memorandum of Counsel for WIAL — response to Minute 3.

40



156

157

NZTA Guidelines for the MGC Yard SRP design to be appropriate if the performance
outcomes are achieved. The Panel is satisfied that the consent conditions will ensure
appropriate action will be taken to achieve the required standards in the event that the
use of the NZTA Guidelines have had a negative influence on the performance of the
SRP’s.

The Panel acknowledges that the construction site must operate throughout the full
year. The applicant has proposed conditions that require a SSESDCP approach that
incorporates specific elements to the SSESDCP to deal with the greater exposure to
erosion and sediment runoff during the winter period in order to avoid a winter shut
down period. The Panel is satisfied that condition ESC.8 (I) provides apprgRriate
management of this risk.

The Panel is satisfied that condition ESC.12 provides an appropriate fra
preparation and certification of the CMP such that it deals with the
suitability of the final dosing system in an appropriate manper.

Contaminated Soils Management

158

159

160

161

162

Overview
A detailed site investigation in relation to the Sou all'and Moa Point Yard
area is contained within Part B of the Application. orfhistoric land use activities,

potential contaminants of concern were ide
purpose of characterising risk and informin@a
Contaminated Land Management Plan b
Application.

er investigated for the
iate management measures. A
ded at Part G (G.03) of the

Comments Received

on contaminated land matters, raised concerns
g coverage for the MGC Yard Detailed Site
taminated Land Management Plan (CLMP)

regarding the adequac
Investigation and w,

precautionary ba

Minute 3 ggsued he Panel directed Ms Rhodes and the applicant’s expert, Ms
auc ogether and prepare a joint withess statement on the points of
agreement.

ss statement was subsequently provided to the Panel following expert
ng between the contaminated land experts for the Applicant and for
GWRC/WCC. That statement records the experts’ final agreed positions following
consideration of additional information and discussion of sampling rationale and
environmental risk.

Applicant response to comments

The joint witness statement confirmed that additional information was provided to the
Councils” expert and that the contaminated land experts discussed the extent and
rationale of the sampling undertaken. Following that discussion, the experts agreed
that the sampling coverage was adequate for the purposes of the Project and that no
further sampling of investigation is required.
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Through the expert conferencing process and resulting joint witness statement, the
Councils’ expert agreed that the permitted activity standards in Rule R82 of the NRP
are met for both the Southern Seawall works area and MGC Yard. On that basis, the
experts agreed that the CLMP does not require updating to address environmental risk.

Panel Findings

The Panel is satisfied that the previously identified differences in expert opinion on
contaminated land matters have been resolved through expert conferencing, and that
the proposed conditions provide an appropriate and proportional framework to manage
risks associated with contaminated land disturbance.

Terrestrial ecology

165

166

167

168

Overview - Lizards

The actual and potential effects on terrestrial ecology are
the Application and in the assessment at Part B. The first p
focuses on lizards. We then turn to consider effects of ko

In relation to lizards, the Application is supported b
assessing and managing effects related to lizards, Lhe Terrestrial and

Freshwater Ecological Impact Assessment®®, and t argManagement Plan®®.

Assessment of effects — Lizards

part relocation site for ~300 lizards

d several Raukawa geckos) salvaged from
ellington City Council’s Sludge

, in 2023.%° There was some habitat

The site of the Stage 1 korora colony

(mostly comprising Northern gra ;
a ‘joint lizard translocation pro
Minimisation Facility works and

enhancement and monitq 3 anagement is ongoing.
Five native skink s gecko species have been recorded within a 5 km
radius of Moa Poig¥. icicN@liabitat is available within the coastal vegetation and

grassland on

clude threatened or at-risk species such as brown skink, copper
, horthern spotted skink, and minimac geckos as they have been
hin 5 km of the site. While survey and searches did not identify any other
Northern grass skink and Raukawa gecko have previously been recorded

not-threatened (low value) species. As a precautionary approach, a moderate
ecological value has been assessed for herpetofauna, on the basis that other
potentially present species not recorded from survey would have high value®!.

58

59

60

61

AEE, B.10.
AEE, G.07 noting that the Applicant amendment the LMP in response to comments.
Astrid Ecology, 2023; Beca, 2024.

Page 34, Part B.10 of the Application, Terrestrial and Freshwater Ecological Impact Assessment
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Management of effects — Lizards

The management of effects on lizards is based on a programme of search, trapping
and relocation. The relocation sites will be enhanced, and the success of relocation will
be monitored. The sites to be searched and cleared of lizards are the Stage 1 Korora
Colony, Southern Seawall, Moa Point Yard, and MGC Yard. The salvage operations will
take place prior to those sites being subject to vegetation clearance and construction
works.

As noted in the assessment of effects and the Lizard Management Plan (LMP),
vegetation clearance and the associated salvage of lizards will be carriedqut during the
accepted North Island lizard salvage season of October to April inclusive. consent
conditions are consistent with that restriction.

Lizards salvaged from these locations will be released to adjacent anae
Street Reserve®?, and within the Wahine Memorial Park on the s

Establishment of the Stage 1 Korora colony requires some lis gellgtion
clearance. Any lizards that need to be moved during that eleased back

into suitable habitats at the same site.

. rising lizard refuges
ement planting at Wahine
over five years.

Some habitat enhancement is proposed in the rele
on airport owned land adjacent to the MGC Yard &
Memorial Park. There will also be ongoing pe
Supplementary lizard refuges will also be e

Reserves Act matters — Lizards

Lizard release sites are propose nt he Tukanae Street reserve, and within
the Wahine Memorial Park. Bot af recreation reserves owned by WCC. No
physical works are proposg ae Street reserve, although, in relation to the
t MP notes that temporary lizard exclusion

r the duration of the Project works®3. The fencing

¥ rds from re-entering areas of active development. At
of restoration planting is specified by the LMP if 20 or

fencing may need to be
would be intende reve
Wahine Memorial@Pa

cate native lizards. The land to be covered by the permit is defined by a map
in Schedule 5 of the draft Wildlife Approval provided with the Application. The mapped
land included part of the Tukanae Street Reserve (adjacent to the MGC Yard), and a
strip of coastal land referred to by the Schedule as "Moa Point Reserve”. The Moa Point
Reserve is identified® as the land seaward of Moa Point Road and otherwise known as
Lot 4 78304 and Section 33 Watts Peninsula district. Both areas are owned by

62

63

64

Incorrectly identified as the Rangitatau Reserve by Figure 18 of Application (B.10 at page 76).
Draft Lizard Management Plan - January 2026, at section 3.1.2
Figure 18 of the Application (B.10 at page 76).
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Wellington City Council. A post-lodgement update of the LMP®> amended the release
sites to exclude the Moa Point coastal strip. Instead, Wahine Memorial Park is
proposed®® and the Wildlife Approval is amended accordingly. Specific release locations
are not named in the RMA consent conditions. They do not need to be, as the locations
are subject to the LMP which is required to be certified.

The draft permit®” sets out the authorised activity as:
a. To catch, handle and release absolutely protected wildlife (lizards) listed in

Schedule 4 from the Stage 1 Korora Colony, Southern Seawall, Moa Point Yard,
and MGC Yard footprint.

b. To incidentally harm or kill absolutely protected wildlife (lizards) lig€d
Schedule 4 if the harm or death is not directly intended but is und @ d
foreseeable and all reasonable effort has been made to mee cO@alitiods of

this Authority.

The methodology specified as part of the authorised activi e grciuded in Part
G of the Application.

Schedule 3 of the draft permit is titled “Special Co g other things, those
conditions cover: amendments to the lizard mana n; capture and handling;
injury and / or death; incidental discovery, a e in

These conditions stand separate from, Itiglh to, the wider suite of conditions
imposed on the grant of consent for t roje cial condition 1.2 spells out the
relationship between the conditiongget saying that:

The provisions of the resourcq
Lizard Management Ploggl

nditions (where relevant to this approval) and the
is approval and the Wildlife Approval Holder will

th iderSuite of conditions imposed by our decision.

ed a ‘wildlife approval report’, under s 51(2)(c) of the Act. With respect to
lizardS, DOC’s comments and recommendations are:

a. Further consideration of contingency actions is recommended if a significant
number of lizards are salvaged but not detected in post-release monitoring.

Draft LMP dated 30 January 2026.
Figure 12 LMP.
AEE D.03.
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b. It is recommended the Accidental Discovery Protocol be further detailed to
ensure clarity for contractors.

C. Landowner approval from WCC must be secured to enable the release of lizards
at Wahine Memorial Park (Tarakena Bay).

d. It is recommended that that the adaptive management framework define
triggers for determining when monitoring results constitute ‘failure’ rather than
‘inconclusive’, particularly where large numbers of lizards are salvaged.

e. The 2025 Threats Assessment has replaced the category At Risk -
Risk — Uncommon, this should be updated in the application with re
Northern spotted skink (Oligosoma kokowai).

DOC is broadly supportive of the findings of the Applicant’s lizard e sms est
practice approaches to management of effects set out in the LMP, p supportive of
the adaptive management framework set out in the LMP b8 Lt ndghat triggers

ed, rather
where large

for determining when monitoring results constitute ‘failure
than for ‘inconclusive’ as noted by section 6 of the LMP,
numbers of lizards are salvaged®®.

DOC also provided a markup of recommended am ni@ (including commentary) on
a version of the draft conditions. Several of t meglls sought by DOC related to

clarifying actions in relation to lizards.

Guardians of the Bay (GOTB)

trol and the need for success monitoring
obust approach to success monitoring is
mbers at relocation sites increase, remain

GOTB expressed concerns aboufj
of lizard relocation. In GOTB’s O
necessary to determine wiehi

gnendments - addressing domestic cat control, and a
€ tghssesses lizard presence and population response.

comments

sted condition amendments in relation to the LMP have generally been
wever, DOC’s recommendation for contingency actions is not accepted.

Given the limited extent and relatively low ecological value of the affected habitats, together
with the implementation of these mitigation measures, ... [we] do not consider that specific
updates to the LMP or proposed conditions are necessary”®°.

68

69

Fast-track Approvals Act wildlife approval report, Department of Conservation, 24 February 2026 at
paragraphs 6.1.3 and 6.16.

Appendix 2 of WIAL Response, Statement of Evidence of Christopher James Wedding and Michael
Gareth Anderson (Terrestrial Ecology), 17 March 2026 at paragraph 23.
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The Applicant considered that the LMP amendments sought by GOTB are unnecessary.
The Applicant’s experts considered that the mitigation measures proposed in the LMP
are proportionate to the level of ecological effect and are adequate to manage potential
impacts on lizards.

Panel Findings

The Panel accepts the evidence that various native lizard species, including skinks and
geckos, are present or potentially present within parts of the Project Area, and that
construction activities will result in the disturbance and loss of habitat in areas
proposed for the construction yards, seawall works, and the Stage 1 kor

precautionary and managed approach.

The Panel is satisfied that the Applicant has appropriately ojdance and
mitigation framework based on salvage, relocation, and ha¥
out in the Lizard Management Plan. Measures including preggli@a
and hand-capture by suitably qualified ecologists, season; '
activities, and the use of established relocation sites are C{@ [
and will substantially reduce the risk of injury or
n e G@ B seeking stronger
n monitoring requirements.

ts the Applicant’s evidence that,
abitats, the proposed monitoring
oportionate and sufficient to manage

eys, trapping
ons on salvage
ith best practice

The Panel has considered comments from D
contingency measures, additional triggers,
While acknowledging those concerns, t
given the scale and ecological value o
and adaptive management framew
residual risks.

The Panel is satisfied that
Park and adjacent area
pest management meas\
time. The require

processes provid@ f
managed.

elocation sites, including Wahine Memorial
sultable habitat, and that habitat enhancement and
prove their ability to support relocated lizards over
ner approval and integration with Reserves Act
ance that lizard relocation will be appropriately

acceptable. The Panel concludes that lizard values have been
recognised and protected, and that the residual effects are not significant

Korora / little penguin

192

Korora are classified as At Risk - Declining under the New Zealand Threat Classification
System, and regionally as Threatened - Endangered’®. We address avifauna other than
korora and pohowera after this section below.

70

GWRC's 2024 assessment of birds introduced “threatened - endangered” as a new category of
Wellington mainland conservation status
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The Application was supported by a Marine Ecological Impact Assessment’!. With
respect to korora while at sea, the project’s potential effects are addressed by the
Korora (little penguin) assessment’?, and the korora (little penguin) management
plan’3. The management plan provides information about the penguin’s foraging
behaviour while at sea but does not set out methods for managing any effects in that
environment. The bulk of the management plan deals with korora while on land.

The korora assessment notes that it addresses the relevant the relevant statutory
authorisations, being RMA, wildlife approval and Wildlife Act. The assessment also
notes that it may be relied on to support the Reserves Act approvals that are being
sought.

Assessment of effects - korora

The assessment outlines the presence of korora in relation to the
proposed environment withing the project area, specifically notin
the existing seawall habitat. Notwithstanding the existing ita

nest sites were identified and the assessment states that | p to 50 sites.

Potential effects on the penguins are categorised by the a as being:

a. the loss of existing terrestrial and marine h result of construction
activities.

b. potential harm to and disturbanc a (@ring construction (and any

subsequent future maintenanc

The assessment states that the | hgtat loss and associated harm arising from
construction of the seawall, incl rbance associated with construction
activities, potential injury d temporal effects on water quality due to
sediment suspension.

Management of ef -k

ecawgl penduin habitat will be addressed through new habitat
at will be created by building a rock revetment along the

of the new seawall. As noted elsewhere in this decision, the

remediate an existing area of coastal erosion. Other new habitat

y the development of two korora colonies - referred to in the

s the Stage 1 and Stage 2 colonies.

ssment notes that 2,060 m? of new habitat will be created and accessible to
penguins in Stage 1 before the loss of 1,805 m? of existing habitat through seawall and
other works begins. The assessment notes that 1,470 m? of new habitat will be created
by the Stage 2 colony (860 m?) and the rock revetment wall in front of the colony
(610 m?). Overall, 3,530 m? of new habitat will be created - representing a net gain of

71

72

73

Part B.11 of the Application - Marine Ecological Impact Assessment.
Part B.09 of the Application.
Part G.06 of the Application.
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1,725 m? of korora habitat associated with the project. The Stage 1 colony will include
100 nest boxes, and the Stage 2 colony will include 70 nest boxes.

Both penguin colonies will incorporate earth mounds to provide shelter, planting,
nestboxes, placement of rocks to provide shelter and to attract penguins to nestboxes,
security fencing to exclude people and dogs, and predator control. Overall, by
comparison with the existing environment, there will be net gains in terms of habitat
quality, area, and number of nesting sites. Dr Cockrem states that:

In coming decades, the two colonies could become the most significant safe korora breeding areas
on the Wellington city coastline.””*.

He makes that assertion because:

.. the two new colonies will be the largest korora areas on the Wellingtg

nesting locations’®. However, Dr Cockrem’s assessment a
that those possible 50 sites are not equivalent to the nu J®eding pairs’’, and
that the likely number of breeding pairs is at least ®. To address the loss
of likely breeding sites, the Applicant proposes a ™ n{@tion package” as outlined
below, because offsetting (providing like-for-4 at ivalent to the existing
seawall) is not feasible.

The residual effects analysis uses a Bi
whether offsetting or compensation

Biodiversity. We note that the r
assessment against the pgs
the NPSIB. In terms of

iversity compensation set out in Appendix 4 of
, @ net positive outcome for the Stage 1 and

Stage 2 colonies will be'¥ |eve ht 20 and 26 years respectively, assuming 50%
occupancy of the
on robust implen{n

e Applicant notes that positive outcomes will depend
ioring, and ongoing collaboration with tangata whenua,

nalysis found that, with the creation of habitat and the other
, the Stage 1 and 2 colonies®:

ave high quality habitat with nest sites that are safe from inundation during storms,
tion by dogs, interference by people, and risks of injury or death when crossing a road. In
e medium term, the significance of the new colony will increase as natural nest sites along

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

AEE, B.09 at page 2.

Ibid.

AEE, B.12 Residual Effects Analysis Report: Korora.

AEE, B.09 at page 23.

Appendix 3 - Statement of evidence of John Cockrem, 17 March 2026, at para 37.
100 nest boxes in the Stage 1 colony, and 70 nest boxes in the Stage 2 colony.

AEE, B.12 at pages 18 and 19.
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the adjacent coast are lost due to sea level rise and increased incidence and intensity of storm
events.

The Stage 1 colony will be developed on the landward side of Moa Point Road, south of
the existing Moa Point residential area. The site of the Stage 1 colony is on land owned
by the Applicant. Korora will safely access the Stage 1 colony via a bespoke penguin
underpass beneath Moa Point Road. Other than those penguins physically relocated to
the colony, others will be attracted to use the underpass by lighting and the broadcast
of penguin calls.

While korora habitat loss is addressed through creation of the two colonig

the risk of

construction work areas. The other is to temporarily exclude constructio
areas with nesting penguins (with eggs or chicks). An example of
installation of temporary or more permanent fencing or netting p, r,as required
during reconstruction. An example of the latter is buffer zo a koj@ra sites

during the main breeding season.
@ I¥0gs, is intended to

ation of penguins to
sting areas. On a longer-
Stage 1 and 2 colonies by

Ongoing inspections, by expert ornithologists and trained
support the success of both these approaches to e
the Stage 1 colony underpins their exclusion from
term basis, the penguins will continue to be
fencing that excludes people and dogs.

Other than mitigating the risk of physiQ@l har e will be noise controls to minimise
distress to the penguins. Although lect area is already a high noise environment
(airport operations and wave ngj ntrols will be placed on micropiling, as it
generates more noise than oth tion activities. Sound level measurement, the
use of noise barriers, exp of penguins displaying stress behaviours, and

a requirement to stop necessary are all part of the approach to noise
mitigation.
Construction noi is required when works occur within 20 metres of

ororghestsY If noise levels exceed 75 dB, then they must cease
erected.

(esp de) reserve subject to the Reserves Act. Reserves Act approval is therefore
needed for in relation to the eastern end of the penguin underpass. The lease or
licence area also covers lizard release and management. Specific to korora, the area
identified for Reserves Act approval®! also includes the underpass construction works
associated with establishment of the Stage 1 colony.

The Stage 2 colony is located immediately east of the main Moa Point construction
yard. It is on untitled Crown land, seaward of Wellington City Council owned reserves

81

Figure 11.3 in section 11 of the Application.
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land. However, access for monitoring and maintenance of the colony is needed across
the reserves land®.

Wildlife Approval — korora

212 The Applicant holds an existing wildlife permit, and subsequent variations, related to
avifauna management associated with the airport. The original permit (67919-FAU,
granted 28 June 2018) authorises the disturbance of any protected bird species “for
the purpose of safe airport operations”. It additionally authorises the killing of red and
black billed gulls, and variable oystercatchers®3. The authorisation appears to apply
only to Wellington Airport owned land. Schedule 3 of the existing permit ggguires that
the Applicant provides DOC with a Best Practice Management Plan for man&@ing
wildlife. We note that we have not viewed that document and it is not rejffT c S
Applicant’s technical assessments. There is no apparent expiry date on § %

213 A 2023 variation of the permit, granted 17 April 2023, add )
and mute swan to the list of birds authorised to be killed i dor airport
safety purposes). There is no apparent expiry date for this i P24 variation,
granted 7 February 2024, authorises the killing of an exp S cdule of further bird
species and expires 21 June 2028. This schedule of speci the specific
species already mentioned in the original permit a Wriation. A further, and
most recent, variation of the permit was granted 2024 and does not state
an expiry date. Its location is limited to Hue the g#fninsular south of the
Airport which terminates in Moa Point and j il ack backed gulls.

214 As noted above, the existing Wildlife authog ns are limited to Airport land, for
the purpose of safe airport operatigns. n that the proposed management of korora
will be outside of the Airport ang de nd, not “for the purpose of safe airport
operations”, a new permit is red land to be covered by the permit is defined
by a map in Schedule 4 ofZims iIfe Approval provided with the application. The
relevant land is mappedg ne southern seawall, Moa Point construction yard,
and the Stage 1 and 2 K nies.

215 The draft permit @&t R horised activity which is:
a. To catch d release absolutely protected wildlife (korora; little penguin)
Seawall, Moa Point Yard, Stage 1 Korora Colony and Stage 2

To rk korora, for the purposes of species management and research, by way

i Subcutaneous transponder (PIT tag microchip); and

ii. GPS dive logger or satellite tracking device.

82 Figure 11.2 in section 11 of the Application

8 We note that oystercatchers have a regional status of “Threatened - Endangered”.
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C. To incidentally harm or kill korora if the harm or death is not directly intended
but is unavoidable and foreseeable and all reasonable effort has been made to
meet the conditions of this Authority.

The “Methodology” specified as part of the authorised activity is the korora
Management Plan included in Part G of the Application.

Schedule 3 of the draft permit is titled “Special Conditions”. Among other things, those
conditions cover: amendments to the penguin management plan; capture and
handling; injury and / or death; and reporting.

These conditions stand separate from, but in addition to, the wider suite o nditions
imposed on the grant of consent for the project. Special condition 1.1 sp, the
relationship between the conditions sets by saying that:

KPMP form a part of this approval and the Wildlife Approval H
Authorised Activity, in accordance with that management pla
consent conditions.

The Panel is satisfied that there are no inconsisten hedule 3 of the
wildlife approval, and the wider suite of condition c@by our decision.
DOC?® noted that the application and its wij@fife a ent measures are “not
an
nse

resource

inconsistent with” the Wellington Conse, ement Strategy 2019. That
strategy, approved by the New Zeala o] n Authority, sets out a
comprehensive framework for the joteg d management of natural, historic and

recreational values across the n.

ments received from invited parties in
nanga o Toa Rangatira (Te Rlinanga); DOC;
ew Zealand Conservation Authority; GWRC; and

Wellington Conservatio
GOTB.

oss and must be anticipated and managed accordingly. Such effects were
noted as including attempts by penguins to return to former burrows or seek
alternative nesting sites in neighbouring areas, potentially increasing their exposure to
threats such as vehicles and dogs. Monitoring and mitigation must be sufficient in
duration and scope to address both immediate and cumulative effects.

84

85

Fast-track Approvals Act wildlife approval report, Department of Conservation, 24 February 2026.

Where appropriate, we address pohowera under the heading of “Other avifauna”.
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Comments Received — DOC - korora

DOC provided a ‘wildlife approval report’, under s 51(2)(c) of the Act. With respect to
korora, the Department’s comments and recommendations are:

a. The proposed timing of works, penguin exclusion measures, nest buffers, rock
removal protocols, korora extraction/relocation techniques, and daily site checks
are considered to be consistent with best practice from comparable projects.

b. These measures will reduce, but cannot eliminate, the risk of injury or mortality
to korora during construction.

C. DOC recommends a limit of up to 30 GPS tagging deployments a ith
each bird tagged no more than once per year.

d. The primary mitigation of creating two new colony sjtes wi stboxes and
protective fencing to exclude dogs is appropriate mi offJMtting the
temporary loss of habitat.

e. DOC recommends additional measures such as the
fencing (40 cm) and netting along sections
corridors to reduce penguin mortality risk.

of temporary low
to these movement

f. The usefulness (uptake by displaced #fengud e Stage 1 korora colony may
be limited by its distance (500 - es Jrom the construction footprint -
but accepts that there is no clo suita ser habitat.

ail for five years and therefore is not useful
for displaced penguins d ruction. It will however provide longer term
beneficial habitat ems
DOC's report is broadly p of the findings of the Applicant’s penguin expert and
the best practice ach¥ anagement of effects set out in the Korora
Management Plafll D, s that the primary mitigation package (new habitat,

nestboxes, pr@alatO™ exclMion f@hcing and supporting advocacy) is sufficient to offset

the interim los habitat.
Calsop a markup of suggested amendments (including commentary) on a
er e draft conditions.
Co received — Wellington Conservation Board - korora

The Wellington Conservation Board (WCB) supports the intent to provide improved or
purpose-built habitat for korora but calls for the project to clearly demonstrate a
measurable net biodiversity gain. WCB cited required metrics as including baseline
ecological conditions, habitat quality, breeding success indicators, and long-term
performance measures.

The Board noted that monitoring frameworks should extend beyond the construction
phase and incorporate adaptive management triggers. Sustained korora breeding
success, survivorship and ecosystem functionality should be part of ongoing
monitoring. WCB also emphasised the need for secure, long-term commitments to
weed and pest management, and to maintenance of the colony habitats. WCB called
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for monitoring and maintenance obligations to be linked to dedicated and ring-fenced
funding mechanisms.

Comments received — New Zealand Conservation Authority - korora

The New Zealand Conservation Authority (NZCA) noted its support for DOC's technical
recommendations?®®, including the need to clarify adaptive management triggers and
refine monitoring and relocation protocols. The Authority noted that: “Without defined
trigger points, corrective action risks becoming discretionary rather than mandatory.
This is particularly relevant for korora colony establishment, lizard relocation, predator
management, and long-term shoreline response”.

Similar to comments provided by WCB and GWRC, NZCA called for the
approvals to “secure demonstrable long-term conservation outcomes, nd
procedural compliance”. The Authority views the project as an opp, j
“ecological uplift” relative to the existing korora nesting enyiron

ide

korora management, emphasising the importance of tika
long-term guardianship alongside scientific mitigatj ’
“conditional and implementation focussed” suppo ti@® consulted parties. NZCA

noted that in WIAL's engagement records, Wadagg Tend¥s sought “explicit provision
for tikanga-led korora handling, ongoing c ral , reporting hui, and

induction of contractors in cultural valugg.
With respect to Reserve Act consid
colonies), The NZCA stated tha
including construction, occupati
within reserve land - sho 3

ti (which are not confined to the korora

S iring approval under the Reserves Act -
, monitoring and long-term maintenance
with a clear expectation of enduring

cern than the national status of At Risk — Recovering. GWRC
r best practice outcomes-based targets in relation to the

outputs-based approach taken by the Project, which they considered to be
asures such as the number of nesting boxes provided.

The C links its response to consistency with Principle 5(b) of Schedule G2 of the
regional Natural Resources Plan (NRP), the effects management hierarchy set out in
Policy P38 of the NRP, and Policy 11 of the NZCPS - which each provide for biodiversity
offsetting.

86

87

The recommendations were provided in DOC's ‘wildlife approval report’, submitted under s 51(2)(c) of
the Act.

Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust (on behalf of Taranaki Whanui) and Te Riinanga o Toa Rangatira
(on behalf of Ngati Toa), and Wellington Tenths Trust.
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To achieve the desired focus on outcomes, GWRC sought condition amendments which
it summarises as:

Korora nesting box uptake target based on the numbers of pairs of birds attempting to breed in
the seawall at the time of construction. With annual monitoring and five-year checkpoints.
Requiring independent review and actions to be agreed with the consenting authority to achieve
the target, to offset, or compensate the effects if this is not possible within a stipulated
timeframe.

The GWRC's comments included marked up requested amendments to the Applicant’s
draft conditions.

Comments received — Guardians of the Bay (GOTB) - korora

GOTB stated that their main concern relates to the safety of kororgg

the sea-end entry to the penguin road underpass. GOTB ré
on the beach as unworkable. The Panel assumes this comrpg
recommendation that the Applicant engage with WCC to |
restricting the access of dogs to that section of beach?®s.

i the
Dylaw amendment

GOTB also queried the maintenance required to ke
underpass free of gravel build up, or other a SE
storm swells / erosion.

-end entry of the penguin
Brising from sea level rise or

GOTB queried the location of buried s ge pi k in relation to the Stage 1 colony
and underpass, and whether pipe in nce work would affect the future colony.
Applicant response to comment ro

In responding to the cop unanga about korora, the Applicant noted:

a The two ne brovide significant areas of safe habitat.

b. WIAL catg@with WCC) for increased dog regulation.

C Te cing or netting will be provided along Moa Point Road to address
the e raffic and dog risks faced by korora. We note that WIAL's response

ddresses a similar comment made by GOTB.
Inr ng to the comments of the WCB about korora, the Applicant noted that:

... the conditions set already provide for the relief sought by the Wellington Conservation Board,
particularly in that they provide for the provision of higher quality penguin habitat than currently
exists, a net gain in penguin habitat of 1725m?, and 20 years of maintenance, monitoring and pest
control at each of the Korora Colonies.

In responding to the comments of GWRC in relation to korora, the Applicant
acknowledged the species’ regional conservation status and the importance of

88

AEE, G.06 at page 38.
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achieving enduring ecological outcomes. The Applicant emphasised that the Project has
been designed to avoid and minimise effects on korora where practicable, with residual
effects addressed through a comprehensive package of mitigation and enhancement
measures, centred on the establishment of two purpose-built korora colonies. The
Applicant stated that these colonies would provide secure, high-quality habitat
protected from predation, human disturbance, inundation, and traffic risks, and would
be supported by long-term monitoring and management commitments.

GWRC sought outcomes-based performance targets, including nesting-box occupancy
benchmarks and defined adaptive management triggers. The Applicant responded that
while it supports monitoring, review, and adaptive management, rigid nuggerical
occupancy targets are not appropriate for korora, given the species’ beha
fidelity, and sensitivity to factors beyond the Applicant’s control. Relying
evidence of Dr Cockrem, the Applicant stated that colony success is bes
through habitat quality, protection from threats, and longer-term tgg
breeding success, rather than short-term occupancy rates. The A
proposed monitoring and review over meaningful ecologicdimeNg ther than
enforcement of fixed performance thresholds.

Pd compensation
obrofile and its status as

regionally significant infrastructure. The Appligapt d that the revised
conditions and Korora Management Plan ap@fopci Pdlance environmental
protection with proportionality and are h the Fast-Track Approvals Act
requirement that conditions must not more us than necessary to address
effects.

In responding to the comments THEhbout korora, the Applicant noted®:

ny design. Wellington Water (Tiaki Wai) has confirmed it has no further
ents on the proposed works.

Pane dings - Korora

Korora are recognised as a species of conservation concern, being classified as At Risk
- Declining nationally and Threatened - Endangered within the Wellington region. The
Panel accepts that the Project will result in the loss of existing, albeit low-quality,
korora habitat along the existing seawall and within construction areas, and that

89

Statement of evidence of Jennifer Hart and Amy Sheppard, Appendix 4, WIAL response to comments.
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construction activities carry an unavoidable risk of disturbance or harm if not
appropriately managed.

247 The Panel is satisfied that the Applicant has placed significant emphasis on avoiding
and minimising effects on korora where practicable. Construction sequencing, seasonal
restrictions, exclusion fencing, buffer zones around occupied nests, monitoring by
suitably qualified experts, and clear stop-work triggers form a comprehensive
avoidance and mitigation framework that is consistent with best practice. While these
measures cannot eliminate all risk, the Panel accepts the evidence that they will
substantially reduce the likelihood of injury or mortality during construction and
maintenance activities.

248 The Panel places considerable weight on the proposed establishment of
and Stage 2 korora colonies as the primary mechanism to address resid
loss. The evidence before us demonstrates that these colonies will i

environment, including protection from dogs and people, r&  to
inundation, and safer access routes. The Panel accepts tha Pt these
colonies will result in a net gain in the area and quality o bitat over time.
249 While concerns were raised, particularly by GWRC, j eliance on
management measures rather than prescriptive p g e targets, the Panel

accepts the Applicant’s evidence that rigid n icY
appropriate measure of success for korora g#lon t

hncy targets are not an
ment. The Panel agrees that

long-term habitat quality, protection fro , dd trends in breeding success are
more reliable indicators of ecological ome hort-term nest-box uptake, which
may be influenced by factors outside th plicant’s control.

250 We consider that the various m s Wtlined earlier in the Decision (paragraphs 206

to 209) are clear example anagement during the construction period.
anagement once the colonies have been

ce of Dr Cockrem where he states that®°:

WIAL will req@la onitoring of nestboxes, and results from its regular inspections

can consider progress and what actions could be taken to

les, sgithat w
take of nestboxes. For example, if penguins are taking up nestboxes in
ny and not other areas, we can look at the characteristics of the area in which

251 s referred to by Dr Cockrem are®!:

Two new korora colonies will be created and maintained, to achieve our two overarching goals
for the korora colonies:

%0 Appendix 3 - Statement of evidence of John Cockrem, 17 March 2026, at para 43
%1 Appendix 3 - Statement of evidence of John Cockrem, 17 March 2026, at para 27
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(@) to contribute to the long term conservation of korora in the Wellington region by providing
breeding sites for korora that are safe from predators, attacks by dogs, disturbance by
humans, and loss of nest sites due to sea level rise; and

(b) to have at least as many breeding pairs in the new korora colonies as are likely to
currently be present in the southern seawall.

252 The Applicant’s commitments, as set out in Dr Cockrem’s evidence, are embedded in
the consent conditions by virtue of condition GC.1. That condition requires the Project
to be undertaken in general accordance with, among other things, "“(b) The additional
and updated application documents submitted by the Consent Holder t
Environmental Protection Authority on: iv) 17 March 2026”.

253 To the extent necessary and proportionate in the context of the FTAA, t
considers that the principles of the regional Natural Resources Pla edule
G3 (Biodiversity Compensation) will be implemented. In particul sider that
Applicant’s goal to have at least as many breeding pairs in\@g n rorjcolonies as
are likely to currently be present in the southern seawall, | 3 Schedule
G3(5)(b)(i) which relates to specific, measurable and tim@@boun®argets. The goal is
specific and measurable, and the timing is accounted for I\the Af@¥cant’'s BCM
assessment. That said, we do not regard it as a rigg Sl gct that must be
subject to conditions.

254  With respect Schedule G3(5)(b)(ii) which r
management, we consider that exampl
by Dr Cockrem.

anisms for adaptive
have been adequately described

255 Condition ECO.62 requires ongoj ito and reporting, and condition ECO.63
requires the progress and upta eQorora colonies to be discussed on a regular
basis with the Departmen n, GWRC, and WCC. We consider that these
conditions provide the ng eans of measurement and response to achieve
beneficial long term out¥

256 The Panel is satiqlle
monitoring, reew; and
proportionate
analbat The

aptiv€ management provisions, provides an appropriate and
e to detect issues and respond if outcomes are not tracking as
tion and scope of monitoring commitments give confidence that

257 as also considered the views of DOC, GWRC, GOTB, conservation bodies,

a whenua. We are satisfied that matters relating to construction risk, lighting,
traffic, predation, and long-term stewardship have been appropriately addressed
through refinements to conditions and management plans. We note that ongoing
engagement and collaboration are secured through conditions, rather than left to
aspirational commitments.

258 Overall, the Panel finds that, while the Project will give rise to adverse effects on
korora in the short term, these effects are appropriately avoided, minimised, and
remedied where practicable, with residual effects adequately offset by the creation of
high-quality replacement habitat and long-term management. Subject to compliance
with the proposed conditions, the Panel concludes that the effects on korora are
acceptable and not out of proportion to the Project’s regional benefits.
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Other Avifauna

259

260

261

262

263

264

265

Overview — other avifauna

The Application was supported by two documents that focus on assessing and
managing effects related to avifauna (excluding korora).??

Individual species with potential to breed within or near parts of the Project area -
include banded dotterel (pohowera), variable oystercatcher (torea pango), and falcon
(karearea)®3. Each of these species has an ‘at risk’ or ‘threatened’ status. Pohowera is
nationally At Risk — Declining and regionally Threatened - Endangered. Oystercatcher
is nationally At Risk — Recovering and regionally Threatened — EndangercS@Karearea is
nationally At Risk — Recovering and regionally Threatened - Critical.

potential to breed within the project area, but it is identifie
(especially juvenile birds) to grounding through disorient
sources.

Assessment of effects — other avifauna

The Ecological Assessment identifies vegeta

oise, light, vibration, dust
and general disturbance to nesting birds aqli cts. It sets out ‘headline’

i ects, or to remediate the

is carried through to the Avifauna
entation of the recommendations and

environment. The intent of these reco
Management Plan (AMP). Subjeciiig

e Project site already experience air traffic
noise and vibration andgik pted to this environment. Some, such as banded
dotterel, make use ;
breeding. Howev sS@Mment notes that sensitivity to disturbances such as
noise and vibrati g
during moult 4. These disturbances can cause them to leave the nest or

displace

As noted earlier, the Project’s noise report® takes specific account of potential noise

effects on korora, both on land and underwater. However, the noise report does not

reference potential effects on other avifauna. Likewise, the AMP does not include any
provisions related to construction noise management. However, the conditions of

92

93

94

AEE, B.10 and G.08.
Noting that potential karearea presence is limited to near, but not in, the MGC Yard.

AEE, B.014.
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consent do include a 50-metre exclusion zone for works near the eggs and chicks of
dotterel or oystercatcher.

The Ecological Assessment notes that although the Airport is already a well-lit
environment at night, the Project works will introduce additional light, increase
cumulative effects, and potentially increase the range of effects within the surrounding
environment®>. The AEE states that expert advice was engaged to ensure that artificial
light at night is reduced to the extent practicable.®®

The expert lighting effects assessment states that:

In my view, the conditions that I recommend to manage sky glow effects on Res¥
manage effects on biota (refer to Table 7 below®’). However, I note that the rg
experts may recommend additional conditions relating to lighting to manage
on biota. %8

gts will also

Specific to artificial light, the Assessment notes that:

Artificial light at night (ALAN) has been shown to have a sig
seabirds in New Zealand by disorientating them and consequ
hundreds of recorded mortalities annually. Species g
within the order Procellariiformes®?, which includes
Fledgling seabirds have been shown to be gr d
leading to injury and mortalities.%°

ative effect on migratory
@ Ising collisions with

O ALAN are fledglings

, petrels and albatrosses.

e to artificial light 15 km away,

The AMP notes that!0!:

The Ecological Impact Assess
numerous records of flutterin
particularly post-breedjg

hern Seawall Renewal Project identified
s within Wellington Harbour and Lyall Bay,
disperse from Matiu/Somes Island. The Project area
lies within the typicgl i ge for fledglings, especially when artificial lighting is used
during night constru

Given the Prifileciq

nsidered possible during the January-February fledging period. The

ect is light-induced disorientation, not physical habitat loss or noise

he 0 notes that although fluttering shearwater is the most likely to be
ded artificial lights, other seabirds may also exhibit the same response to

95

96

97

98

99

AEE, B.10, section 5.1.3, page 51.
AEE, section 7.6.5.

Ibid at page 36 - Table 7 of the Lighting assessment refers to conditions 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8 of the
assessment. These conditions cover lighting: colour and temperature; intensity; adaptive controls;
mobile lighting towers; mobile plant and vehicle work lights.

AEE, B.16 at page 36.

Noting that the order ‘Procellariiformes’ includes fluttering shearwater.

100 AEE, B.10, section 5.1.3, page 50.

101

Draft Avifauna Management Plan - January 2026, at section 6.1.
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lighting. The AMP states that protocols developed for fluttering shearwater can be used
for other species as well%2,

Conditions to manage effects on residents of Moa Point Road, as recommended in the
expert lighting effects assessment, have been adopted as conditions by the Applicant.
However, the actions set out by the AMP go significantly further to avoid or minimise
the effects of project lighting on avifauna but have not been adopted as conditions.
That said, condition GC.4 requires the exercise of the consent to be “in accordance”
with the AMP.

Management of effects — other avifauna

The Ecology Assessment sets the scene for management of effects on a
the Project’s AMP is the vehicle for achieving the recommended outcomd
separate from the more specific Korora (little penguin) managemeg

the AMP is to avoid mortality, injury, or significant disturb gingative birds.
The aim of the AMP is to also minimise the project’s adver (
success.

The AMP is a document that the Applicant seeks t as part of our
decision-making processes. Consent condition GC iffls that the consent must be
exercised in accordance with the AMP.

The AMP outlines management measur
pre-construction nest surveys, minimi
eggs or chicks are found in the co
seabirds, although banded dottg
mentioned. The AMP also includ
disturbance to karearea,
MGC Yard?1%s,

g Peterrence of birds prior to nesting,
imp n breeding birds, and actions if
area. Those measures apply to all coastal
le oystercatcher are the ones specifically

Although the nee the AMP is clear from condition GC.4, some other
consent conditio jonal clarity around implementation of the AMP’s
management{@geasnres. an example, conditions specify a 50-metre exclusion zone
from the eggs f pohowera or variable oystercatcher (assuming that prior

s failed). Subject to the prevention of breeding within the works

cludes a significant section on ‘grounded seabird management’ — with a
specific focus on fluttering shearwater (pakaha) and risks that the species faces from
construction lighting.

102

103

104

G.08, section 2.1.4.2
See Figure 5, Avifauna Management Plan.

Terrestrial and Freshwater Ecological Impact Assessment, Bioresearches, 3 September 2025 at page
50.
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Wildlife Approval — other avifauna

As noted earlier, the Applicant’s existing Wildlife Act authorisations are limited to
airport land, for the purpose of safe airport operations. The applications for new
permits apply to land outside of the operational airport. The Applicant only sought
avifauna wildlife approval in relation to korora.

The comments received from DOC identified a need for additional wildlife approval.
These comments align with the Panel’s own concerns that this aspect was not fully
covered in the Application and that reliance on AMP approval via our decision-making
process is insufficient. In particular, it appears that some of the actions ndated by
the AMP could amount to “hunt or kill” as defined by the Wildlife Act. The defines
the term as:

... in relation to any wildlife, includes the hunting, killing, taking, trappi any

wildlife by any means; and also includes pursuing, disturbing, or mol ildlite, taking
or using a firearm, dog, or like method to hunt or kill wildlife, the res in killing or
capturing or not; and also includes every attempt to hunt or kg ife ry act of

assistance of any other person to hunt or kill wildlife.

We note in particular that the Act’s definition inclu
example, the AMP mandates *herding’ of chicks to
would apply to the chicks of dotterel and oys
species under the Act. Even though the AM
with the Project Ornithologist, we consi
disturbing and would therefore contr esb
having obtained a permit.

r disturbing”. As an
em to a safe area. This
h are absolutely protected
to be done in consultation
amounts to pursuing or
) of the Wildlife Act without first

As another example, the AMP
- and specifically fluttering
threat classification of "4
towel or soft net, taking

he capture and handling of grounded seabirds
n absolutely protected species with a regional
”. The AMP refers to capturing the bird “using a
oid damaging feathers or wings. Once secured, the
bird is to be place d et box”. Although these may be typical and
reasonable actiorf t M Jain consider that they would contravene s 63(1)(a) of
the Wildlife Aduwitiout fig#t having obtained a permit.

ur views by the comments received from the DOC. We address
s further

ceived — DOC - other avifauna

DO ees that the three species of primary concern for the project are pohowera
(banded dotterel), variable oystercatcher, and karearea. The methodology, mitigation,
monitoring, and reporting measures of the AMP are considered generally appropriate.
However, DOC expressed concern at the proposed use of nest cages - citing risks
related to predation and nest abandonment. DOC's preferred alternative is to increase
the scale or intensity of predator control.

DOC noted that the Applicant’s focus has been primarily on dissuading nesting, but

with contingency measures for managing eggs and chicks if necessary. DOC pointed
out that such measures require a wildlife approval under the Act.
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In that regard, DOC suggested that the need for another approval could require the
Panel to suspend the application under s 62 FTAA. Alternatively, DOC suggested that
the Applicant seek an approval through the standard DOC processes, outside of our
Panel decision-making process.

Comments received — Wellington Conservation Board (WCB) - other avifauna

Comments received from the WCB were generally broadly framed. We have noted the
Board’s korora specific comments above. Other comments we have taken to apply to
avifauna in general, lizards, and marine habitat. We summarise those comments
below.

The Board noted the Wellington Conservation Management Strategy and4p ower
North Island Strategy. WCB highlighted the Lower North Island Strateg
(covering both the marine and coastal environment) “on strengthegg
ecosystems, enhancing ecological connectivity, and recognjsing
foundational asset underpinning environmental, social ana

The Board’s position was that “the project should be fra
infrastructure resilience measure but also as an opportun
ecological function and natural capital over the lon

Comments received — GWRC - other avifaun

The Applicant’s Ecological Assessment thik adverse effects associated with
the loss of pohowera habitat will be n ore t inor. GWRC disagrees with that
assessment and considers that theeffe ill be more than minor - although noting

that the proposed management S ude replacement habitat opportunities to

S of pohowera (banded dotterel) as “"Threatened -
onservation concern than its national status of “At
ncil’'s comment about korora, GWRC noted a desire
include best practice outcomes-based targets, as well

Risk / Declining”.
for management

t a pohowera nest pair target, based on the number of birds

and NZCPS. G
i ithin the project works areal®s,

a ti 0 bre

RC considered that the proposed consent conditions should be
provide for targets, monitoring, and the potential for adaptive

t, consistent with Principle 5(b) in Schedule G2 of the NRP.!%7 In seeking
et-based approach, GWRC references Policy 11 of the NZCPS, and the related
Policy 38 and the related Schedules G1, G2 and G3 of the Wellington Natural
Resources Plan. The Council acknowledges that the project is consistent with objectives

105

107

Comments on the Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal, GWRC, 6 March 2026 at
paragraph 27.

GW FTA260318 Appendix 3 GW Technical Comments Korora and Coastal Avifauna, GWRC, 19 February
2026 at paragraph 10.

GW FTA260318 GW Section 53 Comments Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal,
6 March 2026, at paragraph 32
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and policies of the NPS-I, and with various objectives and policies of the NRP -
including Policy 39 which addresses regionally significant infrastructure.

GWRC’s comments included marked up requested amendments to the Applicant’s draft
conditions.

Applicant response to comments — other avifauna

The Applicant’s avifauna experts have taken on board DOC’s concern that nesting

cages for pohowera are potentially counterproductive. In response, the AMP has been
updated to remove references to nesting cages, although the concept of &
for chicks remains.

DOC commented that an additional wildlife approval would be required f
handling of avifauna other than korora. The Applicant has acknowlgg L ment

project should be considered "an opportunity to enhance
and natural capital over the long term”. The Applicant’s s
proposed will ultimately deliver enhanced coastal
it states that it would not be appropriate or nece
additional condition obligations relating to asggati

e Panel to impose
ts', or requiring WIAL to

compensation principles. With
summary of their opinion

ects requiring biodiversity offsetting or compensation. As such,
ing and targets are not required.%®

e GWRC comments, the Applicant contrasts its own analysis of

cy documents with the justification and analysis put forward by the GWRC.
t observes that the GWRC policy analysis, in relation to Policy 38, does not
ccount the “specific and deliberate counterbalance”!1® of NRP Policy 39, or
the even more airport specific Policy 41, when considering the nature of effects on
korora and pohowera. Our assessment of these NRP policies is set out in Part H of the
decision.

108

109

110

Southern Seawall WIAL response to comments, 17 March 2026, at paragraph 55.

Appendix 2 - Statement of evidence of Chris Wedding and Michael Anderson, 17 March 2026, at
paragraph 14.

Southern Seawall WIAL response to comments, 17 March 2026, at paragraph 58.
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The Applicant’s response also highlights the FTAA’s direction in s 83 that the Panel
must not set conditions that are more onerous than necessary to address effects.

Panel Findings — other avifauna

The Applicant’s position had been that while protected bird species other than korora
may be present within the Project Area, wildlife approval was not sought for these
species, as effects on those species are proposed to be avoided through timing of
activities, pre-works surveys and implementation of an AMP.

continue to discuss this matter with experts and with DOC in advance of
proceeding. We accept that any additional approvals that prove negg

Avifauna Management Plan, enforced by general (i.e. cond ¥) and specific
consent conditions, will ensure that effects on avif korora will be
negligible to low.

Panel Findings — Project Wide Indirect Terr al Effects

Section 7.4.3 of the Application consi edg ts, noise and vibration effects on
biodiversity, lighting, and dust un th ove heading. The following conclusions are
drawn (based on the avoidance iga measures being implemented):

a. Edge effects on florg considered negligible;

b. Noise and vibratid dare assessed as low;

Lighting efjgc ds is low;

except korora (which is dealt with separately in our decision), is that the
effects will be negligible to low.

With respect to edge effects, the Panel accepts the Applicant’s assessment that
potential changes in microclimate, weed spread, and disturbance at the margins of
construction areas will be localised and limited in extent. We are satisfied that the
location of works, the use of existing disturbed areas where practicable, and the
application of rehabilitation and planting measures will ensure that edge effects on
adjacent terrestrial habitats are negligible.

In relation to noise and vibration, the Panel notes that the Project is located within an
environment already characterised by high levels of anthropogenic noise associated
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with airport operations and roading, as well as coastal processes. The Ecological
Assessment concludes that noise and vibration effects on terrestrial fauna will be low,
provided that management measures are implemented. We accept this conclusion and
consider that the combination of construction controls, species-specific buffers, and
adaptive management provisions will sufficiently mitigate indirect disturbance effects
on terrestrial fauna.

305 The Panel has also considered the effects of artificial light at night, particularly in
relation to species active at night / twilight. While the Project will introduce temporary
and localised increases in lighting, we are satisfied that the lighting management
measures adopted - together with restrictions on unnecessary lighting, dgectional

management measures for fluttering shearwater will help avoid or mitig
adverse lighting effects on that species.

306 In respect of dust and general construction disturbance, w&gacce eyllence that

dust deposition on habitats and vegetation is likely to be tes inor, given
the coastal context, prevailing wind conditions, and the i ation of established
dust suppression measures as part of wider construction j€nt controls.

307 Overall, the Panel finds that, subject to complianc Avifauna Management

Plan, Lizard Management Plan, lighting contr
Project’s project-wide indirect effects on te
These effects are not considered signifi
appropriately managed through enfor<alible cq
Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024.

SS ted conditions, the
C y will be negligible to low.
dividually or cumulatively, and are
ns consistent with section 83 of the

Marine ecology

rine mammals, fish and seabirds while

308 In this section we addresg
) birds (including korora) while ashore are addressed

foraging in the sea. Eff
in the next section WY

309 e causes of potential effects — such as noise and
ndary between land and sea.
310 out the effects on marine mammals, fish and seabirds. The effects of

ht were assessed both in the AEE (sections 7.6.4) and in the Marine
mpact Assessment. A summary of the effects on marine ecology is as
follows?!:

Bioresearches expects the level of adverse effect on most marine ecology to be very low to low.
The exception to this is the permanent habitat loss for benthic communities at the existing
seawall toe, which Bioresearches has assessed as having a moderate level of adverse effect
that will reduce over time to a low effect as communities assemble on the newly placed seawall
structure.

11 part A.07 at section 7.6.6.
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The new seawall will provide numerous crevasses and gaps of different sizes which
Bioresearches anticipates will create a sufficiently complex substrate to enable the new seawall
to be colonised by adjacent biota without specific offsetting. The effects on benthic communities
and on the intertidal zone will be remedied over time.

To enhance the colonisation of biota, WIAL proposes to adopt Bioresearches recommendations
to ensure the seawall construction and placement of Cubipods provides sufficient gaps and

crevices.

To ensure noise effects of rock milling are minimised, WIAL will establish a 20m TTS impact

cetaceans not detected time to leave the TTS impact zone, noting that noise d
installation of rock milling machinery is likely to deter any animals that g

have left the zone.

Management of effects

The Application (and technical appendices) sets ouj
proposed by the Applicant for marine ecology!*?. 1
plans that have been developed throughout r
comment. This section of the Decision focugfs o e

nagement measures
sures include management
uding being the subject of
ments, the Applicant’s
response to those comments and the fi erdion of the conditions which
includes the management plans.

Comments received

arily concerned with potential adverse
yotes that these can be adequately addressed through
ammal Management Plan and associated consent

changes to the proposed

conditions'!3, The mmgadere reiterated by GWRC who also required changes to
the Management@l

iated conditions!!4,

that “... the marine ecologist responsible for the overseeing
f the Marine Mammal Management Plan makes themselves

other commentors that specifically addressed marine ecology were Te
Runanga o toa Rangatira (Te Rinanga) who supported the comments made by DOC
and GWRC. Te Riinanga advised us of their concerns about potential impacts on marine
species, particularly those around or on the existing seawall and surrounding reef
environment, including taonga species such as koura and paua. Ngati Toa requested

112

113

114

115

Application at A0.8.

DOC comments dated 10 March 2026.

GWRC comments dated 10 March 2026, Appendix 4.

10.03.2026 Guardians of the Bays FINAL - GOTB Comments WIAL Southern Seawall Project
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clarification about "whether these species can be located and appropriately
translocated prior to construction, in order to protect mahinga kai values, and to
uphold the role of Ngati Toa Rangatira as kaitiaki”.

GWRC also commented on a number of matters in contention with regards to marine
ecology and made a number of recommendations!é, The GWRC provided a marked up
version of the draft consent conditions, seeking amendments that would help to
“ensure that measures are established to determine the success of habitat restoration,
achievement of these measures is monitored, and lists actions to be undertaken in the
event that monitoring determines that the measures are not being achieved.”'’

Among the condition amendments sought, the council included a requirem for
subtidal habitat monitoring plan (SHMP)!18,

Applicant response to comments

arirf Mammal

Laureline

am on planning
are also relevant to

In its response to the comments the Applicant provided an
Wildlife Plan (Appendix 10) and provided a statement of ey
Meyneir (Appendix 6). The evidence of Ms O’Sullivan and
and conditions, and of Ms Hart and Ms Sheppard on Proje\
the responses to comments.

The key matters raised in the comments wergg
it@ these are covered in both the

elyin e evidence of Dr Meynier, the
irmed it is comfortable with the approach

a. In relation to the impacts on sub
comments from DOC and GWR
Applicant notes that while D
and conditions in respect
the preparation of a Sub
GWRC. The Applicagsi

t Monitoring Plan (SHMP) to be certified by
omfortable with this noting that such a Plan

recolonisation of
included in dat

providing

ent of subtidal habitats at the seawall, if the monitoring outcome has
en achieved or is not on track to be achieved”. However, following joint

ss conferencing between marine ecological experts for the Applicant and
RC, it was agreed that a Subtidal Habitat Monitoring Plan (SHMP) should be
provided, reflecting the Applicant’s proposed monitoring approach, with
monitoring undertaken for a period of three years following seawall construction.
It was agreed that kelp restoration may not be necessary to accelerate
macroalgal recruitment on the new seawall, and that the submerged Cubipods

116

117

118

Ibid.

GW FTA260318 Appendix 6 GW Technical Comments Marine Ecology, GWRC, 23 February 2026, at
paragraph 14

Conditions ECO.76 to ECO.78 sought by GWRC in GW FTA260318 Appendix 2 GW suggested
amendments to proposed resource consent conditions
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should show evidence of biota development within approximately six months of
placement!!®, The SHMP conditions include provision for monitoring to continue
if results are not as anticipated*?°,

C. With regards to paua and rock lobster the Applicant noted that while DOC is
comfortable with the effects assessment and approach to the anticipated loss of
paua and rock lobster during construction, GWRC and Te Runanga o Toa
Rangatira seek additional clarification and assurances on particular matters.

d. Dr Meynier provided additional analysis in her evidence and her advice is that
there is no clear ecological basis for direct management actions in

post-construction recruitment from surrounding pop #% anticipated.
Accordingly, expert agreement was reached ent for translocation
should not be included in the conditions 2!,

e. The Applicant acknowledges the cultfifal sigaifi e of paua and rock lobster, as
set out in the comments of Te R{ ofRangatira (and also noted in
DOC's comments). In a conditi upda Applicant provided for liaison with

the mana whenua advisory group@Rout the gathering of kaimoana before

construction works com r, in subsequent correspondence, Ngati
Toa Rangatira advised th C t@bhysical and cultural safety concerns "we do
not consider it nece
enabling kaimoang
this condition not

kg prior to construction, and we are comfortable for
ded”122

f. In relation is&@affects on marine mammals, and the Marine Mammal

an jife Applicant notes that it is taking a careful approach to
effects of construction noise - primarily in respect of rock

outhern seawall - on marine mammals. The approach taken is

ement proposal now includes a Marine Mammal Management Plan setting
out jle processes WIAL will follow in relation to rock milling and marine
mals.

Panel Findings

119

120

121

122

JWS - paua and lobster - final, at paragraph 18

Memorandum of counsel for WIAL - response to Minute 3(71928536.2), at paragraph 15; and consent
conditions ECO.69 - ECO.72.

JWS - paua and lobster - final, at paragraphs 27 - 28
Memorandum of counsel for WIAL - response to Minute 3(71928536.2), at paragraph 21
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Having considered the Application, the supporting marine ecology assessments, the
comments received, and the Applicant’s responses, we are satisfied that the actual and
potential effects of the Project on other marine ecology can be appropriately avoided,
remedied, or mitigated through the proposed design, management measures, and
conditions of consent.

In relation to subtidal habitat, we accept the evidence that construction of the renewed
seawall will result in permanent loss of existing benthic habitat at the seawall toe, with
moderate adverse effects in the short term reducing to low effects over time as natural
recolonisation occurs. We are satisfied that the proposed seawall design, including the
provision of structural complexity, will facilitate colonisation by marine bigga. The
inclusion of a Subtidal Habitat Monitoring Plan, as agreed through joint wi
conferencing, with monitoring undertaken for a period of three years foll
construction, provides an appropriate and proportionate mechanism to d
anticipated outcomes without requiring pre-emptive offsetting or r i
measures.

The Panel records that, consistent with the matters agreed
joint witness conferencing, the monitoring framework is i o confirm
anticipated natural recolonisation outcomes, rather than
ecological intervention measures.

With respect to paua and rock lobster (koura novy¥dge their ecological and
cultural values. However, based on the ex n nd conferencing outcomes,
we accept that active translocation wou culto implement and unlikely to

achieve better outcomes than post-co
that the decision not to require trap n is justified and consistent with a

Management Plan, inclu®
exclusion zones f k
addresses potentil

(e matters addressed separately in relation to korora and
egligible, subject to compliance with the conditions imposed,

portion to the Project’s regional and national benefits.

rocess

Beca considers that if the management measures described above and set out in the SSESCP
are implemented, the short-term effects of construction on coastal processes in Lyall Bay will be
minor, whilst the long-term effects will be negligible to minor.

123 Section 7.7.

124 B.05.
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325 We have dealt with coastal processes in the section above under the heading coastal
engineering.

Effects on surf breaks

326 An assessment of the potential effects of the Project on the wave climate, recreational
user safety and surf quality has been undertaken and included in a Surfbreak Impact
Assessment.1?®

327 The assessment was undertaken with input from the Wellington Boardriders Club. It
considered whether renewal of the Southern Seawall could affect local surf conditions,
recreational safety, or the overall quality of established surf breaks along southern
coast. The assessment examined how the proposed works might influenc o
behaviour around the seawall and adjacent surfing areas.

328 The overall summary of the effects, as outlined in the AEE, is:

The effects of the Project on surf breaks have been carefully conside , Wijilthe
assistance and input of the Wellington Boardriders Club. As set o posed
renewal of the Southern Seawall will give rise to minimal changes ight and

speed, with negligible to limited change in recreational us
wave induced currents.

I as a result of

The Project is expected to have no net impact on ua Corner, while the surf
quality analysis indicates a potential slight impr¢@em the surf quality for
exceptional conditions at Airport Rights.!2¢

329 The assessment concluded that the
very small changes to local wav
and unlikely to be noticeable to
no net adverse effect on s

rog@ged seawall renewal is expected to cause only
s @b ese changes are predicted to be minimal
al users. Importantly, the assessment found
y locations, including “the Corner”, which is

330 In some limited ci
improvement in
location. Ove

e assessment indicates the potential for a slight

er particular wave conditions at the “Airport Rights”
pact Assessment concluded that the Project would
alues or recreational safety, and that existing access and use
uld be maintained.

331 oardriders Club did not respond to the invitation to comment.

332 Having considered the Surfbreak Impact Assessment and the absence of evidence to
the contrary, the Panel is satisfied that the proposed seawall renewal will not result in
significant or unacceptable effects on surf breaks or surfing values. The Panel finds
that any changes to wave conditions will be negligible, that recreational safety will not
be adversely affected, and that the surfbreak effects of the Project are minor and

125 B.08-DHI-Surfing-Assessment.
126 AEE, section 7.8.3.
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acceptable in the context of its regional benefits.

Effects on landscape and natural character

333

334

335

336

An assessment on landscape and natural character is included in the AEE!?” and in
B.13. The assessment considers the following areas of the project: MGC Yard; George
Bolt Yard; the Southern Seawall including the Moa Point Yard, and summarise the
effects as set out here.

MGC Yard

The assessment includes an indication of the what the yard currently looR
compared to what it will look like when it is fully established as viewed fr
Raukawa Street. The assessment also considers what the Miramar Golf ¢
currently looks like compared to what it will look like once the ESA Desid
realised — viewed from 50C Raukawa Street. The natural chara

current and modified environments is considered to be lovwgand cordingly.
The landscape effects are considered to moderate to low o ti rongthe existing
situation and low when compared to the ESA designation e al effects are

assessed as very low to moderate from both perspective

George Bolt Yard

This yard is located in an area that is highly, ifie rovides low amenity. The
natural character effects are considered ral given the location of this yard.
The landscape and visual effects are siocred i@ be very low through construction
to neutral post construction.

The Southern Seawall including L@-'
{
The assessment in B.13 g . Mcation of what the existing seawall currently

looks like compared to look like post the conclusion of the Project. The
effects on natural expected to be very low during the construction of
the seawall with {'e neutral or positives position in the longer-term.
During constrycti

educe to very low to positive. With increased viewing distances, the Project Area
consistently appears as part of the urban infrastructure within a wider panoramic view.

Lights associated with this activity will be one of the main visual effects. This effect will be seen
as part of an urban and industrial fabric which includes the Airport, its industrial area and
runway, Moa Point Road, and the adjoining residential suburbs of Miramar and Strathmore
Park.

127 Section 7.9.

128 GSection 7.3.3.
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The provision of black out blinds to affected residential neighbours is proposed, which will
protect humans from the adverse effects of both fixed and temporary lighting at the Moa Point
Yard and Southern Seawall.

Comments received

337 WCC noted that the Landscape Concept Plan prepared by Boffa Miskell dated 21
October 2025 is generally in line with the feedback provided at pre-lodgement. A
change to the fence design in the substantive application which includes an additional
fence labelled “4”, is not supported by the Council because it blocks access to a
reserve and is outside the korora area. The fence should be located on C n land.

Applicant response to comments

338 The Applicant noted that the fence was provided for in the Concep
previously had been a fence in this location and the Applicgnt ung¥
would want this reinstated. However, given this indication
updated the Moa Point Landscape Concept Plan to remove
version of the Plan and the conditions have been provide

Panel finding

339 The Panel is satisfied that the issue with re%@ has been addressed.

Transportation effects
340 An assessment of the anticipated tgaffic erated by construction activities associated
ts

with the Project, and the potentj the surrounding road network -
particularly along key routes b t' source material sites and the Project Area -
is provided in the Transpq Stantec (2025)) which is included in Part
B.1?° The key points areg

a. Constructio teri be transported to the site from outside of the
Wellingtongegi ith ia:

te highway network from north of Wellington, through central
llington (along SH1) to either the MGC Yard, George Bolt Yard or
o the Moa Point Yard and returning north via Lyall Bay and SH1; or

i From CentrePort (if a South Island rock source is required), to either
the MGC Yard, George Bolt Yard, or to the Moa Point Yard and
returning via Lyall Bay.

b. Once the Moa Point Yard is established and works on the Southern Seawall
commence, a haul route will be used between the MGC Yard, George Bolt Yard
and Moa Point Yard along Stewart Duff Drive.

129 AEE, section 7.10 and B.15.
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342

343

344

345

Overall, the Stantec Report concludes that the construction traffic volu
adequately and appropriately accommodated in a manner that will not ¢
effects on the function, capacity or safety of the local and wider r

Staff and some construction equipment will travel between their origin and the
various yards using similar routes to those noted above.

Controlled access to the various sites associated with the Project will be in place
while construction activities are occurring, with the gates securely locked during
times of construction inactivity.

The primary traffic effects associated with the Project relate to the transport of
materials and staff to and from the Project Area. Physical works within road
corridors will be limited to new or upgraded vehicle crossings required as part of
the site establishment works for the MGC Yard, George Bolt Yard and Moa Point
Yard.

Comments Received

WCC also suppor

The WCC made minor comments on the issue of transpo @ ts. It stated:

agseSS and manage transportation
effects from the project. It is noted that an increasé
up to 5 minutes at worst, which the Council er
barging days (110 days across 6 to 8 year:

The Council agrees that the safety co ns re g to seawall construction traffic on local
roads can be managed and mitj onstruction Transport Management Plan.

The Council supports the pro
minor wording chang )
project area.

ranglort conditions with the exception of recommending
elating to the heavy vehicle route to and from the

ction traffic management conditions.
ents

wo_minor updates to construction traffic management conditions
oted that otherwise WCC is comfortable with the Project in

The Panel is satisfied that the transportation effects are adequately addressed by way
of the proposed conditions.

130 AEE, section 7.10.6.
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Noise and vibration effects

346

347

348

Where noise and vibration relates to effects on marine and terrestrial ecology refer to
the sections above. The AEE summaries the effects as follows: 13!

The potential effects of construction noise on nearby NSRs was identified as an early project
constraint by WIAL that required careful consideration and management. The minimisation of
noise effects has subsequently informed the siting of various project elements, the construction
methodologies used and the hours of operation across the construction yards (as detailed
throughout this report and in Section 1).

Noise is an inherent part of a large scale construction project such as that bein¥
WIAL, and Tonkin and Taylor have identified the Project as having a high noise 4
categorisation due to the extended duration of construction activities, the nig
construction activities exceeding the construction noise limits and the significa
expected vehicle movements. As a result, a humber of noise manage ®ve been

dertaken by

ailed further
in Section 8. With these measures in place, in addition to WIAL offglof purchase

scheme, the noise effects of the Project on NSRs have been j
practicable.

xtent reasonably

Comments Received and Applicant response to coj

The Applicant noted that WCC supports the Ftion assessment, and
records that "the proposed noise and vibra \ions and the Construction Noise
and Vibration Management Plan are su/ortet as ropriate for managing the effects
of the project”.

Panel Findings

The Panel is satisfied thaj ociated with noise and vibration are
appropriately managed pditions.

Lighting effects

An assessme iding effects is included in the AEE!3? and in the associated
mary of the lighting effects states:

DP, the Project has the potential to give rise to adverse lighting effects on
esidylts, motorists and terrestrial and marine fauna (biota).

effects of the Project on terrestrial and marine fauna is addressed in Section 7.4, 7.5 and
7.6.

With respect to residents and motorists, LDP note that the Project is located within an existing,
heavily lit environment. Against this backdrop, and with the proposed limitation on construction
hours as set out for the MGC Yard and the recommendations contained in the Lighting

131

132

133

AEE. Section 7.11.10.
Section 7.12.
B.16.

74



350

351

352
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Effects on archaeology and historic herit

354

355

356

Assessment, LDP consider the effects of construction lighting will be low to moderate, or a no
more than minor effect.

Comments Received

WCC noted it generally supports the lighting assessment provided by the Applicant,
including the associated regulatory assessment. WCC also supports the proposed
conditions in relation to construction lighting.

The GOTB supports the provision of black-out blinds for bedrooms affected by
construction lighting but proposes that black-out blinds be offered for all gindows with

a direct line of sight to the Project, including WIAL owned properties.

Applicant response to comments

nt
r bedrooms

The Applicant noted the support from WCC and in relation fo the
stated that it does not agree because the purpose of the b -0
is to prevent sleep disturbance effects from night-time co

Panel Findings

The Panel agrees with the Applicant and the condi d@@ess the effects associated
with lighting.

he t on archaeological and historic
heritage values is provided in the ical Assessment 34, The Applicant notes

v equired at the MGC Yard will have the
potential to impact sub haeological features as will any earthworks deeper
than 500 mm at th o) ard and Stage 1 Korora Colony. We are further told
that the Applicanjfioe t W@ rently propose to undertake earthworks deeper than
500 mm at th
any earthwor
features

nt @€ as having the potential to impact subsurface archaeological
tionary basis.

proposed conditions.

Applicant response to comments

The Applicant agreed to amend the proposed conditions and a provided an amended
set with its response. Where amendments were not made or were made but not in a

134 Section 7.13 and B.03.
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way that HNZPT had requested the Applicant commented on these in the track change
version of the conditions which was attached to its response as Appendix 9.

Panel Findings

The Panel are satisfied that the Applicant has appropriately considered the changes to
be made the conditions of the archaeological authority.

Effects on recreation and access

358 Section 7.14 of the AEE provides an overview of the effects on recreation uses by the
Project. There were no specific comments made about recreation and ac and the
Applicant had no response to make.

Panel Findings

359 The Panel is satisfied that the Application adequately addrggsed on
recreation and access and the conditions of consent approp these
effects.

PART F: REGIONAL OR NATIONAL BENEFITS OF TH JEET

360 Section 3 of the FTAA states that the purpdlle ct is to facilitate the delivery of
infrastructure and development projec itheSignif@ant regional or national benefits.

361 As noted above in Part C section specifically requires the panel to consider
the extent of the project’s regi iorMl benefits.

362 The assessment of adverg = lation to an approval sought is particularly
relevant in the context4 pn to decline an approval. An approval can only be
declined if the adv e out of proportion to regional or national benefits.!3>

363 There is no spgci ignificant regional or national benefits in the context

of listed proje i 2 FTAA, which relates to the criteria for assessing a referral
the following:

purposes of subsection (1)(a), the Minister may consider—

(a) whether the project—

(i) has been identified as a priority project in a central government local
government, or sector plan or strategy (for example, in a general policy
statement or spatial strategy), or a central government infrastructure
priority list:

(i) will deliver new regionally or nationally significant infrastructure or
enable the continued functioning of existing regionally or nationally
significant infrastructure:

(iii) will increase the supply of housing, address housing needs, or contribute
to a well-functioning urban environment (within the meaning of policy 1
of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020):

(iv) will deliver significant economic benefits:

(v) will support primary industries, including aquaculture:
(vi) will support development of natural resources, including minerals and
petroleum:

135

Section 85(3) FTAA
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365

366

367

(vii) will support climate change mitigation, including the reduction or
removal of greenhouse gas emissions:

(viii)  will support climate change adaptation, reduce risks arising from natural
hazards, or support recovery from events caused by natural hazards:

(ix) will address significant environmental issues:

(x) is consistent with local or regional planning documents, including spatial
strategies:

The Applicant submitted a report entitled, “"Economic contribution of Wellington
International Airport” dated October 2024 by Berl.3¢ This was a general report and
related to the contribution of the Airport per se it was not specifically about the
Southern Seawall. Berl produced another report entitled,” Economic Ass ent of
Southern Seawall Renewal” dated August 2025.%3” This specifically related is
Application.

By way of summary of the Application information, in the memorgg el

he Wellington region. It
over 14,500 full-time
illion in gross domestic
Project is a crucial undertaking to
ontinue into the future.

a. The Airport is a major contributor to the ec
facilitates annual expenditure of $3.9
equivalent (FTE) jobs, and contribu
product to the region’s economy
ensure the benefits provided b Air

b. The Project will deliver it ifN@nt employment and economic benefits for
local communities and th er llington region. It is expected to create
around 800 FTE jol ) n-year construction period.

estimated benefit-cost ratio of 2.6, with gross
benefits of mil the high-benefit scenario or $553.6 million in the

median sc

it has been mindful of the values in this coastal environment,
pacts of the Project on nearby residents. We heard that the
refully developed to ensure that adverse effects on these values will

need to inquire more deeply into the significance of the regional benefits claimed,
particularly given the absence of any challenge to the Applicant's assessment. To the
Panel accepts that the Project has significant regional benefits, and to the extent
articulated, national benefits.

136 AEE, B.O1.
137 AEE, B.02.
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PART G: STATUTORY DOCUMENTS

368

National Planning Standards

369

370

371

372

The AEE addressed the relevant statutory documents and identified relevant
provisions. Rather than repeat all of that, this section addresses the documents of
particular relevance to the Application (particularly relevant provisions) and the
comments received. The Panel also relies on our conclusions on effects and the
conditions we have decided to impose in support of the conclusions reached on
relevant planning provisions (including Part H: Regional and District Planning
Framework as relevant to the topic area).

The purpose of the first set of national planning standards (the planning
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the planning system by pr
nationally consistent structure, format, definitions, noise and vibration
accessibility.

Of particular relevance to the seawall application are the de
operational need. These definitions are important in unde
terms in national, regional and district planning documen
Policy 6(4) cross refers to the planning standards deissil
definitions are:

itio f fustional and
) se of those

ample, NZCPS

blanning standard

Functional need means the need for a propos cti verse, locate or
operate in a particular environment because_tH ach n only occur in that
environment.

Operational need means the need
operate in a particular environmg

sal or activity to traverse, locate or
¥se of Wchnical, logistical or operational

characteristics or constraints.

The Panel accepts the Aj
a functional need and a

evraence that the seawall and its renewal have both
al need to be located in the CMA, consistent with the
National Planning itions and NZCPS Policy 6(2)(c)-(d). The evidence
from the Applicarfl’s g and coastal process experts (including Appendix 4 to
the WIAL Re n ndigires tivat:

a. th awalectly protects regionally significant infrastructure (the Airport
run :

therjlis no practicable landward relocation option without compromising Airport

S and operations;

C. soft engineering alternatives are not feasible given exposure to southern ocean
swells; and

d. the proposed design minimises occupation of space by reusing the existing

seawall footprint to the greatest extent practicable.

National Policy Statements

National Policy Statements were addressed in section 10 of the AEE and include:

a. New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS);
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375

376

b. National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD).

C. National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM); and
d. National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023 (NPS-IB).
Comments received from GWRC highlighted the additional relevance of the National
Policy Statement for Infrastructure 2025 (NPS-I)'38, The NPS-I was issued in

December 2025, after the AEE was prepared.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

coastal environment and the coastal marine area (CMA). The detailed as
the NZCPS is contained in section 10.3.7 of the AEE, and that ass
as the starting point for the Panel’s consideration, subjectd® the

evidence and submissions received.

The NZCPS defines the “coastal environment” broadly, ind
area and adjacent land areas where coastal processgg
amenity values are present. The Panel notes that
and Stage 2 korora colonies, the underpass benead
Memorial Park lizard release area all fall wit e
purposes of the NZCPS. Management of th@&e must therefore give effect to the

objectives and policies of the NZCPS.

eawall, the Stage 1
int Road, and the Wahine

The seven objectives of the NZC (i mmary!3):

a. To safeguard the integ
environment and
estuaries, dunes

m, Anctioning and resilience of the coastal
stems, including marine and intertidal areas,

rit

b. To presery, e
featureg a

t of the coastal environment.

To intain and enhance the public open space qualities and recreation
ortunities of the coastal environment.

e. To ensure that coastal hazard risks taking account of climate change, are
managed.

139

Section 53 GWRC Comments Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal, at paragraph
17.

This summary excludes the actions (as listed in the NZCPS) though which each objective is to be
achieved.
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381
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383

f. To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and
cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, through subdivision, use, and
development.

g. To ensure that management of the coastal environment recognises and provides
for New Zealand’s international obligations regarding the coastal environment,

including the coastal marine area.

Policy 6 - Infrastructure and activities in the coastal environment

Policy 6 has particular relevance to the Project. It recognises that the pr
operation of infrastructure within the coastal environment may be require
the social, economic, and cultural wellbeing of communities, and that so

infrastructure, a matter that is expressly acknowledged by
comments. The Southern Seawall is an integral componen
protecting the runway and associated airport and council
overtopping, and storm surge.

As noted above, the Panel accepts the Applicant’s c@hat the seawall has a
functional and operational need to be in its | jo e el therefore finds that the
Project is consistent with NZCPS Policy 6(28C) a 6(3) which relate to
functional and operational need.

U

In relation to Policy 6(2)(b), the Papel s that public access to the coastal
environment will be temporarily, d ing construction for health and safety
reasons, but that access will be ed@¥ollowing completion, with enhanced amenity,

etation. These outcomes are consistent with
e and recreation in the coastal environment.

planting, seating, loop tra

Policy 11(b) applies to other indigenous biodiversity values and requires
anagement hierarchy of avoidance, minimisation, remediation, and then

Korora (little blue penguin) and pohowera (banded dotterel) are regionally threatened
species. The Panel recognises that there is an inherent relationship between effects on
habitat and effects on these species. The Applicant’s position, supported by DOC's
evidence, is that direct mortality and injury risks are avoided as far as practicable
through construction controls, timing restrictions, exclusion measures, and active
management, and that residual habitat effects fall to be addressed under Policy 11(b).
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GWRC took a different view!4°, contending that residual habitat losses should be
subject to quantified offsetting targets consistent with Schedule G2 of the Natural
Resources Plan. In particular, GWRC sought numeric habitat-uptake or occupancy
targets for korora and pohowera.

The Applicant opposed that approach, on the basis that!4!:
a. wild fauna cannot be compelled to occupy habitat in specific numbers;

b. occupancy is subject to external influences beyond the Project’s control
(including wastewater discharges along the south coast); and

C. long-term monitoring and adaptive management provide a more g d
realistic measure of ecological outcome.

DOC did not seek the imposition of numeric occupancy targets. enu gati
Toa Rangatira) supported long-term monitoring and precal

did not seek numeric targets.
)

The Panel accepts the Applicant’s position. The Panel find$ her, the following

outcomes and mechanisms provide sufficient assugy a Pual effects on korora
and pohowera habitat will be managed consistent olfly 11(b):

a. the establishment of two substantial #bre - rolled korora colonies;

b. long-term monitoring extending@ell be he construction period;

C. adaptive modification of o). ¥

d. protection from dogg human disturbance; and

e. integration of ma h oversight through advisory mechanisms.

The Panel is satiqlle Rproach achieves at least no overall loss, and likely a
net improve ong

-armoured seawall is expected over time, and that effects will reduce to less
than minor. GWRC contested that conclusion, expressing concern about certainty of
outcomes and seeking a certified Subtidal Habitat Monitoring Plan with defined
outcomes and adaptive responses.

140 See section 53 comments.

141 See Applicant’s response to comments.
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That difference of interpretation was resolved through expert conferencing. The
Applicant accepted the need for a Subtidal Habitat Monitoring Plan (SHMP), and the
Panel supports that agreed position. The conditions will require:

a. monitoring of recolonisation outcomes over time;
b. reporting against defined ecological parameters; and
C. adaptive responses if recolonisation does not occur as anticipated.

The Panel finds that this approach is consistent with Policy 11(b) and progides a
precautionary and evidence-responsive framework for managing residual idal
effects.

Policies 13 and 15 — Natural character and landscapes

The Panel has considered Policies 13 and 15 in relation to ar hidge natural
character and outstanding natural features and landscapesg i 1 e Wellington
City District Plan along the Moa Point coastline.

The Stage 1 korora colony underpass lies partly wi
character, and an ONFL overlay extends across p
and natural character assessments conclude
side and positive on the landward side due
restoration.

igh natural
colony area. The landscape
be neutral on the coastal
ancement, planting, and

The Panel accepts that while new built ents are introduced, these are:

a. limited in scale;

b. closely associated ogical enhancement; and

erm natural character outcomes.

C. designed t

effgl¥ts ard temporary and reversible. The Panel therefore finds
Policies 13 and 15.

ns set out above, the Panel finds that the Project is consistent with the
icularly:

a. Policy 6 - infrastructure with functional and operational need;

b. Policy 11 - indigenous biodiversity;

C. Policies 13 and 15 - natural character and landscapes; and

d. Policy 6(2)(b) and s 6(d) RMA —public access.

The conditions imposed provide the necessary certainty to ensure that residual effects

are appropriately managed.
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National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020

The NPS-UD applies to urban environments. The AEE states that the NPS is “not
explicitly relevant to the project”**? but does consider that the project is consistent
with the NPSD-UD definition of a well-functioning urban environment. In reaching that
conclusion the AEE cites resilience, future proofing against climate change, protection
of pubic roading as well as the water supply and wastewater networks, and that the
airport is a critical aviation connection.

The Panel considers that facilitating these outcomes through granting consent
consistent with the NPS-UD direction set out in Policy 1(f) of the NPS, that planning
decisions!#*? [should] contribute to well-functioning urban environments, WQlich are
urban environments that, as a minimum “are resilient to the likely curren future
effects of climate change”.

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 20

The NPS-FM sets out a framework under which local authoNgies mdlage
freshwater (including groundwater).#* The objective of thegullF nsure that
natural and physical resources are managed to prioritise % § and wellbeing of

ecosystems and people!#

A small (40m?) area that meets the definition of * ifand wetland’ under the
NPS-FM is located adjacent to the MGC Yard. eseglativeness, rarity and
distinctiveness, and the diversity and patteg o al inland wetland have been

assessed as being of low value.
Bioresearches have determined that th is no hydrological connection between the
natural inland wetland is also located
the absence of any hydrological connection
ural inland wetland, any potential effects on

approximately 45m from the M¢
or works directly in or adjg

The AEE and assog gl report statel® that the Project is consistent with the
provisions of the {@P

a. The smaguet will not be affected by the project.
Over paths are ephemeral or absent within the Miramar Golf Course
ary.
C. N her aquatic habitats have been identified as present within 100 m of the

undary of the MGC Yard.

142

143

144

145

146

A.10-Approvals-relating-to-the-RMA, at section 10.3.4.

’

As the Application is for (among other things) a resource consent, it is considered a ‘planning decision
for the purposes of the NPS-UD. Section 1.4 of the NP defines “planning decision”.

NPSFM clause 1.5.
NPSFM clause 2.1.

A.10-Approvals-relating-to-the-RMA, at section 10.3.5 and B.10 Bioresearches - Ecological Impact
Assessment, at section 5.3.4.
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The Project is “specified infrastructure” and therefore exempt from the NPS, subject to
assessment under Regulation 45.

An irrigation pond located within the MGC Yard has also been assessed by the
Applicant as not meeting the definition of a natural inland wetland under the NPS-FM.

The Panel agrees that the NPS-FM has little relevance to our decision.

National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023

The objective of the NPSIB is:

i. to maintain indigenous biodiversity across Aotearoa New Zealand so, ere is at
least no overall loss in indigenous biodiversity after the commence Wand

ii. to achieve this:

1. through recognising the mana of tangata ua aitigl of indigenous
biodiversity; and

2. by recognising people and comm sl I andowners, as stewards
of indigenous biodiversity; and

3. by protecting and restoig
the overall maintenan

diversity as necessary to achieve
us biodiversity; and

4. while providing fo socic®®Conomic, and cultural wellbeing of people
and comm 0 d in the future.
The Panel has had regard to th -1 hich came into effect prior to the Panel’s

decision but after preparjg the supporting technical assessments. The
NPS-IB establishes a na ework for the protection, restoration, and
management of indj ersity, with the overarching objective of maintaining
indigenous biodivgPsit ere is at least no overall loss after commencement.

ng point for the Panel’s analysis, supplemented by the evidence,
onditions proposed and refined through the fast-track process.

d overall framework

The objective of the NPS-IB seeks to maintain indigenous biodiversity across Aotearoa
New Zealand so that there is at least no overall loss, while:

a. recognising the mana of tangata whenua as kaitiaki of indigenous biodiversity;
b. recognising communities and landowners as stewards of biodiversity;

C. providing for restoration where necessary; and

d. enabling social, economic, and cultural wellbeing now and in the future.
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The Panel is required to apply the effects management hierarchy set out in the NPS-IB,
and to do so in a manner that is precautionary, proportionate, and integrated with
other national and regional policy frameworks.

Policies 1 and 2 — Te Tiriti and kaitiakitanga

Policies 1 and 2 of the NPS-IB give effect to Te Tiriti o0 Waitangi by recognising tangata
whenua as kaitiaki of indigenous biodiversity and requiring active engagement in
biodiversity management.

development. That engagement is documented in Part 4 of the AEE and
the section 53 submission from Te Riinanga o Toa Rangatira dated 9 Ma

b. provision for iwi involvement in korora manageme
korora handlers;

C. recognition of taonga species values (i di orglh, paua, and koura); and

d. ongoing monitoring, reporting, a e Janagement pathways in which
mana whenua participation is edde

The Panel finds that the Project p iate effect to Policies 1 and 2 of the NPS-

IB.

Policy 3 — Precautionary|

Policy 3 requires pr
about effects on @di

ary approach be taken where there is uncertainty
Aiversity.

o

The terrestrial 0 arine ecology, and avifauna assessments identify

ain assogted with:

cement and long term adaptation of korora;

onisation of subtidal habitats on the renewed seawall; and

C. cumulative pressures on coastal species within the south coast environment.
GWRC emphasised these uncertainties in its section 53 comments and sought a more
prescriptive condition framework to address them. The Applicant accepted the need for
monitoring and adaptive management but opposed rigid quantitative targets or

prescriptive future actions not supported by ecological evidence.

The Panel finds that the precautionary approach required by Policy 3 is satisfied
through:

a. preconstruction surveys and exclusion measures;
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b. staged implementation of korora colonies;
C. long term monitoring extending well beyond construction;

d. adaptive management provisions allowing modification of methods where
outcomes are not achieved; and

e. strong governance and reporting mechanisms.

The Panel is satisfied that this approach properly addresses uncertainty without
imposing conditions that are more onerous than necessary.

Policy 4 — Climate resilience of biodiversity

Policy 4 requires biodiversity management to support resilience to gasaat
effects.

to
ora colonies are
[Plled, and buffered

The AEE identifies that existing korora nests at the seawallg
overtopping, storm surge, and sea level rise. The two pro
deliberately designed to be elevated, storm resilient, pre
from human disturbance.

The Panel accepts the Applicant’s evidence t
Project will materially improve long term clj e of korora habitat. This
outcome is relevant not only under the so in reconciling biodiversity
outcomes with infrastructure adaptatidulunder, national instruments.

in trggf to the status quo, the

print under the decisions version of the Wellington
While the Project affects indigenous species that may

are mapped over
City Proposed Di

nagement measures exceed the minimum expectations that would
ply outside SNAs.

and 13 - Indigenous biodiversity outside SNAs and restoration

Policies 8 and 13 apply to indigenous biodiversity outside SNAs and require application
of the effects management hierarchy.

The Panel is satisfied that the Project demonstrates a structured application of that
hierarchy:

a. Avoidance: seasonal restrictions, exclusion zones, avoidance of direct

disturbance to nesting pohowera where practicable, and avoidance of effects on
the identified inland wetland.
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b. Minimisation: lighting controls, construction timing, noise and vibration
management, and reduced footprint through reuse of the existing seawall
alignment.

C. Remediation: restoration planting at Moa Point Yard and Wahine Memorial Park,
reinstatement of coastal margins, and integrated erosion control.

d. Offsetting / enhancement: establishment of two korora colonies with fencing,
predator control, nest boxes, planting, and long-term protection.

term management achieves at least no overall loss of indigenou
consistent with Policies 8 and 13, without the need for nu ic u

Policy 10 — Activities that support wellbeing

Policy 10 recognises that activities supporting socig
may proceed where effects are managed appropri

cultural wellbeing

The Panel accepts that the Project:
a. protects nationally and regiona ignifi frastructure;

b. supports economic and s ne®gyity for the Wellington region; and
ing biodiversity effects.

roject proceeding.

d monitoring; and
C. the AMP appropriately manages risks during breeding seasons.

The Panel finds these measures sufficient to maintain populations across their natural
range, consistent with Policy 15.

Overall NPS-IB finding

Having considered the objectives and policies of the NPS-IB, the Panel finds that, with
the conditions imposed:
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a. indigenous biodiversity will be maintained so that there is at least no overall

loss;

b. kaitiakitanga and Te Tiriti principles are appropriately recognised and provided
for;

C. precaution is applied in response to uncertainty; and

d. long term biodiversity outcomes, particularly for korora, are materially improved

relative to the existing environment.

The Panel therefore concludes that the Project is consistent with the Natio olicy
Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023.

National Policy Statement for Infrastructure 2025

The Panel has had regard to the National Policy Statemenigor In ctfre 2025. The
Panel records that the NPS-I was gazetted and came into ef a pregiration of the
Application and the AEE, including document A.10 - Apprgfa at the RMA. At
the request of the Panel the Applicant addressed the rele @ e NPI-Iin a
memorandum dated 13 February 2026 and stated:
Overall, the new NPS-I lends significant additional upji¥t to the granting of the
Application for the Project, on the condition opo IAL. Any potential updates to
those proposed conditions must be carefyl/{as, gainst the policy direction in the NPS-I.
We accept that the NPS-I is a relevan tiona rument that the Panel must
consider in its decision making. € s therefore had regard to the NPS-I,
informed by:
a. the Applicant’s me
b. the section 5 ceived from GWRC;

C. the Applic SENs those comments; and

vidence of Ms Kirsty O’Sullivan and Ms Ellen Robotham.

resilience, and the functioning of communities. It is expressly enabling in nature, while
requiring that adverse effects are managed in a proportionate and integrated manner.

The Panel notes that the NPS-I must be read alongside, and in harmony with, other
national direction, including the NZCPS and NPS-IB. The Panel also recognises that the
Fast track Approvals Act requires conditions not to be more onerous than necessary
and directs decision makers to facilitate the delivery of infrastructure projects with
significant regional or national benefits.
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Objective 1 - Infrastructure wellbeing and resilience

Objective 1 of the NPS-I seeks that infrastructure:
a. supports economic growth and social wellbeing; and

b. is well functioning and resilient, including to natural hazards and the effects of
climate change.

GWRC expressly acknowledged, in its section 53 comments, that the Southern Seawall
Renewal Project will deliver substantial benefits by improving the resilie

Airport and associated council assets. GWRC further confirmed that suc
outcomes are consistent with the objectives and policies of the NPS-I.

The Panel agrees. The evidence demonstrates that the exigting s

end of its design life and is increasingly vulnerable to coas ovgaropping,
storm surge, and projected sea level rise. The Project is exs at
safeguarding the long-term operational integrity of the Aij ich is the only

Policy 4 of the NPS-I directs decision erst le infrastructure, and in particular
upgrades to existing infrastructurewh hose upgrades improve resilience to natural

e Apg¥icant’s evidence that:

eawall has a clear functional and operational need to remain at
its e i oastal location;

reloglition inland is not practicable without compromising airport safety and
tions; and

C. failure to renew the seawall would expose the Airport, regional transport
connectivity, and critical lifeline infrastructure to escalating hazard risk.

The Panel therefore finds that the Project directly gives effect to Policy 4 of the NPS-I.

Policy 7 - Proportionate management of adverse effects

Policy 7 of the NPS-I requires that:

a. adverse effects of infrastructure are avoided, remedied, or mitigated where
practicable; and

89



452

453

454

455

456

b. mitigation measures and consent conditions are proportionate to the scale and
significance of the adverse effects.

This policy was a particular point of difference between the Applicant and GWRC in
relation to the framing and stringency of proposed conditions. GWRC identified a
number of technical issues relating to:

a. ecological effects (including korora, pohowera, subtidal habitat, and taonga
species);

b. coastal processes and end effects erosion;

C. contaminated land and stormwater discharges; and

d. the scope and status of management plans.

7,

S (@sition was
nd

However, GWRC did not oppose the grant of approvals. Ra
that identified issues could be addressed through appropri
refinements.

The Applicant accepted a humber of GWRC'’s prop s, including enhanced
monitoring and deletion of condition CA.26 (main d repair), but opposed
others where they were considered:

a. unsupported by expert evidence;
b. disproportionate to the leve r al effects; or
C. inconsistent with the ena nt@mt of both the NPS-I and the Fast track

Approvals Act.

a. propor

b. COIN@Kions t remain tightly linked to the scale, nature, and certainty of

rees with that approach. The Panel finds that:

a. e Project has been designed to avoid and minimise adverse effects where
practicable;

b. residual effects are comprehensively addressed through management plans,
monitoring, and adaptive management;

C. conditions adopted respond directly to identified effects; and

d. the final condition suite does not impose unnecessary or speculative obligations
that are not supported by evidence.
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The Panel is satisfied that the conditions imposed are proportionate and consistent with
Policy 7.

Climate change adaptation and long-term risk reduction

The NPS-I places strong emphasis on infrastructure resilience and proactive adaptation
to climate change. The Panel considers this Project to be a clear example of
infrastructure adaptation in action.

The evidence demonstrates that the Southern Seawall Renewal is not a capacity
expansion project, but a resilience focused upgrade that:

a. responds to current hazard exposure;
b. anticipates future climate driven coastal processes; and
C. reduces long term risk to nationally significant infra ctu heghan

deferring or transferring that risk elsewhere.

The Panel accords significant weight to these adaptation d % its overall

assessment under the NPS-I.
Overall NPS-I finding

Having regard to the objectives and polj e [@ptional Policy Statement for
Infrastructure 2025, and to the submik ns a dence addressing its application,
the Panel finds that:

a. the Project enables the u e d@existing, nationally and regionally significant
infrastructure;

b. it delivers substa bnce and climate adaptation benefits;

C. it supportsgec
and

ocial wellbeing for the Wellington Region and beyond;

are managed through a proportionate, evidence based, and
nditions framework.

National Environmental Standards

The Panel has considered the relevant National Environmental Standards (NES) that
apply to the Project. The applicable standards are:

a. the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater)
Regulations 2020 (NES F); and
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b. the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011
(NES-CS).

These standards were assessed by the Applicant in section 10 of the AEE, and further
addressed through council comments, technical evidence, and refinements to proposed

conditions.

National Environmental Standards for Freshwater Requlations 2020 (NES-F)

is a natural

The Applicant notes in Sections 3 and 10 of the Application that while th
inland wetland in the Project Area any effects on the wetland are avoided
regulations under the NES Freshwater are triggered.

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Con
Protect Human Health Regulations 2011 (NES-CS)

The NES-CS applies to activities involving the disturbance g o

land where hazardous activities or industries (HAIL) have @
The AEE confirms that:

a. two historical HAIL activities are recor o] d cted by the Project;
b. the Project therefore triggers the rajpework; and
C. the relevant activity status er ulation 10 is restricted discretionary.

The Applicant undertook a com sifk contamination assessment, including:

ption (PSI); and

b. Detailed Si (DSIs) for both the MGC Yard and the Southern

emediation area.

These investiga ified areas of potentially contaminated land and assessed
an health and the environment. The Applicant’s position,

characterise risk for the purposes of the Project, and that the works could
ect to the implementation of best-practice contaminated land

t conditions.

Difference of interpretation — Applicant and GWRC / WCC

GWRC, also acting for WCC in relation to contaminated land matters, expressed a
different preliminary view in its section 53 comments, particularly in relation perceived
gaps in sampling coverage at the MGC Yard and exceedances of indirect ecological
guideline values (including PFAs) within the seawall footprint.

Based on that preliminary view, GWRC / WCC considered that reliance on the

permitted activity pathway under the NRP was uncertain, and that additional consents
or more prescriptive controls might be required to ensure environmental protection.
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The Applicant did not agree with that preliminary assessment and contended that:
a. sampling coverage was appropriate given the nature of works; and

b. additional consent pathways were not strictly required.

The Panel notes that the Applicant and GWRC / WCC have resolved these matters

through expert conferencing, resulting in agreement that the sampling coverage is
adequate, the permitted activity standards in Rule R82 of the NRP are met, and no
further sampling, CLMP update, or certification is required.

The Panel is satisfied that, with the imposition of conditions:

a. risks to human health will be appropriately managed;

b. risks to soil, groundwater, and coastal receiving environm e avoided or

mitigated; and

C. the Project will appropriately give effect to the inte crative
requirements of the NES-CS.
».
v

Overall Panel Finding — National Environmental St

For the reasons set out above, the Panel figfs t

a. no National Environmental Sta d for water regulation is triggered by
the Project;

b. the Project appropriately e$vith the NES-CS framework; and

C. any actual or potg
appropriately ma pugh conditions.

The applicable N@io yental Standards do not pose an impediment to

granting the r s sgight. Phe Panel is satisfied that, subject to the conditions

imposed, the P C nsistent with the purpose and requirements of the NES

r tio

erse effects associated with contaminated land can be
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The relevant regional and district planning documents were addressed in section 10 of
the AEE and include:

a. Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region 2013, including Proposed
Change 1 to the RPS (RPS);

b. Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region 2023 (NRP);

C. Proposed Change 1 to the Natural Resources Plan for the Wellingte@Region
2023 (NRP-PC1);

d. Wellington City Operative District Plan 2000 (ODP); and
e. Wellington City Proposed (Partially Operative) District Plan

An assessment of the relevant statutory plans has been in e AEE as is

required by Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h).

0 y the Applicant and
e key matters in the
nd assessment).

The Panel has reviewed and considered the assess
the comments provided by the invited parties. W
following sections (as well as adding further i

Wellington Regional Policy Stateme erjkive 2013)

The RPS recognises the importance o iona gnificant infrastructure (Objective
10) and requires its benefits to bg GWRC confirms that Airport is regionally
w, its resilience aligns with the RPS'%7,

infrastructure is addressed by Objective 10 and associated
ative RPS. The provisions recognise and provide for the benefits of
nificant infrastructure, including Wellington International Airport and
frastructure such as coastal protection works. The AEE confirms that the
infrastructure from coastal hazards (A.10, pp. 329-330).

The evidence establishes that:

a. the Airport’s location is fixed and nationally strategic;

147

GWRC - Section 53 Comments Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall Renewal, at
paragraph 1.
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b. the existing seawall is reaching end-of-life and increasingly vulnerable to storm
surge, overtopping, and sea-level rise;

C. renewal of the seawall is hecessary to maintain the Airport’s ongoing operation
and resilience; and

d. the design minimises additional footprint to the extent practicable.
485 The Panel therefore finds that the renewal of the Southern Seawall directly supports
the objective of protecting regionally significant infrastructure and is consistent with

policies that enable its ongoing operation, maintenance, and resilience.

Coastal environment, natural character, biodiversity, and public access

486

487

epts the landscape

evidence that effects on these values are:
a. neutral on the seaward side of Moa

b. positive on the landward side oa Poij ad, due to habitat restoration,
planting, and coastal characte

488 Temporary restrictions will occ
long-term public access wj

489 icant’s and GWRC's shared position that long-term access
and consistent with the RPS.
ems and biodiversity — Objective 16
490 i seeks the maintenance and restoration of indigenous ecosystems and

491 The AEE and technical appendices identify effects on:
a. Korora (little blue penguin)
b. Pohowera (banded dotterel)
C. Lizards (northern grass skink, etc.)

d. Marine ecosystems (kelp beds, rocky reef, paua and koura habitat)
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The key point of difference under Objective 16 related to GWRC's request for numeric
performance targets (particularly for korora and pohowera habitat uptake). GWRC
sought targets grounded in Schedule G2 of the NRP (linked to NZCPS Policy 11(b)),
arguing this provided greater certainty. The Applicant opposed this approach, stating
that fauna occupancy cannot be compelled and that long-term monitoring and adaptive
management are more appropriate. DOC did not support numeric occupancy targets.

The Panel accepts the Applicant’s reasoning and notes:

a. the korora colonies (Stages 1 and 2) deliver very high-quality,
predator-controlled, elevated habitat that materially improves longgterm
resilience;

b. the conditions require 20 years of monitoring, adaptive layout mo @ and
ongoing predator control;

C. indirect displacement effects (a key concern of Ngat
road-edge protections, islanded habitat, fencing, angs

a) ddrissed through
ndlers; and

(KPMP, AMP, LMP) and agreed adaptive mory
The Panel therefore finds the Project consist

Natural hazards and climate change

The operative RPS contains strong polic\@liirection requiring avoidance or mitigation of
natural hazard risk and enabling , ction works necessary to protect existing

sea-level rise, with appre
The Panel also no ee
landward relocati

fpeboard, toe stability, and wave energy dissipation.
ing evidence (including Beca design reports) that
icable due to operational safety, topography, and

oject directly addresses existing hazard exposure;
roves resilience rather than transferring hazard risk; and

C. it is consistent with the RPS natural hazards framework and the NPS-INF (Policy
4).

Overall finding — Operative RPS

The Panel concludes that the Project is fully consistent with the operative Wellington
Regional Policy Statement, particularly:

a. Objective 10 - regionally significant infrastructure
b. Coastal environment, natural character, and public access policies
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C. Objective 16 - indigenous biodiversity
d. Objective 19 - natural hazards and climate change

Subject to the conditions imposed, the Panel finds that the Project enhances regional
resilience while appropriately managing residual environmental effects.

Change 1 to the Wellington Regional Policy Statement (PC1)

PC1 is intended to give effect to updated national direction on climate change,
indigenous biodiversity, and integrated management (ki uta ki tai). While some
provisions remain subject to appeal or partially operative status, the Pand@Ras given
PC1 appropriate weight.

The AEE identified the most relevant provisions of PC1 and assessed the @
against them.

Integrated management and Te Ao Maori

PC1 emphasises:

a. integrated management of land, freshwater, tal’environments;
b. ki uta ki tai principles; and

C. climate mitigation and adaptati

The Panel notes that the Project;

a. forms part of a wider coa az¥d management strategy for Wellington’s
south coast;

b. incorporates

C. includeg r

e Applicant’s evidence that the Project is consistent with PC1
ment objectives.

ge adaptation and infrastructure resilience

PC1 reinforces the need to protect regionally significant infrastructure from natural
hazards and climate change effects, recognising that hard engineering responses may
be appropriate where no practicable alternatives exist.

The AEE and coastal engineering evidence identify:

a. the seawall’s critical role in protecting the Airport and WCC wastewater assets;
b. the functional/operational necessity of its coastal location; and
C. the lack of viable alternative responses (e.g. soft engineering, retreat).
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The Panel finds that the Project aligns with the climate adaptation and infrastructure
resilience direction in PC1.

Indigenous ecosystems and biodiversity values

PC1 extends and refines biodiversity provisions, expanding upon the NZCPS Policy 11
and NRP Schedule F5 framework.

Much like under the operative RPS, the key distinction between parties centred on
whether PC1 required quantified offsetting performance measures. GWRC argued it

did; the Applicant and DOC argued it did not.

The Panel finds that:

a. PC1 requires robust, precautionary, and integrated biodiverg nt;
b. the Project’s combination of korora habitat creation, monitoring,
lizard relocation, and terrestrial restoration satisfies ons; and

C. numeric uptake targets are not required to give eff8 Q@

Overall PC1 finding Q

Having regard to PC1’s partially operative tus dilde el finds that the Project is
consistent with the direction of PC1, pa n Wlation to:

a. climate change mitigation and.a tion;

b. ongoing resilience of regi sifhificant infrastructure;

C. integrated managyq yd mana whenua roles; and

res, and regionally significant infrastructure. Section 10.3.9 of A.10
relating to the RMA provides the Applicant’s assessment of the proposal
elevant objectives, policies, and rules of the NRP, which the Panel has
revi longside the submissions and expert evidence received.

The NRP expressly recognises Wellington International Airport, and associated coastal
protection works, as regionally significant infrastructure. This recognition is
fundamental to the policy framework within which the Project is to be assessed.

We consider that NRP policies 38, 39, and 41 have particular relevance.
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Policy 39 - Operation, maintenance, upgrade, and extension of regionally significant
infrastructure

Policy 39 is a key enabling provision. It applies where an activity relates to the
operation, maintenance, upgrade, or extension of existing regionally significant
infrastructure within a site that meets the biodiversity criteria set out in Policy 38
(including sites listed in Schedule F5).

Policy 39 requires decision-makers to consider providing for such infrastructure where:

a. there is a functional need or operational requirement for the activijggto locate in
that area;
b. there is no practicable alternative on land or elsewhere in the coa

environment; and

C. the activity provides for the maintenance and, wherd e, ghancement
or restoration of affected significant indigenous biodj Y taking into
account consultation with GWRC, DOC, and mana

The Applicant relies heavily on Policy 39, describing Ic and deliberate

counterbalance” to the more restrictive biodiversit s of Policy 38. The Panel

agrees that this characterisation accurately r gfcture and intent of the

NRP, which was drafted to reconcile tensio e Prodiversity protection and the
ongoing need to enable infrastructure wg astal location.

The Panel finds that:

a. the Southern Seawall ha a @Wnctional and operational requirement to
remain at its existing .

b. dinative alignment or inland relocation that would
operability; and
C ) whete practicable, for enhancement and restoration of

rsity values through the establishment of korora colonies,
jtat management, subtidal monitoring, and terrestrial restoration.

the project may not fully provide for the "maintenance” of some significant
indigenous biodiversity values, it does “where practicable” provide for enhancement
and restoration. Accordingly, the Panel finds that Policy 39 supports the Project.

Indigenous biodiversity — Policy 38, and Schedules G2, G3 and F5

Policy 38 gives effect to NZCPS Policy 11 by setting out an effects-management
hierarchy for indigenous biodiversity within the coastal environment. It distinguishes
between:

a. effects on threatened or at-risk species and ecosystems (engaging NZCPS Policy
11(a)); and
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b. other significant indigenous biodiversity values (addressed under NZCPS Policy
11(b)).

Schedules G2 and G3 to the NRP set out the principles to be applied when considering
biodiversity offsetting and compensation respectively. As noted elsewhere in the
Decision, we accept that NRP Schedule G3 (Biodiversity Compensation) is the
appropriate framework when considering korora.

Offsetting, as used by the NPS-IB, is associated with the concepts of “like-for-like”
environmental quality and net gain. Biodiversity offsets are designed to ensure
biodiversity impacts are offset with biodiversity that is very similar to theggiodiversity
that is being impacted in that it has the same ecosystems, vegetation, hab¥@as and
species. That will not be the case for existing korora habitat within the sg
accept that the Applicant’s residual effects assessment correctly assessé
korora colonies as biodiversity compensation, as opposed to offsetig

These distinctions are important with regard to korora, as
(Biodiversity Offsetting) includes the principle of "no net bigslgarsi . In contrast,
Schedule G3 (Biodiversity Compensation) does not refer |oss’. Rather, it
includes a principle that focuses on the scale of biodiversi¥ plYsation. The
principle is that: "The values to be lost through th . ch the biodiversity
compensation applies must be addressed by positi for indigenous biodiversity
that outweigh the adverse effects on indigen bi ergd”. The Panel accepts the
Applicant’s analysis!“® that this outcome wi i , as demonstrated by the BCM
with regard to korora and the proposed g@!

Schedule F5 to the NRP identifies ita ith significant indigenous biodiversity
values in the coastal marine ar in Ip beds and subtidal rocky reef systems.

GWRC's position is that:

pssociated with the placement of the new seawall
icant; and

a.

the Applicant (recolonisation of the
structure) should be subject to defined monitoring outcomes

icant accepted that kelp beds and rocky reef within the footprint fall within
Schedule F5, but contended that:

a. the loss must be assessed under Policy 38(b)/(c) (i.e. NZCPS Policy 11(b));

148 B.12-Bioresearches-Residual-Effects-Assessment-Report, at Table 1.

149 Habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values in the coastal marine area.
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b. recolonisation is a recognised and appropriate mitigation mechanism for hard
coastal structures; and

C. effects would not remain significant over time if recolonisation occurs as
expected.

We agree with the Applicant, noting that Schedule F specifically excludes kelp beds and
rocky reef habitat from being considered under NZCPS Policy 11(a). The habitat must
therefore be considered under NZCPS Policy 11(b)(iii) — which lists “rocky reef
systems” — and therefore requires us to “avoid significant adverse effects and avoid,
remedy or mitigate other adverse effects”. In the context of the NRP, thiggdirection
from the NZCPS is given effect to by Policy 38(b) and (c).

Resolution through conditions — Subtidal Habitat Monitoring Plan

The matter outlined above was an area of genuine difference bet ) nd the
Applicant. That difference was addressed through expert c8 subsequent
refinements to the conditions, resulting in agreement that;

b. monitoring would assess whether recolonisd
pre-construction conditions;

C. monitoring would be sufficiently | topapture ecological recovery
trajectories; and

Ecting indigenous biodiversity values in the coastal
0 NZCPS Policy 11(a) in relation to, among other

Policy 38 broadly
environment. Th

(b) and allows for the management of ‘non-significant’

ct to a hierarchy of avoidance, minimising, remediation, offsetting

ds that, with the SHMP conditions in place, the Project appropriately
Policy 38(b) and (c), and that Policy 39 enables the Project to proceed
notwIthstanding the presence of Schedule F5 habitats

Airport-specific provision — Policy 41

Policy 41 is explicitly concerned with airport-related activities within areas that meet
the criteria of Policy 38 or are listed in Schedule F5. Policy 41 requires decision-makers
to recognise:

150

It also applies to naturally threatened or rare ecosystems; nationally significant examples of
community types; and areas set aside for full or partial protection
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a. the need for the Airport to provide safe and efficient operations now and for
future generations;

b. the functional and operational requirements of the Airport; and

C. the extent to which significant indigenous biodiversity values are enhanced or
restored as part of a biodiversity management plan.

The Panel considers Policy 41 to be directly engaged and highly relevant. In this case:

a. the seawall renewal is directly linked to maintaining safe runway rations;

b. the Airport’s location is fixed and constrained by the coastal setti

C. the biodiversity management response (particularly the korqsamsol ard
relocation, and long term habitat management) congtitute f

enhancement that goes beyond mere mitigation.
The Panel therefore finds that the Project is consistent wi % d1.

Coastal natural processes, structures, and hazards

The NRP contains policies addressing structu in cogMal marine area, coastal
processes, and natural hazard manageme

The Panel notes that GWRC raised co ns a
a.

b.

inal condition framework, which provides for inspection,
iation if erosion attributable to the works occurs.

to maintenance and repair, there was no material disagreement

oth GWRC and mana whenua expressed concern that the proposed CA.26
uld authorise future expansions without assessment. The Applicant

that those concerns were valid, and the condition was deleted.

The Panel finds that the final conditions are consistent with the NRP’s coastal structure
and hazard management provisions.

Overall NRP finding

Having considered the relevant objectives, policies, schedules, and rules of the NRP,
the Panel finds that:

a. Policies 38, 39, and 41 operate together to balance biodiversity protection with
the need to enable regionally significant infrastructure;
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b. the Project sits squarely within the scope of those enabling provisions;

C. consistent with relevant policies and schedules of the NRP, residual effects on
indigenous biodiversity and coastal processes are appropriately managed
through robust, precautionary, and adaptive conditions; and

d. the NRP does not preclude the grant of the approvals sought.

The Panel concludes that, subject to the conditions imposed, the Project is consistent
with the Wellington Regional Natural Resources Plan.

Wellington City Operative District Plan 2000 (ODP)

The Panel has considered the relevant objectives, policies, and rules of
City Operative District Plan 2000 (ODP) as they apply to the Project. Th
assessment of the ODP is set out in section 10.3.10 of A.10 - Ap

RMA, which the Panel has reviewed alongside the submissi@ns re
evidence advanced through the fast-track process.

Strateqic framework and zoning context

The Project area includes land within the Airport a urse Recreation Precinct,
including the Miramar Golf Course Yard, Moa Poin , al areas adjacent to the
Southern Seawall. The operative District Pl og e Airport as a strategic
asset of city-wide, regional, and national infibo and contains policies directed at

enabling its safe, efficient, and ongoin eracion.

The AEE records, and the Panel the District Plan’s strategic framework
seeks to:

a. enable critical infr orting transport and economic activity;
b. manage adv amenity and the environment; and
C. address,ri ith natural hazards and contaminated land.

all is not an ancillary or optional structure within the District Plan
er, it is fundamental to the Airport’s continued viability. The operative
anticipates the presence of hard engineering solutions along the Airport’s
dge and recognises the need for coastal protection works to safeguard
infrastructure and public assets.

The Panel accepts that:

a. the renewal of the seawall is consistent with the District Plan’s intent to protect
strategic infrastructure; and

b. the works respond to an identified and escalating coastal hazard, consistent with
natural hazard management provisions.

There was no dispute between parties that the operative District Plan provides a
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permissive framework for this type of infrastructure upgrade, subject to appropriate
management of effects.

Open space, ecology, and amenity considerations

The Stage 1 Korora Colony is located adjacent to areas zoned Open Space under the
operative District Plan. Relevant policies seek to maintain and enhance open space
values, natural features, and indigenous vegetation, while allowing for infrastructure
where effects are appropriately managed.

The AEE identifies that:
a. the existing coastal environment adjacent to the seawall is highly ;

b. establishment of the korora colony will involve planting, habj nd
predator control; and

C. the long term ecological and amenity outcomes will e e existing
baseline condition.

The Panel accepts this assessment. While short ter r effects will occur, the
Project ultimately delivers enhanced open space o cesfhrough ecological
restoration, interpretation, and improved publ ty.

Overall finding — Operative District Plan

For the reasons set out above, the PaneN@nds that, with conditions imposed, the
Project is consistent with the re jeq@y/es, policies, and rules of the Wellington
City Operative District Plan 200 : provides clear policy support for the
protection and maintenangg j i

a. partnership with mana whenua;

b. protection and enhancement of indigenous biodiversity and natural character;
C. enabling regionally and nationally significant infrastructure; and

d. proactive management of natural hazard and climate change risk.

The Panel finds that this strategic direction closely aligns with the national and regional
instruments already discussed, including the NZCPS, NPS-IB, NPS-INF, RPS, and NRP.

104



Airport Zone and Moa Point Road Seawall Area

556 The PDP specifically identifies the Airport Zone and Moa Point Road Seawall Area.
Policies within these chapters:

a. recognise the Airport as nationally significant infrastructure;
b. enable maintenance, upgrade, and renewal of associated infrastructure;
C. acknowledge the functional and operational constraints of the Airport’s coastal

location; and

d. require adverse effects to be managed rather than avoided outrig
infrastructure has a fixed locational requirement.

557 The Panel accepts that the renewed seawall is expressly contempfif
provisions. The Project does not represent an unexpected OQi
zoned land; rather, it is a logical and necessary response

Natural hazards and climate adaptation

558 Fully operative provisions within the PDP require t rof@ructure development:
a. avoids increasing natural hazard ris nd
b. contributes to risk reduction w pracig

559 The evidence establishes that t
a. addresses current 3 al erosion and inundation risks;

b. improves resilien irport runway and WCC wastewater infrastructure;

and
C. does n@utr er ard Msk to other areas.
560 ne ds st alignment with the PDP’s natural hazard objectives.
ificance to Maori
561 ntifies Raukawakawa Moana (Cook Strait) and Moa Point as areas of

signi nce to Maori, with policies requiring the enabling of kaitiakitanga and
avoidance of inappropriate development.

562 The Panel notes:

a. the general support expressed by both Taranaki Whanui and Ngati Toa
Rangatira;
b. that support is subject to conditions addressing korora management, taonga

species, monitoring, and engagement; and
C. those matters are addressed through the final condition framework.
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The Panel is satisfied that the Project accords with the PDP’s Maori values provisions.

Natural character and ONFL provisions

The PDP maps areas of high natural character and outstanding natural features and
landscapes affecting parts of the Stage 1 Korora Colony area.

The landscape assessments conclude that:

a. adverse effects on natural character will be minor, localised, and temporary; and

b. long-term effects will be neutral to positive due to habitat restoratio
planting.

The Panel accepts that the Project meets the PDP’s requirements t i ant
adverse effects while promoting restoration.

Contaminated land

Project adopts a best-practice approach to conta
land will be safe for its intended use.

The Panel notes that controlled activity gt ul@er the NES-CS are engaged, and
the agreement reach between the Aprgliant a RC / WCC that the standards in
NRP Rule R82 have been met.

Overall finding — Proposed Dist n

Having regard to the stg
Project is consistent wit

posed District Plan, the Panel finds that the
ives and policies, particularly in relation to:

a. infrastruct@e
b. natural K r agement;

nd natural character protection;
Maojvalues; and

e.

ntaminated land management.

The PDP provides further support for the renewal of the Southern Seawall as necessary
infrastructure within the Airport Zone.

Overall District Plans conclusion

When considered together, the operative and proposed Wellington City District Plans:
a. recognise the Airport as a strategic, regionally and nationally significant asset;
b. enable the maintenance and upgrade of coastal protection infrastructure; and
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C. require adverse effects to be identified and appropriately managed.

The Panel concludes that the Project is fully consistent with the Wellington City District
Plan framework.

Treaty settlements

Statutory context

Sections 7 and 8 are noted in Part D. Section 7 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024
imposes a specific statutory obligation on all persons exercising functions or powers
under that Act to act consistently with obligations arising under existing aty
settlements and with recognised customary rights. This obligation appliesgsiardless of
when the relevant Treaty settlement was enacted, provided it existed a the
Panel exercised its functions.

The Panel notes that this obligation is narrower than, but
Treaty principles under the Resource Management Act. The bn cglfsistency

with settlement legislation, including statutory acknowled am®ther forms of
redress conferred by settlement Acts.

As noted in Part B the Panel directed the EPA to s rom the Minister for
Maori Crown Relations: Te Arawhiti and the Minist ri Development under
section 72 FTAA. No comments were receiv

Based on the evidence before it, includi@® A rovals relating to the RMA and
the absence of any contrary evidence, satisfied that the following Treaty
settlement legislation is relevant ) ct area:

a. Taranaki Whanui ki Te U o Tg¥ka Claims Settlement Act 2009; and

b. Ngati Toa Ranga Settlement Act 2014.

No other Treaty le ACluding Treaty settlements conferring statutory
acknowledgemen
relevant.

rea lies within the Port Nicholson Block, which is the area of interest
nder the Taranaki Whanui ki Te Upoko o Te Ika Claims Settlement Act
settlement includes statutory acknowledgements over areas of the coastal
marine area adjoining Wellington Harbour and the south coast.

Statutory acknowledgements require decision-makers to have regard to the cultural,
spiritual, historical, and traditional associations of Taranaki Whanui with the relevant
areas when considering applications for resource consent or other approvals.

The AEE records that the Applicant undertook early and ongoing engagement with
representatives of Taranaki Whanui throughout the development of the Project.

Matters raised through that engagement included:

a. recognition of coastal values and whakapapa associations;
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b. management of korora and other indigenous species;

C. accidental discovery protocols for kdiwi and taonga tdturu; and

d. opportunities for ongoing involvement during construction and operation.
Those matters are reflected in the proposed conditions, including biodiversity

management plans, cultural discovery protocols, and mana whenua engagement
mechanisms.

acknowledgements held by Taranaki Whanui and that ther
between the Project and the obligations arising under the

Ngati Toa Rangatira

Ngati Toa Rangatira holds statutory acknowledge Ngati Toa Rangatira
Claims Settlement Act 2014 over Te Moana o Rau (Cook Strait) and multiple
locations along the Wellington south coast, i i regg¥n the vicinity of Lyall Bay

and Moa Point.

These acknowledgements reflect Ngat@pba’'s d Itural, historical, and customary
associations with the coastal envirgg including its role as a mahinga kai and as

| inTfrastructure; and

C. med that Ngati Toa supports the application, subject to ongoing attention
several identified matters.

Those matters included:

a. long-term monitoring of korora and pohowera, particularly displacement effects
during construction;

b. protection of taonga marine species, including paua and koura, associated with
the existing seawall and reef environment;

C. precautionary management of indirect ecological effects beyond the immediate
Project footprint;
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d. strengthened soft-start procedures within the Marine Mammal Management
Plan; and

e. concern about the scope of maintenance and repair conditions that could allow
future extensions to the seawall footprint.

Differences of interpretation and how they are addressed

There were differences of emphasis between Ngati Toa, GWRC, and the Applicant on
certain matters, which the Panel considers it necessary to record.

korora and expressed concern about potential displacement effects, incl
that birds may relocate into areas with higher exposure to dogs, vehicle
threats.

d rild numeric
eric targets

The Applicant accepted the need for long-term monitoring
occupancy targets. DOC did not seek numeric targets. GW
grounded in regional offsetting frameworks.

The Panel has resolved this difference by adopting

a. require long-term monitoring well bey C ru n;

b. require active management of di t @ks (including fencing and
road-edge protections);

C. allow adaptive responses
d. incorporate mana

The Panel is satisfied th3&
while remaining p tiony

Paua and ko ti Tgh idemMified paua and kdura as taonga species and mahinga

o whether translocation could be undertaken prior to

red a precautionary translocation approach. The Applicant’s marine
gy evience did not support ecological translocation as necessary or beneficial.

i require translocation. As an outcome of expert conferencing, the Applicant
and C agreed that translocation of paua and rock lobster should not be included in
the conditions, and that the proposed Condition ECO.79 should be withdrawn.

The Panel accepts that there is no ecological requirement for translocation but also
recognises the cultural dimension raised by Ngati Toa. A condition (MW.7) was
proposed to enable kaimoana gathering prior to construction works. However, Ngati
Toa subsequently advised that such a condition was considered neither necessary or
appropriate, and Te Runanga was therefore comfortable for the condition not to be
included.

Marine mammal management - Ngati Toa supported the Marine Mammal Management
Plan (MMMP) but recommended stronger soft-start procedures. GWRC and DOC raised
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similar concerns. Those concerns have been addressed through refinements to the
MMMP conditions, strengthening precautionary measures during rock milling and other
noisy activities.\

Maintenance and repair of the seawall - Ngati Toa expressed concern that proposed
maintenance and repair conditions could authorise future expansions without
assessment. GWRC shared this concern. The Applicant ultimately accepted that
concern, and the condition in question was deleted. The Panel finds that this outcome
satisfactorily resolves Ngati Toa’s concern.

Overall Treaty settlements finding

The Panel considered:

a. the statutory acknowledgements and obligations arising un
Treaty settlement Acts;

b. the evidence of engagement and support from mang u

e

C. the section 53 comments from Te Rinanga o Toa R

d. the final conditions imposed.

On that basis the Panel finds that:

a. the Project area is subjec ut acknowledgements under both the
Taranaki Whanui and Ng s@tlements;

ts the Project, subject to matters that are addressed
oing engagement;

Conclusion of the consistency of the Application with the Regional and District
Planning Framework

Having considered the relevant provisions of the Wellington Regional Policy Statement
(operative and Proposed Change 1), the Natural Resources Plan (and Plan Change 1),
and both the Operative and Proposed Wellington City District Plans, and having had
regard to the AEE and the submissions and evidence received under the Fast-track
Approvals Act, the Panel concludes that the Southern Seawall Renewal Project is
consistent with the regional and district planning framework as a whole.

The evidence demonstrates that the Project gives strong effect to the enabling
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provisions for regionally significant infrastructure. In particular, the RPS Objective 10
and Policy 39 expressly recognise the importance of protecting and providing for the
ongoing operation, maintenance and resilience of such infrastructure. The Project
directly advances these provisions by renewing essential coastal protection works that
safeguard the Airport.

Within the NRP, Policies P38, P39 and P41 collectively frame how significant indigenous
biodiversity values and coastal processes are to be managed alongside infrastructure
with a functional or operational need to occupy the coastal marine area. The Panel
accepts the expert evidence and condition framework - including the Korora / Penguin
Management Plan, the Avifauna Management Plan, the Lizard Managem Plan, and
the Subtidal Habitat Monitoring Plan — as providing an appropriate and proM@gtionate
response to the residual ecological and coastal effects identified by Grea i
Regional Council.

The Project is also consistent with the Wellington City District Pla the
District Plans the Airport and surrounding land are recogniS@al as ate@ic node

accommodating nationally significant infrastructure. The p ents in A.10
confirm, and the Panel agrees, that the Project aligns wit directions for
natural hazards, infrastructure resilience, biodiversity, pull " and coastal
character.

The Panel further notes the constructive eng ctyfen the Applicant, mana
whenua, and both Councils, resulting in cogitio propriately address the
matters raised in comments - including atillg to biodiversity management,
coastal processes, contaminated land rmw Ischarges, and management plan

ht refinements to ensure policy compliance
ive management, and coastal structure
those where they are necessary and

certification. Where Greater Wellin
(for example, in relation to mony
maintenance), the Panel has in
supported by evidence.

Overall, when read as a ket of statutory instruments, the RPS, NRP (and

NRP-PC1), and th ra ¥ Proposed District Plans all provide clear and
consistent directi grivga, enable and protect the benefits of regionally
significant inf ure ghile €nsuring that adverse environmental effects are
appropriately he Panel concludes that the Project is fully consistent with

t n rk and that granting the approvals sought would give effect to

1 - Regionally significant infrastructure is expressly recognised and enabled.
Across all planning instruments considered, the Airport is identified as regionally and
nationally significant infrastructure. This is:

a. affirmed by GWRC in its section 53 comments;

b. embedded in Operative RPS Objective 10;

C. reinforced through RPS Proposed Change 1 climate adaptation provisions;

d. reflected in NRP Policies 39 and 41 (specific to airport-related activities); and
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e. carried through into both the Operative District Plan and the Proposed District
Plan Airport Zone provisions.

The Southern Seawall is integral to the continued safe and efficient operation of the
Airport. The planning instruments consistently provide for the maintenance, upgrade,
and renewal of such infrastructure, particularly where functional and operational needs
dictate a coastal location.

The Panel therefore finds that the Project gives direct effect to these enabling
provisions.

indigenous biodiversity values, including korora, pohowera, lizards, kelp
reef systems, paua, and koura. These values are addressed across,

a. NZCPS Policies 11, 13, and 15;

b. RPS Objective 16 and related policies;

C. NRP Policy 38 (effects management) and Sc ificant habitats);
d. NRP Policy 39 (enabling infrastructure Jaahi nsige environments); and
e. the biodiversity provisions of the %rict Plan.

In relation to biodiversity effects, &differences between parties which we
summarise as including:

a. GWRC: sought nu i —_d¥ftake targets and strict Schedule G2 offsetting
frameworks!®!;

b. Applicant: ed c targets as ecologically unsupported, favouring
long-term @opé adaptive management;

ecautionary management but did not seek numeric targets;

onferencing, as noted above, the Applicant and GWRC agreed that a
requi ent for translocation paua and koura translocation is not needed on an
ecological basis. Ngati Toa also agreed. The Panel adopts resolution of these matters
through strengthened conditions requiring:

a. long-term monitoring of korora, pohowera, and subtidal habitats;

b. adaptive responses where outcomes are not achieved;

151

With respect to korora, we note that Schedule G3 (Biodiversity Compensation) is the more appropriate
frame of reference.
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C. improved soft-start measures in the Marine Mammal Management Plan;

d. provisioning of mana whenua involvement in ecological monitoring and decision
pathways;

e. deletion of EC0O.79 and MW.7 in relation to paua and koura translocation;

f. deletion of CA.26 to ensure future seawall extensions require consent.

The Panel is satisfied that the conditions collectively meet the requirements of:
a. NZCPS Policy 11(b);

b. NRP Policy 38 (hierarchy of avoidance, minimisation, remediation
offsetting/compensation);

C. RPS biodiversity objectives; and

d. NPS-IB (no overall net loss of indigenous biodivers,
In particular, the Panel notes that the two korora redator control,
elevated nest sites, habitat enhancement, and lon nitoring—deliver a

material ecological enhancement relative to ironment.

Finding 3 - Natural hazard risk is redu te adaptation outcomes are
strongly aligned. The existing seawall ppro the end of its design life and is
increasingly vulnerable to storm syrge, e overtopping, and projected sea-level rise.

b. RPS Proposed Ch3
C. NRP objeci@e
d. NZCPS ct and Policy 6; and

the P District Plan’s natural hazard chapter.

anel gcepts the uncontested engineering evidence that:

a. ndward relocation is not practicable;

b. soft engineering alternatives are not feasible;

C. a renewed hard structure is required to maintain airport safety; and

d. the proposed design improves hazard resilience along the southern coastal
margin.

Accordingly, the Project gives effect to the climate adaptation and hazard reduction
policies across all instruments.
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Finding 4 - Public access and natural character outcomes are maintained or
enhanced. Temporary closures for safety reasons will occur during construction.
However:

a. public access will be fully restored post-construction;

b. access will be enhanced through planting, loop tracks, interpretation, and
improved coastal margin amenity; and

C. korora protection measures are consistent with RPS Policy 53(c) (limiting access
where necessary to protect indigenous species).

Effects on natural character and ONFL values at Moa Point Road and Hu
Peninsula are:

a. neutral on the seaward side of Moa Point Road;

b. positive on the landward side of Moa Point Road du ) nd landscape
restoration.

These outcomes align with the relevant RPS, NZCP, posed District Plan
provisions.

Finding 5 - Contaminated land and earth ks C e appropriately managed.
The Panel acknowledges that GWRC / ONgErns regarding gaps in
contaminated land sampling at the M ard ological exceedances at the
seawall footprint.

However, as noted above the A t Whd GWRC / WCC have resolved differences
related to contaminated I3 ert conferencing. The parties have confirmed
that sampling coverage, ate, NRP Rule R82 standards are met, and no further
sampling, CLMP update, ation is required.

Finding 6 - The@rg
Project. The e ordgitonsiderable weight to the Proposed District Plan 2024 due
to its advance WP c PDP:

reco e Airport as nationally significant infrastructure;

expssly anticipates the need for seawall works;

C. beds climate adaptation and natural hazard management as key objectives;
d. identifies Maori values and areas of significance; and
e. supports ecological restoration within the coastal environment.

The Project aligns strongly with all of these provisions.
Wellington Conservation Management Strategy 2019

To conclude this section, we note that the Applicant referred to the Wellington
Conservation Management Strategy 2019 as potentially a relevant matter. It noted
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that the Strategy provides a framework for the integrated management of natural and
historic resources, recreation, tourism, and other conservation purposes within the
Wellington region. It contains policies and objectives that guide conservation efforts at
both regional and national levels and applies to public conservation lands and waters
within the Wellington region. The Applicant further noted that the application is not
located within or near conservation land or a marine reserve however is located within
the coastal environment.

The Panel agrees with the Applicant’s conclusion in relation to this matter.

PART I: PRINCIPAL ISSUES IN CONTENTION
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As is evident from other parts of this Decision the Application was nsive
and the Applicant had undertaken extensive pre-lodgement cons ith all of the
statutory participants under the FTAA and had also consult¥ p
groups and persons that were invited to comment. As a re
issues in contention outstanding. For completeness the p Sccts of concern are:

a. Whether the construction methodology and n
the adverse effects;

b. Whether the assessment of effects an ogRed ditions adequately
addressed the issues associated wit e C terrestrial and marine
ecology. The Panel notes that th nce of opinion regarding the

some of the conditions and we e add d this elsewhere in this Decision.

The Panel’s findings on these pri in contention are set out in Part E of this
Decision and addressed in the offesg the comments on the conditions, the

PART J: CONDITIONS
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al.
prov

ry requirements on what conditions are set is determined by what
ar g sought.
3

FTAA general require% c itions
630 Section 8@ the Panel must set any conditions to be imposed on the
sta

n 8 ust be complied with and provides:

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.

i. For a resource consent clause 18 of Schedule 5 apply:

18 Conditions on resource consent

When setting conditions on a consent, the provisions of Parts 6, 9, and 10 of the
Resource Management Act 1991 that are relevant to setting conditions on a resource
consent apply to the panel, subject to all necessary modifications, including the
following:

(a) a reference to a consent authority must be read as a reference to a panel; and



(b) a reference to services or works must be read as a reference to any activities
that are the subject of the consent application.

632 Other legal requirements for conditions are well established by case law and do not
require repeating in full, but in general terms, a resource consent condition must;*>2
a. be for a resource management purpose, not an ulterior one;

b. fairly and reasonably relate to the development authorised by the resource
consent or designation; and

C. not be so unreasonable that a reasonable planning authority, duly iating
its statutory duties could not have approved it.

633 The underlying purpose of the conditions of a resource consent is,

environmental effects by setting outcomes, requirements imi at@kctivity, and
how they are to be achieved.!>® Conditions must also be cer¥ig a nfolfeable.1>4
634 For the grant of a wildlife approval the following clause of applies:
6 Conditions

(1) A panel may set any condition ife roval that the panel considers

on protected wildlife.

(2) In setting any condition (1), the panel must-
(a) consider whe it would avoid, minimise, or remedy any
impacts o that is to be covered by the approval; and
(b) where or residual impacts on protected wildlife cannot be

, @ remedied, ensure that they are offset or
here possible and appropriate; and
as the case may be, the New Zealand Threat

()

t that may apply in respect of the protected wildlife that is to
pd by the approval.

635 For the approvalgffelay
clause 7 sets gut it

636 For the t of rchaeological authority clause 5 of Schedule 8 applies.

t has provided a largely agreed set of conditions to the Panel on 10 April
were subsequently updated on 8 May 2026. The Panel have adopted this
these are included in the appendices.

638 To the extent the final set contains minor errors, the Panel notes it has powers under
section 89 of the FTAA to make minor corrections.

152 Newbury District Council v Secretary of State for the Environment [1980] 1 All ER 731 (HL), at 739.
153 Summerset Village (Lower Hutt) Ltd v Hutt City Council [2020] MZEnvC 31 at [156].
154 Bjtumix Ltd v Mt Wellington Borough Council [1979] 2 NZLR 57.
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PART K: RMA 1991

639 As noted in Part C, Schedule 5, clause 17 sets out how the application is to be
accessed under various provisions of the RMA. As noted by the Applicant:

Schedule 5, Clause 5(1)(g) of the Act requires an assessment of the Project against sections 5,

6 and 7 of the RMA. While promoting sustainable management is the purpose of the RMA (as
per section 5 of the RMA), that is not the purpose of the Act, and sustainable management

greatest weight to the purpose of the Act.!>®

640 The Applicant provides an assessment of the Application ;
the RMA and concludes: ¢

Overall, and based on the technical assessments th b commissioned by WIAL, it is
considered that the Project will promote the s in mand@ement of natural and physical
resources in accordance with sections 5, 6 #ifd 7

641 Of note no commentor (including the Coungi ave raised any issue with the
Applicant’s assessment.

Panel finding

642 As a result of the concl hed on the effects of the Application and in the
rovisions and the conditions, the Panel finds that the

2 RMA.

PART L; A, QECTI

declsion is subject to the purpose of the FTAA, contained in section 3,
cilitate the delivery of infrastructure and development projects with
egional or national benefits.

644 As noted, The Panel accepts that the Project will deliver infrastructure and
development with significant regional benefit.

155 At A.10 section 10.2.
156 Tbid.



PART M: OVERALL ASSESSMENT

645 As noted in Part C the Panel may decline an approval if, in complying with section
81(2), the panel forms the view that: —

(a) there are 1 or more adverse impacts in relation to the approval sought; and
(b) those adverse impacts are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the project’s
regional or national benefits that the panel has considered under section 81(4), even
after taking into account—
(i) any conditions that the panel may set in relation to those adverge impacts; and
(ii) any conditions or modifications that the applicant may agree to S@gropose to
avoid, remedy, mitigate, offset, or compensate for those adverses

4) To avoid doubt a panel may not form the view that an adverse impac

646 This test is different from the test developed over the yes

the approach by the Courts and local authorities

approach to environmental decision making was incorrect.

647 In contrast the FTAA clearly envisages ] ment or balancing approach to
decision making. The Panel must bala the e impacts against the regional or
national benefits of the project.

e Panel has not formed a view that there are

648 For the reasons set out in this
3 f proportion to the Project’s regional and

significant adverse impac
national benefits. The Pg
the conditions set out i

PART N: FINAL DE

celved on it and on the draft conditions, as well as the further information
result of comments received from other participants and the subsequent

650 Overall, the Panel is satisfied that the matters set out in section 81 of the FTAA have
been addressed appropriately and that purposes of the FTAA are achieved by this
Decision. In reaching that view, the Panel has had regard to the actual and potential
effects on the environment of allowing the activity as set out above. The Panel has also

157 Section 82 FTAA
158 [2014] NZSC 38
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had regard to the relevant planning documents.

651 The Panel determines to grant the approvals sought subject to the conditions attached
as Appendices A, B, C, D and E to this Decision.

652 As required by section 99 of the FTAA the persons listed in that section are entitled to
appeal and must commence any appeals within the 20-working day period from the
day this Decision is published under section 88(3).

Helen Atkins
(Chair)

Wlr—75"

Mark Ashby
(Member)

e v P

Ray O’Callaghan

X
RS
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Note that the following appendices are set out in separate documents.
APPENDIX A: CONDITIONS MATRIX

APPENDIX B: RESOURCE CONSENT CONDITIONS

APPENDIX C: WILDLIFE APPROVAL CONDTIONS

APPENDIX D: RESERVES ACT CONDITIONS

APPENDIX E: ARCHAEOLOGICAL APPROVAL CONDITIONS
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